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About the Economic Profile System (EPS)

EPS is a free, easy-to-use software application that produces detailed socioeconomic reports of counties, states, and regions, including custom
aggregations.

EPS uses published statistics from federal data sources, including Bureau of Economic Analysis and Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of
Commerce; and Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor.

The Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service have made significant financial and intellectual contributions to the operation and content of
EPS.

See headwaterseconomics.org/EPS for more information about the other tools and capabilities of EPS.

For technical questions, contact Patty Gude at eps@headwaterseconomics.org, or 406-599-7425.

HEADWATERS
ECONOMICS

headwaterseconomics.org

Headwaters Economics is an independent, nonprofit research group. Our mission is to improve community development and land management
decisions in the West.

NATIONAL SYSTEM OF PUBLIC LANDS

www.blm.gov

The Bureau of Land Management, an agency within the U.S. Department of the Interior, administers 249.8 million acres of America's public lands,
located primarily in 12 Western States. It is the mission of the Bureau of Land Management to sustain the health, diversity, and productivity of the
public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations.

www.fs.fed.us

The Forest Service, an agency of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, administers national forests and grasslands encompassing 193 million acres.
The Forest Service’s mission is to achieve quality land management under the "sustainable multiple-use management concept" to meet the diverse
needs of people while protecting the resource. Significant intellectual, conceptual, and content contributions were provided by the following
individuals: Dr. Pat Reed, Dr. Jessica Montag, Doug Smith, M.S., Fred Clark, M.S., Dr. Susan A. Winter, and Dr. Ashley Goldhor-Wilcock.
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payments

What are federal land payments?

This page describes all federal land payments distributed to state and local governments by the geography of origin.

Components of Federal Land Payments to State and Local Governments by Geography of Origin, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Horn County, MT Carbon County, MT Stillwater County, MT Sweet Grass County, MT Yellowstone County, MT Montana Beartooth Region us.
Total Federal Land Payments 26,255 956,119 552,914 644,412 222,658 85,789,963 2,402,359 2,698,185,253
PILT 15,355 903,199 414,095 445,897 204,412 30,136,778 1,982,958 452,187,916
Forest Service Payments 0 34,314 124,560 193,920 0 18,833,795 352,795 286,609,926
BLM Payments 10,899 18,452 11,832 4,595 18,016 1,564,543 63,794 51,543,901
USFWS Refuge Payments 0 153 2428 0 231 250,838 2,812 17,902,580
Federal Mineral Royalties 0 0 0 0 0 35,004,009 0 1,889,940,931
Percent of Total
PILT 58.5% 94.5% 74.9% 69.2% 91.8% 35.1% 82.5% 16.8%
Forest Service Payments 0.0% 3.6% 225% 30.1% 0.0% 22.0% 14.7% 10.6%
BLM Payments 41.5% 19% 21% 0.7% 8.1% 1.8% 2.7% 1.9%
USFWS Refuge Payments 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.7%
Federal Mineral Royalties 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.8% 0.0% 70.0%
Components of Federal Land Payments per FY, Beartooth Region
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Big Hom County, MT  Carbon County, MT  Stillwater County, MT  Sweet Grass County, Yellowstone County, MT Montana Beartooth Region
MT
mPILT ®=FSPayments mBLM Payments ® FWS Payments = Fed. Mineral Royalties
Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , D.C.;U.S. D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land ) D.C;U.S. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
What are federal land payments?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes all federal land payments distributed to state and local governments by the geography of origin.
Federal land payments: These are federal payments that compensate state and local govermments for non-taxable federal lands within their
borders. Payments are funded by federal appropriations (e.g., PILT) and from receipts received by federal agencies from activities on federal
public lands (e.g., timber, grazing, and minerals)
Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT): These payments county for non-taxable federal lands within their borders. PILT is
based on a maximum per-acre payment reduced by the sum of all revenue sharing payments and subject to a population cap.
Forest Service Revenue Sharing: These are payments based on USFS receipts and must be used for county roads and local schools. Payments
include the 25% Fund, Secure Rural Schools & Community Self-Determination Act, and Bankhead-Jones Forest Grasslands.
BLM Revenue Sharing: The BLM shares a portion of receipts generated on public lands with state and local governments, including grazing fees
through the Taylor Grazing Act and timber receipts generated on Oregon and California (O & C) grant lands.
USFWS Refuge: These payments share a portion of receipts from National Wildlife Refuges and other areas managed by the USFWS directly with
the counties in which they are located.
Federal Mineral Royalties: These payments are distributed to state governments by the U.S. Office of Natural Resources Revenue. States may
share, at their discretion, a portion of revenues with the local governments where royalies were generated.
Federal Fiscal Year: FY refers to the federal fiscal year that begins on October 1 and ends September 30.

Why is it important?
State and local government cannot tax federally owned lands the way they would if the land were privately owned. A number of federal programs
exist to compensate county governments for the presence of federal lands. These programs can represent a significant portion of local
government revenue in rural counties with large federal land holdings.

Before 1976, all federal payments were linked directly to receipts generated on public lands. Congress funded PILT with appropriations beginning
in 1977 in recognition of the volatiity and inadequacy of federal revenue sharing programs. PILT was intended to stabilize and increase federal
land payments to county governments. More recently, the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000 (SRS) decoupled
USFS payments from commercial receipts. SRS received broad support because it addressed several major concerns around receipt-based
programs--volatility, the payment level, and the incentives provided to counties by linking federal land payments directly to extractive uses of public
lands.

PILT and SRS each received a significant increase in federal appropriations in FY 2008 through the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008. Despite the increased appropriations, SRS is authorized only through FY 2011, PILT only through FY 2012, and federal budget concems
are creating uncertainty for the future of both

Methods
Data Limitations: Local government distributions of federal land payments may be underreported due to data limitations from USFWS, ONRR, and
some states that make discretionary distributions of mineral royalties and some BLM payments.
Significance of Data Limitations: USFWS data limitations are relatively insignificant at the federal level (data gaps on local distributions of USFWS
Refuge revenue sharing is less than one percent of total federal land payments in FFY 2009) but may be important to specific local governments
with significant USFWS acreage. Federal mineral royalties represent a more significant omission i states that share a portion of royalties with
local governments. Federal mineral royalties made up 68% of federal land payments i the U.S. in FFY 2008.

Additional Resources
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.
Gorte, Ross W., M. Lynne Corn, and Carol Hardy Vincent. 1999. Federal Land Agencies’ Accounts.
Congressional Research Service Report RL30335.
Trends in federal land payments are closely tied to commodity extraction on public lands. For more on the economic importance (in terms of jobs
and income) of these activities, see the EPS-HDT Socioeconomic Measures report and other industry specific reports at
headwaterseconomics.org/eps (1).
For data on federal land ownership, see the EPS-HDT Land Use report at headwaterseconomics.org/eps (1)

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , D.C;U.S.D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, ,
Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land s i D.C.;U.S. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.;
Additional sources and methods available at www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt
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Beartooth Region Fellel'al lallll Pavme'“s

How are federal land payments distributed to state and local governments?

This page describes how federal land payments are distributed to state and local governments by geography of origin.

Distribution of Federal Land Payments to State and Local Governments by Geography of Origin, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Horn C: Carbon County Stillwater County, MT Sweet Grass County, MT Yellowstone County, MT Beartooth Region
Total Federal Land Payments 26,255 956,119 552,914 644,412 222,658 85,789,963 2,402,359 2,698,185,253
State Government 0 0 0 0 0 35,014,288 0 1,890,223,558
County Government 15,355 926,272 504,915 555,850 218,450 41,522,189 2,220,842 650,060,645
Local School Districts 0 11,427 35,257 54,889 0 5,359,741 101,572 106,219,581
RACs 0 0 11,211 29,088 0 2,339,481 40,299 30,689,861
Grazing Districts 10,899 18,422 1,632 4,585 4,208 1,554,264 39,645 14,650,077
Percent of Total
State Government 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 40.8% 0.0% 70.1%
County Government 58.5% 96.9% 91.3% 86.3% 98.1% 48.4% 92.4% 24.1%
Local School Districts 0.0% 12% 6.4% 8.5% 0.0% 6.2% 4.2% 3.9%
RACs 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 4.5% 0.0% 2.7% 1.7% 1.1%
Grazing Districts 41.5% 1.9% 0.3% 0.7% 1.9% 1.8% 1.7% 0.5%
Distribution of Federal Land Payments to State and Local Governments per FY, Beartooth Region
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Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C.;U.S. Di of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land i i D.C;U.S. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
Page 2



Study Guide and Supplemental Information
How are federal land payments distributed to state and local governments?

What do we measure on this page?
This pace describes how federal land pavments are to state and local by of oriain.

Why is it important?
A variety of state and local governments receive federal land payments, and the way these payments are distributed explains who benefits. For
example, PILT is directed to county government only, while USFS payments are shared between county goverment and schools. If USFS
payments decline, the PILT formula ensures that county goverment payments will increase, but school districts will not share in the increased
PILT payments. While PILT and SRS have decoupled local government payments from commercial activities on public lands, all the federal land
payments delivered to state government (mineral royalties, BLM revenue sharing payments) are stil linked directly to how public lands are
managed. This means state legislators and governors have a different set of expectations and incentives to lobby for particular outcomes on public
lands than do county commissioners or school officials.

Methods
State Government Distributions: Consist of: (1) federal mineral royalties and (2) portions BLM revenue sharing. States make subsequent
distributions to local government according to state and federal statute (see note about data limitations).
County Government Distributions: Consist of: (1) PILT; (2) portions of Forest Service payments including Secure Rural Schools and Community
Self-Determination Act (SRS) Title | and Title Iil, 25% Fund, and Forest Grasslands ; (4) BLM Bankhead-Jones; (4) USFWS Refuge revenue
sharing; and (5) y state of federal mineral royalties where these data are available.
Local School District Distributions: Consist of portions of SRS Title I, 25% Fund, and Forest Grasslands.
Resource Advisory Council (RAC) Distributions: Consist of SRS Title Il. These funds are retained by the Federal Treasury to be used on public
land projects on the national forest or BLM land where the payment originated. Resource Advisory Committee (RAC) provides advice and
recommendations to the Forest Service on the development and implementation of special projects on federal lands as authorized under the
Secure Rural Schools Act and Community Self-Determination Act, Public Law 110-343. Each RAC consists of 15 people representing varied
interests and areas of expertise, who work collaboratively to improve working relationships among community members and national forest
personnel.
Grazing District Distributions: Consist of BLM Taylor Grazing Act payments.
Data Limitations: Local government distributions of federal land payments may be underreported due to data limitations from USFWS, ONRR, and
from states (some states make discretionary distributions of mineral royalties and some BLM payments, and these data may not be available).

Additional Resources
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.

Gorte, Ross W., M. Lynne Comn, and Carol Hardy Vincent. 1999. Federal Land Agencies’ Accounts.
Congressional Research Service Report RL30335.

Trends in federal land payments are closely tied to commodity extraction on public lands. For more on the economic importance (in terms of jobs
and income) of these activities, see the EPS Socioeconomic Measures report and other industry specific reports at headwaterseconomics.orgleps

(1),

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C.;U.S. D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, ,
Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land B i D.C.; U.S. Ds of Interior. 2016. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.;
Additional sources and methods available at www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt
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Beartooth Region Fellel'al lallll Pavme'“s

How are federal land payments distributed to county governments allocated to unrestricted and restricted uses?

This page describes the amount of money distributed to county governments (federal land payments distributed to the state, school districts, grazing districts, and RACs are excluded) based on the permitted uses of federal land payments.

Allocation of Federal Land Payments to County Government by Permitted Use, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Horn Cou Stillwater Count Yellowstone County, Montana eartooth Region
Total Federal Land Payments 15,355 926,272 504,915 555,850 218,450 41,522,189 2,220,842 650,060,645
Unrestricted 15,355 903,357 426,823 445,899 218,438 30,387,616 2,009,873 500,968,911
Restricted-County Roads 0 22,888 70,619 109,943 0 10,735,576 203,450 133,992,641
Restricted-Special County Projects 0 0 7474 0 0 398,997 7474 14,815,443
Percent of Total
Unrestricted 100.0% 97.5% 84.5% 80.2% 100.0% 73.2% 90.5% 77.1%
Restricted-County Roads 0.0% 2.5% 14.0% 19.8% 0.0% 25.9% 9.2% 20.6%
Restricted-Special County Projects 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.3% 2.3%

© From 1986 to 2015, unrestricted Allocation of Federal Land P: ts to County G tsby Permitted U FY, Beartooth Regi
federal land payments grew from location of Federal Land Payments to County Governmentsby Permitted Use per FY, Beartooth Region
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100%
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=L i m Restricted-County Roads ~ m Restricted-Special County Projects
Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C.; U.S. D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land . i D.C.; U.S. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.

Fish and Wildife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
How are federal land payments distributed to county governments allocated to unrestricted and restricted uses?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes the amount of money distributed to county governments (federal land payments distributed to the state, school districts,
grazing districts, and RACs are excluded) based on the permitted uses of federal land payments.

Why is it important?
County governments can incur a number of costs associated with activities that take place on federal public lands within their boundaries. For
example, counties must maintain county roads used by logging trucks and recreational traffic traveling to and from federal lands, and they must pay
for law and services with public lands. Several federal land payment programs, particularly those from the
Forest Service, are specifically targeted to help pay for these costs.

Methods
Unrestricted: Consist of (1) PILT, (2) U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service Refuge Revenue Sharing, and (3) any distributions of federal mineral royalties
from the state government.
Restricted--County Roads: Consist of (1) Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act (SRS) Title I, (2) Forest Service 25% Fund,
(3) Forest Service Owl payments (between 1993 and 2000 only), and (4) Forest Grasslands. Federal law mandates payments be used for county
roads and public schools. Each state determines how to split funds between the two services.
Restricted--Special County Projects: Consist of (1) SRS Title IIl funds that are distributed to county government for use on specific projects, such
as Firewise C ities projects, rei for services provided on federal land, and developing community wildfire protection
plans.
Data Limitations: Local government distributions of federal land payments may be underreported due to data limitations from USFWS, ONRR, and
from states (some states make discretionary distributions of mineral royalties and some BLM payments, and these data may not be available).

Additional Resources
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.

Gorte, Ross W. 2008. The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000: Forest Service Payments to Counties.
Congressional Research Service Report RL33822.

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C;US.D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, ,
Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land ., i D.C;;US. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.;
Additional sources and methods available at www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt

Study Guide
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payments

How important are federal land payments to state and local governments?

This page describes federal land payments as a proportion of total county and state government general revenue.

Federal Land Payments as a Share of Total General Government Revenue, Thousands of FY 2012 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Hom Cou Carbon Count Stillwater C Sweet Grass Count Yellowstone County, MT Montana Beartooth Regi
Total General Revenue 22,407 10,524 15,892 80,763 6,030,066 140,065 0
Taxes 8914 7,703 4,189 62,994 2,624,099 89,535 0
Intergovernmental Revenue 8,037 1,898 3,592 6,605 2,354,481 23443 0
Total Charges 3923 403 7,549 8,269 556,543 20,563 0
Al Other (Miscellaneous) 1,533 520 562 2,896 494,944 6,524 0
Federal Land Payments (FY 2011) 24 974 807 200 146,017 2,544 4,999,568
Percent of Total
Taxes 39.8% 73.2% 54.7% 26.4% 78.0% 43.5% 63.9% na
Intergovernmental Revenue 35.9% 18.0% 31.6% 226% 8.2% 39.0% 16.7% na
Total Charges 17.5% 3.8% 4.0% 47.5% 10.2% 9.2% 14.7% na
Al Other (Miscellaneous) 6.8% 4.9% 9.7% 3.5% 3.6% 8.2% 4.7% na
Federal Land Payments (FY 2011) 0.1% 9.3% 51% 51% 0.2% 2.4% 1.8% na
Federal Land Payments per FY, Percent of Total General Government Revenue, Beartooth Region
From FY 1987 to FY 2012, federal 20% 0%
land payments grew from 1 to 1.8 8%
percent of total general government 1.6% 1.40% 1.50%
revenue, an increase of 80 percent. 1.4% 1.30%
1.2% 1.00% 1.10%
1.0%
0.8%
0.6%
0.4%
0.2%
0.0% +
1987 1992 1997 2002 2007 2012
Federal Land Payments, Percent of Total General Government Revenue, FY 2012
* InFY 2012, federal land payments as 10.0% 9.3%
a percent of total general government 9.0%
revenue in Beartooth Region was 8.0%
1.8%. 7.0%
6.0% 5.1% 5.1%
5.0%
4.0% B
3.0% 24% 1.8%
2.0%
1.0% 0.1% 0.2% - na
0.0% +
Big Horn County, MT ~ Carbon County, MT  Stillwater County, MT  Sweet Grass County, ~ Yellowstone County, MT Montana Beartooth Region us
MT
Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C.; U.S. D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land . i D.C;U.S. D of Interior. 2016. U.S.

Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
How important are federal land payments to state and local governments?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes federal land payments as a proportion of total county and state government general revenue.

Reporting Period: State and local financial data is from the U.S. Census of Governments, conducted every five years. The latest was for Fiscal
Year (FY) 2007. Federal land payments reported for FY 2006 are received by state and local government during FY 2007.
Interactive Table: Census of Government county financial statistics are based on a national survey and may not match local government financial
reports. The interactive table on the next page allows the user to input data gathered from primary sources to avoid these data limitations and
update data for the latest year.
Taxes: All taxes collected by state and local governments, including property, sales, and income tax.
Intergovernmental Revenue: Payments, grants, and distributions from other governments, including federal education, health care, and

i to state and state assis to local
Total Charges: Charges imposed for providing current services, including social services, library, and clerk and recorder charges.
All Other (Miscellaneous): All other general government revenue from their own sources.

Why is it important?
County payments are an important component of local government fiscal health for a handful of rural counties with a large share of land i federal
ownership. For counties with fewer public lands and larger economies, federal land payments are a small piece of a much broader revenue stream.
Counties most dependent on federal land payments are affected most by changes in distribution and funding levels. For these counties, volatility
and uncertainty makes budgeting and planning difficult.

Methods
Reporting Period: The Census of Government FY covers the period July1 to June 30 for most states and counties and does not match the federal
FY beginning October 1 and ending September 31. Federal land payments reported for the current FY are often distributed to counties during the
following FY. For example, Forest Service payments authorized and appropriated for FY 2007 are delivered to counties in January of 2008, during
the Census of Government FY 2008. To correct for the different reporting periods, federal land payments allocated in FY 2006 are compared to
local government revenue received in FY 2007.
Federal Land Payments Data Limitations: Local government distributions of federal land payments may be underreported due to data limitations
from USFWS, ONRR, and from states (some states make discretionary distributions of mineral royalties and some BLM payments, and these data
may not be available)
Census of Data Limitations: (1) county financial statistics may not match local government financial reports for three main reasons:
(a) The Census of Government defines the general county government as the aggregation of the parent (county) government and all agencies,
institutions, and authorities connected to it (including government and quasi-governmental entities). This may differ from the way local governments
define themselves for budgeting purposes; (b) different reporting periods between the Census of Governments fiscal year and the reporting period
used by local governments (for example, some counties use a calendar year for reporting purposes); and (c) survey methods introduce error; (2)
the last published edition of the Census of Governments was FY 2007, before the recent increase in payments from SRS and PILT; and (3) federal
land payments data limitations may under-represent the importance of federal land payments relative to other sources of county revenue.

Additional Resources
U.S. Census Bureau State and Local Government Finance statistics can be at: censu i (2.
For a detailed description of Census of Governments survey methods, survey year (fiscal year), and definitions, see: 2006 Government Finance
and Employment Classification Manual at census.gov/govs/ (3).
Schuster, Ervin G. and Krista M. Gebert. 2001. Property Tax Equivalency on Federal Resource Management Lands. Journal of Forestry. May 2001
pp 30-35.
Ingles, Brett. 2004. Changing the Funding Structure: An Analysis of the Secure Rural School and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000 on
National Forest Lands. Environmental Science and Public Policy Research Institute, Boise State University.

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , i D.C;US.D of Agri . 2016. Forest Service, ,
Washington, D. S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land f i D.C;U.S.D of Interior. 2016. U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.; U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.;
Additional sources and methods available at www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payment Programs

What are Payments i

ieu of Taxes (PILT)?
This page describes Pavments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT).
PILT Eligible Acres by Agency, FY 2015

Big Horn County, MT Garbon County, MT Stillwater County, MT Sweet Grass County, MT Yellowstone County, MT Montana eartooth Region us
Total Eligible Acres 41,433 574,675 198,832 294,220 78,235 27,387,988 1,187,395 606,990,299
BLM 27,272 219,647 5,560 15,834 76,780 7,815,066 345,093 241,766,732
Forest Service 0 324,513 193,272 278,386 0 17,111,798 796,171 190,752,167
Bureau of Reclamation 12,852 393 0 0 1,455 272,483 14,700 3,945,389
National Park Service 1,309 30,122 0 0 0 1,203,723 31,431 76,885,869
Miltary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 333,565
Army Corps of Engineers 0 0 0 0 0 558,477 0 8,047,787
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service 0 0 0 0 [} 426,441 0 85,235,272
Other Eligible Acres 0 0 0 0 0 0 23518
PILT Payment (FY 2017 $s) 15,355 903,199 414,095 445,897 204,412 30,136,778 1,982,958 452,187,916
Avg. Per-Acre Payment (FY 2017 $s) 037 157 2.08 152 261 1.10 167 074
Percent of Total
BLM 65.8% 38.2% 2.8% 5.4% 98.1% 28.5% 29.1% 39.8%
Forest Service 0.0% 56.5% 97.2% 94.6% 0.0% 62.5% 67.1% 31.4%
Bureau of Reclamation 31.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 19% 1.0% 12% 0.6%
National Park Service 3.2% 5.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.4% 2.6% 12.7%
Miltary 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
Army Corps of Engineers 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 0.0% 1.3%
U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6% 0.0% 14.0%
Other Eligible Acres 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) per FY, Beartooth Region
P $2.5
* From FY 1986 to FY 2015, PILT ~ $20
payments grew from $1,441,509 to g 8
$1,982,958, increased of 38 percent. > 515
5
2 $1.0
s
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Avg. Per-Acre Payment, FY 2015
(FY 2017 $s)
$3.00 $2.61
* InFY 2015, Yellowstone County, MT » $2:50 $2.08
had the highest average per-acre 2 $2.00 $1.67
PILT payment ($2.61), and Big Horn = $1.57 $1.52
County, MT had the lowest ($0.37). E $1.50 $1.10
$1.00 $0.74
5050 $0.37
$0.00 +
Big Horn County, MT Montana Beartooth Region us.

Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information

What are Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT)?
What do we measure on this page?
This page describes Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT).

Congress ized PILT in 1976 in jon of the volatiity and i of federal revenue sharing payment programs to compensate
counties for non-taxable federal lands within their borders (Public Law 94-565). PILT increases and stabilizes county government revenue sharing
payments by paying counties based on a per-acre average "base payment" that is reduced by the amount of revenue sharing payments and is
subject to a population cap.

Alow average per-acre PILT payment may indicate significant revenue sharing payments from the previous year or that the county's population is
below the population cap that limits the base per acre payment.

PILT is permanently authorized, but congress must appropriate funding on an annual basis. PILT was typically not fully funded until FY 2008 when
counties received a guarantee of five years at full payment amounts (FY 2008 to FY 2012 payments).

Why is it important?
As county payments became more important to local government after WWII (largely due to high timber extraction levels to fuel the post-war
housing and economic growth), volatility became an issue. PILT increased and stabilized payments by funding counties from congressional
appropriations rather than directly from commodity receipts. PILT payments are also important because they are not restricted to particular local
government services, but can be used at the discretion of county commissioners to fund any local government needs.

Additional Resources
The U.S. Department of the Interior maintains an online searchable database of PILT payments and eligible PILT acres by county and state total
Data are available back to FY 1999 at: doi.gov/inbc/index.cfm (4).
Schuster, Ervin G. 1995. PILT - Its Purpose and Performance. Journal of Forestry. 93(8):31-35.

Corn, M. Lynne. 2008. PILT (Payments in Lieu of Taxes): Somewhat Simplified. Congressional Research Service Report RL31392.

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT), , Washington, D.C.

Study Guide
Page 5



Beartooth Region Federal Land Payment Programs

Whatis Forest Service Revenue Sharing?

This page describes Forest Service revenue sharing programs, including the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act (SRS), 25% Fund, and Forest Grasslands.

Forest Service Revenue Sharing Payments, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Carbon Count Stillwater Cot Sweet Grass Col Yellowstone County, Beartooth Region

Forest Service Total 0 34,314 124,560 193,920 0 18,833,795 352,795 286,609,926
Secure Rural Schools Total 0 2,719 124,560 193,920 0 18,769,593 321,199 268,679,410
Title | 0 2,719 105,876 164,832 0 16,031,115 273,427 228,623,238
Title 1 0 0 11,211 29,088 0 2,339,481 40,299 27,616,638
Title Il 0 0 7474 0 0 398,997 7,474 12,439,533
25% Fund 0 31,595 0 0 0 64,202 31,595 11,588,985
Forest Grasslands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Special Acts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6,341,532
Percent of Total
Secure Rural Schools Total na 7.9% 100.0% 100.0% na 99.7% 91.0% 93.7%
Title | na 7.9% 85.0% 85.0% na 85.1% 77.5% 79.8%
Title I na 0.0% 9.0% 15.0% na 12.4% 11.4% 9.6%
Title Il na 0.0% 6.0% 0.0% na 21% 2.1% 4.3%
25% Fund na 92.1% 0.0% 0.0% na 0.3% 9.0% 4.0%
Forest Grasslands na 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% na 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Special Acts na 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% na 0.0% 0.0% 2.2%
Forest Service Revenue Sharing per FY, Beartooth Region
$0.9
4 50.8
~
* From FY 1986 to FY 2015, Forest z $0.7
Service revenue sharing payments N $0.6
grew from $142,612 to $352,795, an o :gf
; ] .
increase of 147 percent.
P ¢ 50.3
E $0.2
$0.1
$0.0 +
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mTitlel mTitlell mTitlelll =25%Fund m Forest Grasslands = Special Acts & OWL
Forest Service Revenue Sharing, FY 2015
100% —
* InFY 2015, Title | payments were the gggv
greatest portion of Forest Service 70%
revenue sharing in Beartooth Region 60%
(77.5%), and Forest Grasslands were 50%
the smallest (0%). 40%
30%
20%
10%
0% 1 I
Big Horn County, MT Carbon County, MT Stillwater County, MT ~ Sweet Grass County, Yellowstone County, MT Montana Beartooth Region us.
MT

mTitle! mTitle |l @ Title Il 25% Fund  mForest Grasslands  m Special Acts

Data Sources: U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
Whatis Forest Service Revenue Sharing?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes Forest Service revenue sharing programs, including the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act (SRS),
25% Fund, and Forest Grasslands.
U.S. Forest Service 25 Percent Fund: The 25% Fund, established in 1908, 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 receipts 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 (SRS), or Public Law 106-393: SRS was enacted in FY 2001 to provide
5 years of transitional assistance to rural counties affected by the decline in revenue from timber harvests on federal lands. SRS was reauthorized
for a single year in 2007, and again in 2008 for a period of four years. The SRS Act has three titles that allocate payments for specific purposes.
« Title | - these payments to counties make up 80 to 85 percent of the total SRS payments and must be dedicated to funding roads and schools.
States determine the split between these two services, and some states let the counties decide.
« Title Il - these 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.
« Title lll - these payments may be used to carry out activities under the Firewise Communities program, to reimburse the county for search and
rescue and other emergency services, and to develop community wildfire protection plans.
What s the Relationship Between the 25% Fund and SRS? 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 counties, particularly in the East, continue to
prefer 25% Fund payments to Secure Rural Schools.
Forest Grasslands: Forest Grasslands are lands acquired by the Forest Service through the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 1937 (P.L. 75-
210). The Act authorized acquisition of damaged lands to rehabilitate and use them for various purposes. Receipts from activities on Forest
Grasslands are shared directly with county governments.
Special Acts: These include Payments to Minnesota (Act of June 22, 1948, 16 U.S.C. 577g), payments associated with the Quinault Special
Management Area in Washington (P.L. 100-638, 102 Stat. 3327), and receipts from the sale of quartz from the Ouachita National Forest in
Arkansas (§423, Interior Appropriations Act for FY1989; P.L. 100-446, 102 Stat. 1774). Payments to Minnesota provides a special payment (75%
of the appraised value) for lands in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area in St. Louis, Cook, and Lake counties. The Forest Service shares 45 percent
of timber receipts from the Quinault Special Management Area with both the Quinault Indian Tribe and with the State of Washington. Congress
directed the Forest Service to sell quartz from the Ouachita National Forest as common variety mineral materials (rather than being available under
the 1872 General Mining Law), with 50 percent of the receipts to Arkansas counties with Ouachita National Forest lands for roads and schools.

Why is it important?
USFS revenue sharing is the largest source of federal land payments to counties on a national basis (federal mineral royalties are distributed to
states). For some counties it provides a significant portion of total local government revenue. Payments became important after WWIl when timber
harvests on the National Forests increased sharply in response to post-war housing and economic growth

As the timber economy shifted and ideas about public land management changed, harvests declined and county payments along with it. Congress
addressed these changes by authorizing "owl" transition payments in the Pacific Northwest, and later extended the concept of transition payments
nationally in 2000 with the SRS act. SRS changed USFS revenue sharing in three fundamental ways: SRS (1) decoupled county payments from
National Forest receipts by timber, (2) new purposes of restoration and stewardship through Title Il funds that
pay for projects on public lands, and (3) addressed payment equity concerns by adjusting county and school payments based on economic need
(the Title | formula is adjusted using each county's per capita personal income)

SRS transition payments are only authorized through FY 2011, at which point Congress must decide to extend and/or reform SRS, or allow it to
expire. If SRS expires, counties will again receive payments from the 25% Fund, recoupling payments directly to commercial activities on public
land.

Additional Resources
Secure Rural Schools and Community Self Determination Act payments available at: fs.usda.gov/pts/ (5).
Gorte, Ross W. 2008. The Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act of 2000: Forest Service Payments to Counties.
Congressional Research Service Report RL33822.

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Agriculture. 2016. Forest Service, , Washington, D.C.; Additional sources and methods available at
www.headwaterseconomics.ora/eps-hdt
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payment Programs

What is BLM Revenue Sharing?

This page describes BLM payments to states and local governments. Payments are derived from a variety of revenue-generating activities on BLM land, including revenue from the sale of land and materials, grazing, and minerals leasing.

BLM Payments to States and Local Governments, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Hom Cou

Stillwater C

Sweet Grass C

Beartooth Region

Total BLM Payments ($) 10,899 18452 11,832 4,595 18,016 1,564,543 63,794 51,543,901
Proceeds of Sales 0 5 10,300 2 2 10,309 0
Mineral Leasing Act 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0
Taylor Grazing Act 10,899 18,422 1,532 4,585 4,208 1,554,264 39,645 14,650,077
State Payments 0 0 0 0 [} 10,279 0 282,627
National Grasslands 0 0 [ 0 13,794 0 13,794 [
Miscellaneous Receipts 0 27 0 8 1 0 46 283,650
08C and CBWR land grants 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 36,327,547

Title | 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,878,415
Title Il 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3,073,222
Title 11l 0 0 0 [ [} 0 0 2,375,910

Percent of Total
Proceeds of Sales 0.0% 0.0% 87.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.2% 0.0%
Mineral Leasing Act 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Taylor Grazing Act 100.0% 99.8% 12.9% 99.8% 23.4% 99.3% 62.1% 28.4%
State Payments 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.5%
National Grasslands 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 76.6% 0.0% 21.6% 0.0%
Miscellaneous Receipts 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.6%
0&C and CBWR land grants 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 70.5%

Title | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59.9%
Title Il 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.0%
Title 11l 0.0% 0.0% .0% 0.0% 0.0% .0% 0.0% 4.6%
BLM Revenue Sharing per FY, Beartooth Region
. 4 $200.0
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>
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payments were the greatest portion 13827
of BLM revenue sharing in Beartooth 80%
Region (62.1%), and Mineral Leasing 0%
Act payments were the smallest Zgng:
(0% ¥
(%) 30%
20%
10%

Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land Management, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
What is BLM Revenue Sharing?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes BLM payments to states and local governments. Payments are derived from a variety of revenue-generating activities on BLM
land, including revenue from the sale of land and materials, grazing, and minerals leasing.
Proceeds of Sales: These include receipts from the sale of land and materials.
Mineral Leasing Act: These include Oil and Gas Right of Way lease revenue and the National Petroleum Reserve - Alaska Lands. These do not
include royalties from mineral leasing on BLM lands, which are distributed by the Office of Natural Resources Revenue (ONRR). For ONRR
payments see worksheet 10.
Taylor Grazing Act: The Taylor Grazing Act, June 28, 1934, established grazing allotments on public land and extended tenure to district grazers.
In 1936 the Grazing Service (BLM) enacted fees to be shared with the county where allotments and leases are located. Funds are restricted to
use for range improvements (e.g., predator control, noxious weed programs) in cooperation with BLM or livestock organizations.
« Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act concerns grazing permits issued on public lands within grazing districts established under the Act.
« Section 15 of the Taylor Grazing Act concens issuing grazing leases on public lands outside the original grazing district established under the
Act.
National Grasslands: Revenue derived from the of National under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C. 1012),
and Executive Order 10787, November 6, 1958.
Oregon and California Land Grants: These include (1) the Oregon and California (O&C) land grant payment and (2) Coos Bay Wagon Road
(CBWR) payment administered by the Secure Rural Schools and Community Self-Determination Act. Amounts include Title I, Title I, and Title Il
payments (see the Forest Service revenue sharing section in this report for definitions and information on the Secure Rural Schools and
Community Self-Determination Act).

Why is it important?
The BLM is the nation's largest land owner, and activities that take place on BLM lands can be extremely important to adjacent communities
Similarly, the non-taxable status of BLM lands is important to local government who must provide services to county residents, and provide public
safety and law enforcement activities on BLM lands. BLM revenue sharing programs provide resources to local governments in lieu of property
taxes (and these revenue sharing dollars are supplemented by PILT).

Methods
BLM data on this page are from BLM FRD 196 and FRD 198 reports. The FRD 196 reports receipts by county and state of origin while the FRD
198 reports actual distribution amounts to state and local governments. FRD 198 is not available for some years, so the FRD 196 report is used.
To arrive at distribution amounts from receipts, the Legal Allocation of BLM Receipts (Table 3-31 of BLM Public Land Statistics) was used. Some
error is likely. In addition, some data are obtained directly from states. Distribution statistics obtained from the state or local government are
related to the previous FY's reported distributions (BLM distributions reported for federal FY 2008 are received and reported by state and local
government in FY 2009.)

Additional Resources
BLM Public Land Statistics are available at the Annual Reports and Public Land Statistics website:
bim.g Direct_Links_to_Publi _rpt_and_pls.html (6)

Information about the Taylor Grazing Act is available at: bim. _offices/C: 1.ntml (7).

Data Sources

U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Bureau of Land Management, , Washington, D.C.; Additional sources and methods available at
www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payment Programs

Whatis U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge Revenue Sharing?

This page describes U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge revenue sharing.

USFWS Refuge Revenue Sharing Payments, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Homn Count Carbon County

mT Stillwater County, MT Sweet Grass County, Yellowstone County, Montana artooth Region us
USFWS Refuge Revenue Share 153 2,428 231 250,838 2812 17,902,580
USFWS Refuge Revenue Sharing per FY, Beartooth Region
$7.0
k3 $6.0
From FY 1986 to 2015, U.S. Fish and ~
Wildiife Service Refuge revenue : $5.0
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Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
Whatis U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge Revenue Sharing?

What do we measure on this page?
This page describes U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Refuge revenue sharing.

Twenty-five percent of the net receipts collected from the sale of various products or privileges from Refuge lands, or three-quarters of one percent
(0.75%) of the adjusted purchase price of Refuge land, whichever is greater, is shared with the counties in which the Refuge is located.

Why is it important?
National Wildlife Refuges and other lands administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildiife Service do not pay property taxes to local governments. The
Refuge revenue sharing program is intended to compensate counties for non-taxable Refuge lands. As with other revenue sharing programs,
these payments can be important if USFWS ownership is a large percentage of all land in the county, reducing the ability of the local government to
raise sufficient tax revenue to provide basic services. In addition, linking payments to revenue derived from USFWS lands can create incentives
for local government officials to lobby for particular uses of public land.

Methods
Data Limitations: The USFWS publishes a database of Refuge revenue sharing payments for FY 2006 and FY 2007 only, and does not make data
available for other years for the nation. Data on Refuge revenue sharing may be obtained directly from the receiving county government. County
may request county-specific Refuge revenue sharing payment data from U.S. Fish and Wildife Services, Division of Financial
Management, Denver Operations.

Significance of Data Limitations: Data limitations are relatively insignificant on the national scale (USFWS Refuge revenue sharing payments were
about 4% of total federal land payments for the United States in FY 2007), however they may be significant for counties that have large areas
managed by USFWS.

Additional Resources

A detailed description of USFWS Refuge revenue sharing payments is available on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Realty website at:
fws.govirefuges/realty/rrs.html (8)

The Refuge Revenue Sharing Database is available at: fw: ing_Search_2007.cfm (9). The database
currently only includes payments for FY 2006 and FY 2007. The agency does not provide data for the nation for additional years.

Data Sources
U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. . Washinaton. D.C.

Study Guide
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Beartooth Region

Federal Land Payment Programs

What are Federal Mineral Royalties?
This page describes components of federal mineral royalty distributions to state and local governments.
Federal Mineral Royalties by Source, FY 2015 (FY 2017 $s)

Big Horn County Stillwater County, MT Sweet Grass County, MT Yellowstone County, Montana artooth Region s
Total Federal Royalty 0 0 0 0 0 35,004,009 0 1,889,940,931
Royalties 0 0 0 0 0 33,492,670 0 1,800,159,358
Coal 0 0 0 0 0 22,117,063 0 350,027,776
Natural Gas 0 0 0 0 0 1,757,672 0 469,067,287
Gas Plant Products 0 0 0 0 0 42,458 0 80,761,858
ol 0 0 0 0 0 10,337,696 0 615,768,618
Other 0 0 0 0 0 -762,220 0 284,533,819
Non-Royalty Revenue 0 0 0 0 [} 1,511,340 0 89,781,672
Rents 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bonus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Revenues 0 0 0 0 0 1,511,340 0 89,781,572
Geothermal 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 4,380,479
GOMESA 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Percent of Total
Royalties na na na na na 95.7% na 95.2%
Coal na na na na na 63.2% na 18.5%
Natural Gas na na na na na 5.0% na 24.8%
Gas Plant Products na na na na na 0.1% na 4.3%
oil na na na na na 29.5% na 32.6%
Other na na na na na 2.2% na 15.1%
Non-Royalty Revenue na na na na na 4.3% na 4.8%
Rents na na na na na 0.0% na 0.0%
Bonus na na na na na 0.0% na 0.0%
Other Revenues na na na na na 4.3% na 4.8%
Geothermal na na na na na 0.0% na 0.2%
GOMESA na na na na na 0.0% na 0.0%
This table shows federal royalties disbursed directly to state and local governments. States may share a portion of their royalties with counties. These state "pass through” disbursements are not reported here. See ‘Additional Resources'.
” Federal Mineral Royalty Distributions per FY, Beartooth Region
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In FY 2015, oil royalties were the
largest component of federal mineral Components of Federal Mineral Royalty Distributions, FY 2015
royalties in the U.S. (32.6%), and gas
plant products were the smallest 100%
(4.3%). 80% -
60%
40% 1
* InFY 2015, other revenues were the 20%
largest component of federal mineral 0% | o
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Data Sources: U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
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Study Guide and Supplemental Information
What are Federal Mineral Royalties?

What do we measure on this page?

This page describes the components of federal mineral royalty distri to state and local across ies, and trends for the
region.

Royalties, rents, and bonus payments from mining activities on federal land are shared with the state of origin (49% of revenue is returned to states
and 51% is retained by the federal government). In addition, revenue from geothermal production on federal lands and a share of royalties from

offshore drilling the Gulf of Mexico (GOMESA) are shared directly with county State and local determine how to spend
their share of federal mineral royalties within broad federal guidelines (priority must be given to areas socially or economically impacted by mineral
for planning, ion/mai of public facilties, and provision of public services).

Royalties: Royalty payments represent a stated share or percentage of the value of the mineral produced. The royalty may be an established
minimum, a step-scale, or a sliding-scale. A step-scale royalty rate increases by steps as the average production on the lease increases. A sliding-
scale royalty rate is based on average production and applies to all production from the lease. A royalty is due when production begins.

payments are distributed directly to counties where the activity takes place.
GOMESA: The Gulf of Mexico Energy Security Act of 2006 (GOMESA) makes distributions of offshore federal mineral royalties to coastal states
and communities. The four states and their eligible political subdivisions receiving revenues from the GOMESA leases include Alabama, Louisiana,
Mississippi, and Texas.
Rents: A rent schedule is established at the time a lease is issued. Rents are annual payments, normally a fixed dollar amount per acre, required
to preserve the right to a lease.
Bonuses: Leases issued in areas known o believed to contain minerals are awarded through a competitive bidding process. Bonuses represent
the cash amount successfully bid to win the rights to a lease.
Other Revenues: A disbursement that is not a royalty, rent, or bonus. Other revenue may include minimu royalties, settlement payments, gas
storage fees, estimated payments, recoupments, and fees for sand and gravel used for beach restoration.

Why is it important?
Mineral royalties are the largest source of revenue derived from extractive activities on public lands. Mineral extraction can place significant
demands on federal, state, and local infrastructure and 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 public.

Methods
Data Limitations: State governments that receive federal mineral royalty distributions often choose to pass through a share of federal distributions
directly to the local government of origin (the location where the royalties were generated). For example, Montana distributes 25 percent of the
state government's share of federal mineral royalties with the county of origin. Because information about royalties by county of origin and state

istr to local are not published by ONRR, EPS users must contact each state directly for these data. Headwaters

Economics includes a list of state distribution policy, links to data, and contact information for Western U.S. States in the EPS Federal, State, and
Local Government Financial Data Methods and document. phw/wp
content/uploads/EPS_Federal_Land_Payments_Documentation_1-30-2011.pdf.

Additional Resources
Headwaters Economics provides a methods document specific to the EPS Federal Lands Payments report that includes a list of state distribution
policy, links to data, and contact information for Western U.S. States in the EPS-HDT Federal, State, and Local Government Financial Data
Methods and document: phw/wp- _Federal_Land_Payments_Documentation_1-30-
2011.pdf (10).

For more definitions, see the Glossary of Mineral Terms, Office of Natural Resources Revenue available at: onrr.gov/Stats/pdfdocs/glossary.pdf
(11).

Data Sources

U.S. Department of Interior. 2016. Office of Natural Resources Revenue, , Washington, D.C.
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Data Sources & Methods

Data Sources

The EPS Federal Land Payments report uses published statistics from government sources that are available to the public and cover the entire
country. All data used in EPS can be readily verified by going to the original source. The contact information for databases used in this profile
is:

¢ U.S. Census of Governments ¢ U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce U.S. Department of Interior
WWW.CEeNsUs.gov/govs www.blm.gov
Tel. 800-242-2184 Tel. 202-208-3801

¢ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service * U.S. Forest Service
Realty Division, U.S. Department of Interior U.S. Department of Agriculture
www.fws.gov www.fs.fed.us
Tel. 703-358-1713 Tel. 800-832-1355

¢ U.S. Office of Natural Resources Revenue
U.S. Department of Interior

WWW.ONIT.gov
Tel. 303-231-3078

EPS core approaches

EPS is designed to focus on long-term trends across a range of important measures. Trend analysis provides a more comprehensive view of
changes than spot data for select years. We encourage users to focus on major trends rather than absolute numbers.

EPS displays detailed industry-level data to show changes in the composition of the economy over time and the mix of industries at points in
time.

EPS employs cross-sectional benchmarking, comparing smaller geographies such as counties to larger regions, states, and the nation, to give
a sense of relative performance.

EPS allows users to aggregate data for multiple geographies, such as multi-county regions, to accommodate a flexible range of user-defined
areas of interest and to allow for more sophisticated cross-sectional comparisons.

Adjusting dollar figures for inflation

Because a dollar in the past was worth more than a dollar today, data reported in current dollar terms should be adjusted for inflation. The U.S.
Department of Commerce reports personal income figures in terms of current dollars. All income data in EPS are adjusted to real (or constant)
dollars using the Consumer Price Index. Figures are adjusted to the latest date for which the annual Consumer Price Index is available.
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http://www.census.gov/govs
http://www.blm.gov/
http://www.fws.gov/
http://www.fs.fed.us/
http://www.onrr.gov/

Links to Additional Resources

headwaterseconomics.org/EPS

Web pages listed under Additional Resources include:

Throughout this report, references to on-line resources are indicated with italicized numbers in parentheses. These resources are provided as
hyperlinks here.

headwaterseconomics.org/eps

www.census.gov/govs/estimate/

WWW.census.gov/govs/

www.doi.gov/nbc/index.cfm

www.fs.usda.gov/pts/

www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/res/Direct _Links to Publications/ann rpt _and pls.html
www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/field_offices/Casper/range/taylor.1.html
www.fws.gov/refuges/realty/rrs.html

9  www.fws.gov/refuges/realty/RRS/2007/RevenueSharing Search 2007.cfm
10 headwaterseconomics.org/wphw/wp-content/uploads/EPS_Federal_Land_Payments Documentation_1-30-2011.pdf
11 www.onrr.gov/Stats/pdfdocs/glossary.pdf
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http://www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps-hdt
http://www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps
http://www.headwaterseconomics.org/eps
http://www.census.gov/govs/estimate/
http://www.census.gov/govs/
http://www.doi.gov/nbc/index.cfm
http://www.fs.usda.gov/pts/
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/res/Direct_Links_to_Publications/ann_rpt_and_pls.html
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/field_offices/Casper/range/taylor.1.html
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/realty/rrs.html
http://www.fws.gov/refuges/realty/RRS/2007/RevenueSharing_Search_2007.cfm
http://www.headwaterseconomics.org/wphw/wp-content/uploads/EPS_Federal_Land_Payments_Documentation_1-30-2011.pdf
http://www.onrr.gov/Stats/pdfdocs/glossary.pdf

