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Minnesota's County Forests: 
A Delphi Study of Options for Program Funding, 
Sale of Timber, and land Ownership 

Melvin J. Baughman 
Paul V. Ellefson 

Introduction 
Minnesota county governments manage a large area 

of forest land, which, along with its associated natural 
resources/ provides revenue to local governments1 em
ployment for the region's economy, and public recrea
tion opportunities for the entire state. Changes in 
county policies may have significant impacts on these 
and other outputs. Therefore, before land management 
policies are altered, it is important to explore all reason
able alternatives and attempt to project their impacts. 

This study focused on three forest land management 
policy issues of concern to Minnesota counties: (a) 
funding of county land management programs; (b) tim
ber sale options, especially long-term timber sale agree
ments; and (c) county land ownership policies. The 
overall objectives were to identify existing county poli
cies for each issue, to generate new policy alternatives, 
and to describe the likely impacts otthese hypothetical 
policies. Impacts on county governments, on the timber 
industry, and on non timber outputs were evaluated. A 
more detailed description of the study is contained in 
Baughman (1982a). 

Historical Perspective 

More than 99 percent of county-administered land 
actually belongs to the state, which acquired it from 
private owners who forfeited land when they were 
unable to pay property taxes (Minn. Dept. Natural 
Resources, 1978). 

Tax forfeiture arose in the wake of logging and agri
cultural activities which characterized northeastern 
Minnesota in the late 1800s. Although early settlers 
were generally farmers, the severe climate, poor trans
portation system, and depressed economy were serious 
impediments to agriculture. By 1860 the state began to 
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accumulate land forfeited by settlers unable to pay 
taxes. Although the state retained title to the land, 
county governments administered it and retained most 
revenues. 

During the 1800s and early 1900s, it was clearly the 
policy of the state and county governments to return 
tax-forfeited land to private ownership. Despite this 
policy, counties administered more than six million 
acres in the 1930s (Dana eta!., 1960). Land was forfeited 
to the counties faster than they could dispose of it. 

By 1960, a trend toward retention of large acreages of 
this land in public ownership was evident (Dana et a!., 
1960). From 1962 through 1974, the acreage sold by 
counties exceeded the acreage forfeited (Figure 1). The 
acreage sold annually, however, declined from a peak of 
more than 100,000 acres sold in 1962 to slightly more 
than 10,000 acres sold in 1974. According to county 
land commissioners interviewed during the course of 
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Figure 1. Tax-forfeited acres sold by and acres forfeited to northern 
Minnesota counties (excluding St. louis). Source: Lothner et al., 
1978a. 



this study, sales of tax-forfeited land have continued to 
involve relatively small acreages since 1974. About 2.8 
million acres of tax-forfeited land are now administered 
by 17 northeastern counties (Figure 2). 

Importance of County Land 
Eighty-two percent of county land is now covered by 

commercial forest I compiled from Jakes and Raile, 
1980; Spencer and Ostrom, 1979; Vasilevsky and Hack
ett, 1980). Minnesota has more acres of county-admin
istered commercial forest than any other state (U.S. 
Forest Service, 1978). 

County governments control 20 percent of the com
mercial forest land1 and 21 percent of the net growing 
stock of timber in northeastern Minnesota (Table 1). 
Despite the high volume of growing stock, counties 
harvest less pulpwood, sawlogs, fuelwood, posts, and 
poles than the average for all forest owners (Table 1). 
Only in the fuel wood and "other" categories do coun
ties exceed the harvest level for any other single 
ownership class. It should be noted that this harvest 
information does not take into consideration possible 

1 Administration of commercial forest land in Minneso
ta's 17 northeastern counties in 1977 was distributed as 
follows (thousand acres): federal, 2,302.6; state, 2,360.8; 
county and municipal, 2,282.6; forest industry, 768.5; 
and other private, 3,495.3. Compiled from Jakes and 
Raile (1980) and Spencer and Ostrom (1979). 

Figure 2. Minnesota counties with substantial areas of tax-forfeited 
land, 1978. Source: Minn. Dept. Natural Resources (1978). 

Table 1. Productivity class distribution and net growing stock volume in 1977, and timber volume harvested in 1975, on commercial forestland in 
Minnesota for different ownership classes. Source: Jakes and Raile (1980); Spencer and Ostrom (1979). 

Federal State 

Ownershi Class 
County and 
Municipal 

Forest 
Industry 

Other 
Private 

All 
Owners 

------------------------------------------------ Percent ------------------------------------------------
Productivity Class 
Distributiona 
165-225b <I <I <I <I 
120-165 <I I 2 2 
85-120 II 14 20 21 
50-85 39 26 39 30 
20-50 49 59 39 46 

Net Growing Stock Volumea ------------------------------------- Thousand Cubic Feed 
Softwoods 1,050,516 804,850 563,668· 264,744 
Hardwoods 1,291,637 934,034 1,403,940 369,514 
All Srecies 2,342,153 I, 738,884 1,969,608 634,258 
Timber Volume Harvested 
per Thousand Acresa 
Pulpwood I cords I 81 122 78 225 
Saw logs (bd.ft.) 7,957 16,831 6,500 7,512 
Fuelwood (cords) 17 3 4 .8 
Posts 47 304 35 444 
Poles (pieces I 2 12 .2 0 
Other I cu. ft.) 466 228 451 476 

alncludes aspen-birch and northern pine units from Minnesota Forest Survey. 
bCu.ft. of growth/acre/yr. 

2 

0 <I 
I I 

18 16 
40 36 
41 46 

~ ~~----------------------------------

712,611 3,398,389 
2,147,455 6,146,580 
2,860,066 9,544,969 

113 109 
12,480 10,909 

28 14 
334 215 
:w 9 

538 436 



differences in timber size classes, species composition, 
and accessibility of timber, all of which could influence 
harvest levels; however, 61 percent of county forests are 
on sites capable of producing more than 50 cubic feet of 
wood per acre per year-the highest percentage of any 
ownership class. 

Many counties have inventoried and classified their 
land according to its "highest and best use" (Table 2). 
Each classification is a recommendation for what the 
principal land use should be and does not necessarily 
reflect current land use. Land is also classified according 
to whether land should be retained or disposed of; 
nearly all county land is classified for retention and 
subsequently for natural resource conservation pur
poses (Table 2). 

Counties earned approximately $3.4 million through 
the sale of land, timber, and related products in 1979 
(Table 3). Timber sales accounted for nearly half of the 
totalland-basedrevenue. The largest single allocation of 
this income was forreinvestment in county land admin
istration. Schools, township governments, and many 
county programs also benefited from these revenues. 

Administration of County land 
Tax-forfeited land is legally owned by the state, but 

county governments have primary responsibility for its 
management (Minn. Stat. §§282.Dl [1], [2]). Each county 
has a board of supervisors which establishes overall 
policies for county land management within the limits 
of state law. The day-to-day administration of land is 
supervised by a county land commissioner or a county 
auditor. 

Currently, 14 counties have land commissioners ap
pointed by their county boards of supervisors to three-

Table 2. Classification of county land by use and retention/disposal, 
1978. Source: Minn. Dept. Natural Resources (1978). 

Classification Category 

Use Classification 
Multiple use conservation 
Recreation or aesthetic 
Fish and wildlife 
Commercial peat or gravel 
Agricultural 
Access to water or public land 
Mining 
Urban 
None listed 
TOTAL 

Disposal/Retention Classification 
Retain for conservation 
Retain for other purposes 
Provisional 
Disposal by sale 
Disposal by exchange 
None listed 
TOTAL 

Acres 

2,393,483 
125,315 
82,462 
59,175 
44,347 
41,307 
10,825 
5,826 

64,299 
2,827,039 

2,169,884 
41,513 

203,604 
244,477 
102,024 
65,419 

2,826,921 

3 

Table 3. Source and distribution of county land management revenue, 
1979. Source: Kobs (1979). 

Revenue Item Amoune 

Source of Revenue 
Timber sales (stumpage, firewood) $1,567,189 
Land sales (timber, land, buildings) 1,355,226 
Miscellaneous (leases, gravel, deed payments) 480,816 
TOTAL REVENUE $3,403,231 

Distribution of Revenue 
County land administration 
Schools 
Townships 
County government 
County memorial forest land 
County timber development fund 
County recreation 
County development fund 
Other (miscellaneous county funds) 

$1,326,359 
485,132 
363,848 
363,848 
251,967 
229,188 
206,108 
127,056 
49,725 

'Revenue fig\lres are approximate. Includes only reve
nue derived from sale of county land and goods and 
services from county land. 

year terms.2 Their duties vary among counties, but 
usually encompass some combination of the following 
programs (McCann and Ellefson, 1980): 

-Forestry 
-Fish and wildlife management 
-Parks and recreation development 
-Soil and water conservation 
-Surveying 
-Engineering 
-Administration of leases, easements, and land sales 
Ninety-eight percent of all tax-forfeited land in Min

nesota is managed by county land commissioners 
(Minn. Dept. Natural Resources, 1978). County land 
department organization and relationship to other agen
cies is shown in Figure 3. County auditors administer 
land in three counties3 comprising less than 2 percent 
of all tax-forfeited land (Minn. Dept. Natural Resources, 
1978). The auditor is an elected official somewhat 
independent of the board of supervisors, and is the chief 
accountant and comptroller for the county. Auditors 
provide only custodial land management, especially 
with regard to forestry (Lothner et a!., 1978a). 

Major Policy Issues 
County boards of supervisors, land commissioners, 

and auditors exercise broad discretionary power over 
the management and use of county land. Problems faced 
by these policymakers are complex. In general, they can 

2 Counties which have a land commissioner are Aitkin, 
Becker, Beltrami, Carlton, Cass, Clearwater, Crow 
Wing, Hubbard, Itasca, Koochiching, Lake, Pine, and 
St. Louis. Cook County has a county assessor who 
performs many of the usual functions of a land commis
sioner. 
3 Mahnomen, Roseau, and Wadena Counties. 



ELECTORATE 
Town Boards J State Hunicipal Board County Planning Conunission 
State Planning Agency I COUNTY BOARD OF COHHISSIONERS County Environmental Council 
State Environmental Protection Agency County Advisories 
Regional Development Commissions I Five ~!embers* - Elected Citizens Action Committee 
Regional Planning Board 
Land Exchange Board 

~- COUNTY LAND COMIUSSIONER (Mgmt. & Policy Consultants) 
-r----HN LAND COMMISSIONERS' ASSN. 

.----
DNR, 50/50 Lands, Title IV Program Appointed - 3 Years COUNTY ELECTED OFFICIALS 
DNR, Tax-Forfeit Hgmt., Memorial Forest (e.g., Auditor, Attorney, Reco rder) 
DNR, County Assistance Program 
DNR, Fire Control. Trespass, Access 
DNR, Game and Fisheries, Waters COUNTY LAND DEPARTHENT I MN Agriculture Extension Service & LAND DEPARTMENT ADVISORY COMI>li TTEE 
MN Agriculture Inspector (Required) I ADHINISTRATIVE STAFF I MN O.R.R.R.C., Recreational Development 
University of Minnesota, Technical Aid 

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation 
ASCS--REAP, FIP Programs 
U. S. Forest Service (N.C.F.E.S ) 
U. s. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Soil Conservation Service 

I r I 
PMKS AND 

RECREt\TION 
ADHINISTRATIVE 

OPERATIONS 
FISfl AND 
WILDI.IFE 

FORESTRY l SOILS AND 
WATER 

J SURVEYORS J ENGINEERING 

Full-Time Staff Intermittent and/or Seasonal Staff 

1-1, Office Staff 
1-3, C.A.P. Foresters (DNR) 
1-5, Timber/Land Appraisers 
1-5, Technicians 
0-2, Inventory Foresters 
0-1 Wildlife Manager 
0-1: Parks and Recreation 
0-1, Maintenance Foreman 

'l'imber/Land Sales, Appraisals 
Forest Inventory, Regeneration 
Timber Stand Improvement 
Private Owner Assistance 
Fuelwood Administration 

0-10, Office Personnel 
5-50, Planting Crews 
0-10, TSI Crews 
0-1, Naturalist/Biologist 
0-5, Technicians 

Fire Protection/Control 
Public Relations 
Special Programs 

·.~"Except for St. Louis and Ramsey Counties, where the board is composed of seven members. 

Figure 3. Administrative organization of county forestry programs in Minnesota. Source: McCann and Ellefson, 1980. 

be aggregated into three broad issue areas: retention 
versus disposal li.e., should county forest land be re
tained or disposed of?), disposal of land (i.e., if disposed 
of, who should receive the land and how should the 
disposal be implemented?), and retention of land (i.e., if 
retained, what type and level of outputs should be 
produced, how should investments be funded and proj
ects implemented, and what procedures should be fol
lowed for distributing the forest outputs produced by 
county programs?). Figure 4 illustrates the numerous 
policy questions within these three major issue areas. 

Study Design 

Objectives and Procedure 
Three policy issues having a substantial influence on 

the level of timber production on county land and of 
concern to county policymakers were selected for 
study: funding of county land management, county 
timber sale agreements, and county land ownership. 
The study's objectives were to Ia) identify current state 
and county policies on these issues, (b) identify a broad 
range of alternative policies which policymakers may 

4 

want to consider, and I c) obtain the opinions of knowl
edgeable persons about the potential impacts of these 
alternative policies on county government, on the tim
ber industry, and on nontimber outputs. 

Current state policies guiding county operations were 
obtained from a review of state laws and state agency 
reports. Only laws and reports in effect as of January 1, 
1981 were considered. Policies and procedures followed 
by individual counties were obtained by interviewing 
land commissioners in 14 counties4 using a written 
questionnaire. Interviews were not conducted in the 
three counties which have county auditors directly 
administering land, since these control relatively small 
acreages and are not actively involved in timber man
agement. 

Alternative policies were derived in two ways. First, 
existing literature provided sufficient information to 
develop several new policies for each issue. Designed to 

4 Commissioners were interviewed in Aitkin, Becker, 
Beltrami, Carlton, Cass, Clearwater, Crow Wing, Hub
bard, Itasca, Koochiching, Lake, Pine, and St. Louis 
Counties. The assessor was interviewed in Cook 
County because he performs many of the functions of a 
land commissioner. 



stimulate increased timber production on county land, 
the alternatives were drafted to represent extreme 
points of view. Second, a delphi questionnaire was used 
to generate additional policy alternatives. The delphi 
process was also used to determine possible impacts of 
alternative policies. 

The delphi process is a method of structuring com
munication to enable a group of individuals to analyze a 
complex problem and attempt to reach a consensus 
about its solution. The delphi begins by soliciting 
information and opinions from a carefully chosen panel. 
Responses of other panel members are given as feedback 
to each participant, who then has an opportunity tore
analyze the problem and provide another response. The 
process is repeated for a fixed number of rounds or until 
opinion converges. Participants usually remain anony
mous to one another (Dalkey and Helmer, 1963; Gordon 
and Helmer, 1964; Linstone and Turoff, 1975). 

The delphi method was applicable to study of county 
forest policies for the following reasons: 

" Complex Issues. The policy options considered 
involved an extremely complex set of conse
quences. Precise analytical techniques were not 
appropriate. Decisionmakers benefited from subjec
tive judgments by informed individuals made on a 
collective basis. 

"Inadequate Communications. The individuals 
examining policy options had diverse experience 
and expertise, but lacked a history of adequate 
communication among themselves or with county 
governments. 

Table 4. Occupational groups and roles of Delphi panel members 

Occupational Group 

" County land commissioner from 
northern Minnesota 

" County auditor from northern Minnesota 
e State land management agency 

administrator from Minnesota 
" State natural resource agency staff 

from Minnesota 
" National forest administrator from 

Minnesota 
• State and county finance researcher 
co Timber sales policy researcher 
e Public land ownership policy researcher 
" Economic development researcher 

from Minnesota 
10 Timber processing industry manager 

from northern Minnesota 
e Independent logger from northern 

Minnesota 
'" Environmental lobbyist from Minnesota 

Stake
holders 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

5 

"Sensitive Subjects. Disagreements among individu
als over forest policy issues were known to be 
severe. Stakeholders were not likely to participate 
in open debate. The issues could be discussed only 
if the communication process was refereed and 
confidential. 

"Strong Personalities. Domination of policy discus
sions by a majority or by strong personalities was a 
possibility. Communication had to be structured so 
as to avoid such an occurrence. 

"Interaction Difficulties. More individuals were 
needed than could effectively interact in a face-to
face exchange. 

" Travel Constraints. The lack of travel time avail
able to participants and the high cost of frequent 
group meetings prohibited personal interaction. 

The delphi process used in this study involved three 
rounds of questionnaires sent to a carefully selected 
panel of persons considered to be knowledgeable about 
the issues in question. 

Panel Selection 
The validity of information obtained through a delphi 

process is largely dependent on the panel members 
involved (Mitro££ and Turoff, 1975). To obtain divergent 
points of view, panel members were selected from 12 
major occupational groups (Table 4). 

The 12 occupational groups were selected to ensure 
that the panel included experts, stakeholders, and facili
tators (Scheele, 1975). Stakeholders are persons directly 
affected by the policies being studied: county land 
managers, administrators of land intermingled with 

Roles 
Experts 

Timber 
Funding Sales 

X X 
X 

X X 

X X 

X X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

Land 
Ownership 

X 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 
X 

Facili
tators 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 



Figure 4. County-administered forest land: major public policy issues. 

RETENTION VERSUS DISPOSAL 

Should counties recain administrative 
authority over their land or dispose of 
the land? 

:-ta.jor Issues 

What are the production possibilities--the 
types and magnitudes of outputs which could 
be produced from the land? 

- What is the quantity, quality and 
location of resources on the land? 

- How could economic, social and environ
mental factors affect output during the 
planning period? 

- What criteria and procedures should be 
used to classify land according to its 
production potential? 
How should land uses be ranked in a 
hierarchy? 
Whar. role should each level of govern
ment have in land classification? 

- ~~at is an appropriate planning period? 

What is the demand for outputs which could 
be produced? 

- What factors will influence demand? 
- How •Jill demand change over the planning 

period? 
What clientele should the land serve? 
Who would benefit and who would lose 
under alternative dispositions? 

- How should resources be allocated 
among generations? 

- Should a local, regional, state or 
national audience be served? 

- Should consumptive or noncomsumptive 
users be favored? 

- t.fuat procedures should be used to 
choose a clientele? 

- wnat objectives should be ~et by county 
land ownership? 

- How should multiple objectives be ranked? 

How should counties select production possi
bilities to be produced? 

- How should counties decide which demands 
to meet? 

How should counties select type of land 
ownership which can be expected to meet 
clientele demands? 

- What factors critically affect land 
management efficiency? 

- How can counties best control those 
fg,ctors? 

- What types and levels of outputs would 
each disposition produce? 

- Who would benefit and who would pay for 
outputs under each disposition? 

- What public goods, externalities and 
monopolies would result from alternative 
dispositions? 

DISPOSAL OF LAND 

Who 3hould manage the land and how should 
disposal be implemented? 

Major Issues 

Should the land be owned by the private 
3ector (industrial, nonindustrial) or the 
noncounty public sector (federal, state, 
municipal)? 

- What disposition would most efficiently 
and equitably produce outputs for the 
chosen clientele? 

- What measures of efficiency and equity 
should be used? 

Should the county sell, exchange or transfer 
the land? 

- What is the most efficient and equitable 
means to achieve the desired level and 
distribution of outputs? 

- How could land-use be controlled after 
disposal (zoning, deed restrictions, 
education, etc.)? 

1~at administrative procedures should be 
followed for disposal? 

- How should land be appraised? 
- What size parcels should be sold, 

exchanged or transferred? 
- What marketing procedures should be 

followed? 
- How should sales be financed? 



I RETENTION OF LAND 

I 

PROJECT lMPLEMENTATION 

now should projects be implemented? 

Xajor Issues 

Should outputs be produced by county person
nel, by a lease or by a contractor? 

- Which arrangement would produce the 
desired outputs most efficiently? 

- What coordination is needed with other 
units of government? 1--EI:-f-:Jio--J 

- ~~at type of expertise is needed and for 
how long is it needed? 
Which management system has the best 
access to data? 

What organizational structure and personnel 
practices will achieve high productivity 
and quality'? 

How should contracts and leases be allocated? 

W~at should be the conditions of contracts? 
Leases? 

How should programs be funded? 

Major Issues 

! What sources oi investment capital .:auld be 
1 made available from public and ?rivate 

1 

sources? 

'Jhat should be the roles of different levels 
of government'? 

What are the costs and benefits of the 
alternatives/ 

'Jhat criteria should be used to judge 
alternatives? 

- How much stability in funding is needed? 
- How should risk be distributed? 
- How can required flexibilitY be ensured? 
- How should emergency situations be 

funded? 
- How can efficiency in the use of funds 

be stimulated? 
- What length of investment: should be 

favored? 
- How can funding take inflation into 

account? 

I 
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DISTRIBUTION OF OUTPUTS 

How should outputs be distributed? 

Major Issues 

What is the relative efficiency of different 
marketing practices? 

Who pays and who benefits by different 
marketing practices? 

How can non-market valued goods be distrib
uted equitably? 

How should prices be determined • ..,here the 
county holds a near monopoly on the sup?ly? 

To what extent should program funds be tied 
to the market \";:;.lue of outpu-::s? 

Nbat: criteria and procedures should be used 
to select a dist•ibution svstem? 

TYPES AND LEVELS OF OUTPUTS 

What types and levels of outputs should be 
produced? 

~fajor Issues 

What levels of outputs will be ?roduced with 
different levels of inputs? 

What is the demand for outputs and how 
might it change over the planning period? 

:mac are the costs of the inputs and the. 
values of the outputs? 

What spinoffs may occur with different 
outputs? 

What criteria and procedures should be 
followed to weigh the costs and benefits of 
different levels of 0utputs? 

Who pays and who benefits by different 
output levels? 

'N"hat criteria and procedures should be used 
to select projects to achieve the desired 
level of outputs? 



county property, and persons consuming outputs from 
county land, such as timber industry managers and 
recreationists. Experts are individuals with special 
knowledge or experience which enables them to de
velop new alternatives and analyze policy impacts. 
They are persons administering the policies being stud
ied, persons engaged in policy research, or persons 
directly affected by the policies and subsequently 
knowledgeable about them. Facilitators are persons 
that have skills in clarifying, organizing, and synthesiz
ing information, as well as stimulating the imagination 
of other panel members. Such individuals need not be 
associated with any particular occupation. 

A list of potential panel members was solicited from 
a variety of sources, including university faculty 
members, state agency persons, and panel members 
themselves. In addition to requiring a personal recom
mendation from one of these contacts, a panel member 
had to be able to understand policies, foresee their 
consequences, and communicate ideas in writing. Each 
member also had to be reasonably familiar with county 
forestry programs in Minnesota, although exceptions 
were made when divergent opinions and possibly cre
ative, new ideas were sought. Panel members had to be 
knowledgeable about at least one of the issues under 
study. Prospective panel members were judged on the 
above criteria on the basis of personal references and 
occupation. Finally, the candidate had to be interested 
in the study. Telephone contacts with prospective panel 
members confirmed this interest. 

Funding Forestry Programs 

Existing Funding Sources 
The intensity of forest management on Minnesota 

county land is largely dependent on available funding; 
the level of funding in turn depends upon both the types 
of funding sources and county board allocations of 
discretionary monies to forestry programs. Support for 
forestry differs among counties and varies with" the 
composition of county boards and pressure groups. 

According to statute, county tax-forfeited land is 
classified as either Consolidated Conservation Area 
land or N onconservation Area land, depending on the 
set of laws by which the land title reverted to state 
ownership. The sources of funds which counties are 
authorized to use for management of these two types of 
land differ. 

Consolidated Conservation Area land was acquired 
by the state in the early 1930s when landowners failed 
to pay tax assessments levied against their land for 
construction of drainage ditches. Large-scale tax.forfeit
ure stopped construction of those ditches. The state 
then acquired this land for forestry and watershed 
control purposes (Minn. Statutes §§84A.20-.42). 
County governments now administer sale of this land 
but the state manages the land. 

Receipts from sale or rental of Conservation Area 
land and from sales of products from it are divided 
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between the state and county. Before these funds are 
divided, counties may transfer the following adminis
trative expenses to their general revenue funds: 

e Cost of giving notices regarding land sales. 
e Per diem and vehicle mileage owed to county board 

members for duties related to this land. 
e Salaries of a county auditor and treasurer for addi

tional duties related to this land. 
e Cost of equipment, supplies, and clerk salaries 

needed by a county auditor for this land. 
eLand commissioner's expenses associated with land 

classification and appraisal of this land. 
Four counties, Aitkin, Koochiching, Mahnomen, and 
Wadena, received money for administering sales of 
Conservation Area land in 1979. 

In addition to recovering sale costs, counties receive 
50 percent of the gross receipts from Consolidated 
Conservation Areas (Minn. Statutes §84A.51). This 
money is apportioned as follows: 

e 30 percent to a county development fund to develop 
that portion of the county within the Conservation 
Area. 

e 40 percent to the capital outlay fund of the school 
district. 

e 20 percent to the county general revenue fund. 
10 10 percent to the township road and bridge fund; if a 

township is unorganized, this portion is credited to 
the county general revenue fund. 

The second category of tax-forfeited land, Nonconser
vation Area land, includes all land forfeited for nonpay
ment of property taxes. Most county-administered land 
falls into this category. 

Counties have many sources of revenue which can be 
used for management of Nonconservation Area land 
(Table 5). A very important source in most counties is 
income from the sale or rental of tax-forfeited land and 
from the sale of any products from the land. This 
revenue is deposited in a forfeited tax sale fund from 
which all disbursement must be approved by the county 
board. The following types of expenses may be paid 
from this fund (Minn. Statutes §282.09): 

'"Per diem and expenses incurred by county board 
members (Minn. Statutes §375.055 [I]). 

e Salaries of a land commissioner and assistants. 
e County auditor's expenses for issuing certificates of 

sale and contracts for deeds and leases. 
"Salaries of clerks needed by a county auditor or land 

commissioner. 
" Fees paid to the state commissioner of revenue for 

issuing land sale deeds. 
"Repair costs for sewers or water mains found along 

property lines of tax-forfeited land. 
10 Acquisition and maintenance costs for equipment 

used to maintain and improve tax-forfeited land. 
10 Noxious weed control costs on tax-forfeited land. 
Any revenue remaining after the above disburse

ments is apportioned in the following sequence (Minn. 
Statutes §282.08): 



I. After land sale, municipal subdivisions [including 
incorporated counties, towns, cities, and school 
districts) are paid for increases in land value at
tributed to public improvements they made on the 
land after the title was forfeited to the state. 

2. Municipal subdivisions are paid for special assess
ments charged against the land for drainage or 
other purposes at the time the land was forfeited. 

3. Any balance is distributed as follows: 
a. The county board may annually set aside up to 30 
percent of the remaining receipts for timber devel
opment on tax-forfeited land. The county board 
and state commissioner of natural resources must 
approve all projects. 
b. Up to 20 percent of the balance remaining may 
be appropriated annually by the county board for 
the acquisition and maintenance of county parks 
and recreation areas. 
c. Any balance remaining after allocations are 
made to timber development and recreation is 
apportioned to the county [40% ), town or city 
[20%), and school district [40% ). If a township is 
not legally organized, then the county retains that 
portion of the funds which would have gone to the 
township. 

If a county wishes to intensify forest management but 
does not want to be limited to 30 percent of its net 
proceeds as described in 3a above, then the county may 
designate land suited for forestry purposes as a memo
rial forest [Minn. Statutes §459.06 [2Jj. Up to 100% of 

the income from the memorial forest may then be 
expended from the forfeited tax sale fund for the mainte
nance and development of the dedicated forest. Approx
imately 47 percent of all county-administered, tax
forfeited land is in dedicated memorial forests [Minn. 
Dept. Natural Resources, 1978). 

Another source of money available to counties for 
development of timber and other forest resources is a 
property tax levy [Minn. Statutes §282.38 [2JI. This 
money may be expended on both memorial forests and 
other county forest land. Three counties use a property 
tax to fund forestry projects; only one county relies on it 
as the major source of forestry funding [Table 5). 

The state government contributes directly to man
agement of county land by providing technical forestry 
assistance. When a county designates a portion of its net 
proceeds for timber development, the county may re
quest that the state commissioner of natural resources 
provide either technical assistance or matching funds 
for timber development [Minn. Statutes §282.38 [!JI. 
Seven counties have foresters employed by the Minne
sota Department of Natural Resources [DNRJ who 
provide technical assistance under this program [Table 
5). 

The state's major subsidy to county land manage
ment is the in-lieu tax payment made to each county. 
The state may annually contribute 75¢ per acre of tax
forfeited land to counties which administer this land. 
Part of this revenue [37.5¢ per acre) is to be used for 
resource development, forest management, game and 
fish habitat improvement, and recreation development 

Table 5. Major funding sources for county management ol nonconservation areas, 1980. 

Funding Source 

County 
Sale of Memorial Property Technical Payments BWCAW" 

Land and Forest Tax Assistance in Lieu Federal 
Products Receipts Levy Program of Taxes Grant 

County Tb NT' T NT T NT T NT T NT T NT 

Aitkin X X X X X X X X X 
Becker X X X X X X X X 
Beltrami X X X X X X X X 
Carlton X X X X X 
Cass X X X X X 
Clearwater X X X X X X X 
Cook X X 
Crow Wing X X X X X X X X 
Hubbard X X X X X X X 
Itasca X X X X X X X X 
Koochiching X X X X X 
Lake X X X X X X X X 
Pine X X X X 
St. Louis X X X X X X X X 

Note. Information is from interviews with county land commissioners. 
"Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness 
bT =timber; these sources of funds are used for timber management. 
'NT= nontimber; these sources of funds are used to manage non timber outputs such as recreation and wildlife. 
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and maintenance on tax-forfeited land (Minn. Statutes 
§§477A.ll-.14). All counties considered by this study 
received these payments (Table 5). 

The federal government's most significant contribu
tion to county land management is a grant to develop 
renewable resources, especially softwood timber ( 16 
U.S.C.A. §1601). From 1980 through 1990, Congress is 
authorized to appropriate up to $3 million annually for 
management of state, county, and private land sur
rounding the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness 
(BWCAW). Federal grants may not exceed 80 percent of 
the total cost of the project. The state allocates a portion 
of these funds among the counties and provides the 20 
percent matching money (Table 5). 

The funding sources listed above are the major, en
during sources available to counties. In addition, coun
ties occasionally obtain funds from other sources for 
relatively short periods of time. These sources include 
the following: 

• Agricultural Conservation Program, a federal cost
share program used to pay for tree planting ( 16 
U.S.C.A. §§1501-1503). 

"Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, a 
federal jobs program which permits hiring of local 
residents for a variety of tasks from office work to 
tree planting (29 U.S.C.A. §§801-992). 

o Governor's Youth Program (Title IV) (Kobs, 1979). 
o Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

Grant-in-Aid for trail development and mainte
nance. 

"Foundation grants to be used for reforestation and 
aforestation of softwoods. 

• Taconite Mining Tax Fund (Kobs, 1979). 
e County General Fund. 
"Legislative Commission on Minnesota Resources 

Grant-in-Aid for timber inventory. 

Alternative Funding Sources 
The complex system used to fund county land man

agement has evolved over more than a century. Funding 
legislation has been enacted in a piecemeal fashion; 
there is no concise record of the alternative funding 
sources which were considered at the time funding laws 
were passed. Since adequate funding is essential to good 
land management, a literature search was carried out to 
uncover a wide variety of funding sources which policy
makers may want to consider in the future. Although 
some may be contrary to state statutes or to the Minne
sota State Constitution, they are included here to pro
vide the broadest possible range of alternatives. 

County Government. All land management could be 
funded by annual appropriations from the county gen
eral fund-a melting pot of money that includes reve
nue from sale or rental of land and sale of products and 
services from the land (Aubertin, 1966). If this were 
done, the county board would have maximum flexibil
ity to allocate money among alternative programs, but 
land management funding levels might fluctuate 
widely in response to changes in the makeup of the 
county board or to changes in the influence of pressure 
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groups. Fluctuations in funding levels might be reduced 
if county land departments were guaranteed a fixed 
minimum level of funds from the general fund each 
year, with variable appropriations made to .cover ex
penditures which exceed that minimum. 

Since forestry projects involve long investment peri
ods and a sequence of widely-spaced investments may 
be needed to maximize return on the investment (e.g., 
site preparation, planting, thinning, harvesting), it may 
be advantageous for county boards to require work plans 
and then guarantee funding throughout the duration of 
a project (Mutch, 1967; Seth and Rao, 1970). This 
procedure would reduce future funding flexibility of 
county governments, and some periodic review of the 
development plan and financial commitment may be 
needed. The federal Knutson-Vandenberg Act (16 U.S. 
C.A. §576b) is a variation of this idea. It permits the U.S. 
Forest Service to collect a fee from timber buyers equal 
to the cost of regenerating the timber stands which are 
harvested. This money can be spent only for reforesta
tion. Counties also could consider requiring timber 
buyers to perform regeneration work such as site prepa
ration and tree planting as partial payment for timber 
harvested (U.S. Congress, 1979). 

Forests are subject to natural disasters which occur 
on an irregular basis. It may be appropriate to have a 
small contingency fund to pay for suppression, damage 
appraisal, salvage, and regeneration of forests after 
large-scale disasters. Fires, insect infestations, disease 
outbreaks, wind storms, floods, and other disasters may 
be included under this fund. 

If counties wish to compare the costs and benefits of 
land management programs, they could set up a revolv
ing fund (U.S. Bureau of the Budget, 1960). Any revenue 
generated from land rental or from the sale of goods and 
services derived from the land would be put into this 
fund. Money earned from the land could then be rein
vested in land management. The county board could 
still control appropriations from this fund and set limits 
on the amount of money to be reinvested or establish a 
time limit during which funds would be reserved for 
land management expenses. Any unappropriated funds 
left after that time would be transferred to the general 
fund (U.S. Congress, 1969). Such revolving funds tend to 
focus management on income-generating activities. 

Counties may want to supplement a land manage
ment revolving fund with revenue from the county 
general fund to provide for non-income producing out
puts such as recreation, aesthetics, wildlife, and water 
quality (Rodger, 1964; Seth and Rao, 1970). 

Counties could also charge user fees to recover costs 
of goods and services such as campgrounds, public use 
maps, boat launch facilities, swimming areas, and hunt
ing and fishing access. User fees are appropriate where 
costs of administering them are less than the revenue 
generated from collecting the fees (Bingham, Hawkins 
and Hebert, 1978; Netzer, 1969). 

Land sales generate large amounts of money in some 
counties. This revenue could be placed in the general 
fund or a revolving account for land management, or it 
could be invested. If it were invested in dividend- or 
interest-earning accounts, only the earnings would be 
spent. 



Earmarking allows a county board to specify where 
particular types of revenue are to be spent without going 
through the usual appropriation process (Bingham eta!., 
1978). Counties could earmark user fees to produce the 
kinds of outputs for which they initially were charged. 
Taxes also could be earmarked for land management 
programs. For example, a portion of real estate taxes, 
which are levied in all counties, could be designated for 
county land management. A tax on tangible personal 
property such as chain saws, log loaders, log trucks, and 
portable wood processing equipment could be ear
marked for county forestry programs upon which the 
forest industry depends. Income taxes, either personal 
or corporate, could be earmarked for county programs 
which do not generate much revenue. A portion of a 
sales tax also could be earmarked for county land 
management. This might be a general sales tax or a tax 
on specific commodities such as forestry equipment, 
recreation equipment, or luxury items (Seth and Rao, 
1970; U.S. Congress, 1979). 

Counties could borrow money to cover major land 
management expenses (e.g., tree planting, timber stand 
improvement, and construction of forest access roads) 
which are expected to yield an income over time. 
Potential lending institutions include banks, insurance 
companies, and state government (Seth and Rao, 1970, 
Wis. Statutes §28.11 [8]). Revenue bonds also could 
be sold to generate capital for investment in land 
management. 

State Government. There is a wide variety of mecha
nisms by which the state can transfer money to coun
ties for land management. 

Direct grants are one such funding method (Rodger, 
1964; Netzer, 1969). Grants may be given for general 
county programs or specific outpl.\tS, and may or may 
not require matching funds. Criteria for allocating 
grants include number of acres of county land, size of 
county population, cost of producing selected outputs 
which benefit the statewide public, or a benefit-cost 
ratio. Grants also can be divided equally among coun
ties, or between the DNR Division of Forestry and 
county governments on the basis of which entity had 
the best plans for use of the money according to given 
criteria (George Banzhaf & Company, 1980). 

The state also could make loans to counties, as is the 
case in Wisconsin (Wis. Statutes §28.11 [8]). Loan inter
est rates could range from zero to competitive market 
rates. 

Technical assistance for timber management, land 
classification, timber inventory, project evaluation, or 
other projects for which counties need only occasional 
expertise is another category of state aid. The state also 
might provide counties with services in which econo
mies of scale would reduce costs (Bingham eta!. 1978). 
These services might include fire control, data process
ing, and insect and disease surveillance. 

Earmarked state taxes also could be used to subsidize 
county land management (Bingham eta!., 1978). There 
are individual and corporate income taxes, as well as 
general and specific sales taxes. The state could turn 
these funds over to counties as payment for benefits 
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received from county lands by the statewide public or, if 
there are economies of scale which permit the state to 
collect taxes with lower administrative costs than 
counties would incur, the state may serve as simply a 
collection agency on behalf of the counties. Taxes 
would be simply passed through the state to county 
governments (Netzer, 1969). 

The state could also consider funding research which 
would benefit not only counties, but other forest land
owners in the state (Rodger, 1964). 

Federal Government. The federal government has a 
relatively minor interest in county land management; 
nevertheless, there may be some obligation to the 
counties, since goods or services produced on county 
land could potentially benefit a multi-state or national 
audience. 

Grants targeted at specific outputs (e.g., the Forestry 
Incentives Program, 16 U.S.C.A. §2103) are one form of 
federal aid (Browning and Browning, 1979). Grants may 
or may not require matching funds. A system of loans 
might serve a similar purpose; the federal government, 
for example, now provides guaranteed loans to farmers 
for various farm enterprises (U.S. Department of Agri
culture, 1978). A forestry loan program has not yet been 
initiated, but such a program might be used by counties. 

The federal government could also provide training 
programs or technical assistance directly to counties or 
indirectly through the DNR Division of Forestry. Fed
eral research also benefits counties and may help a wide 
variety of other landowners in the region. 

Federal crop insurance could be expanded to include 
coverage for timber. This might reduce the financial 
risk associated with timber management over long 
periods of time (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1978; 7 
U.S.C.A. §1508). 

Funding Programs-Delphi Results 
Actual funding plans can be extremely complex. In 

the delphi process, however, plans had to be condensed 
to brief outlines so panel members could quickly grasp 
differences. Although definitions of funding alterna
tives consequently were less precise than they would be 
in statutes, panel members still were able to grasp their 
meaning and express opinions about what general im
pacts each might have. Thus, delphi study of funding 
plans and their impacts could only provide policy mak
ers with general information needed to choose sources 
of funds for achieving desired land management objec
tives; exactly how funds from a particular source should 
be woven into the overall funding program of county 
governments would require additional study. 

Delphi panel members were first given three basic 
funding plans, designed to explain current funding 
sources and to spark ideas for new funding options. 
Fourteen additional funding plans were subsequently 
suggested by the panel. What follows is a brief presenta
tion of the plans and the panel's judgments about the 
impacts which may result from them. A detailed de
scription of the impacts has been published elsewhere 
(Baughman 1982b). 



Use Revenue From Sale of Land and Products 
Proceeds from sale or rental of county land and its 
products: 
-County may annually appropriate up to 100 

percent for land management activities such as 
timber, wildlife, and recreation development 
and administration of land sales, leases, and 
land classification. 

-Remainder, if any, is distributed to county gen-
eral fund (40%) and towns and schools (60%). 

County general fund (composed of many revenue 
sources) allots no monies for management of 
county land. 
Proceeds from state (37.5~ per acre of tax-forfeited 
land) are paid to county annually for timber, 
wildlife, and recreation development. 
According to the panel majority, if these funding 

sources exist over the next 20 years, county land depart
ments would have considerable flexibility to allocate 
funds among forestry-related activities. Strong lobby
ists, however, would influence the allocation of money 
to various county land management projects. County 
land management would be oriented toward production 
of market-valued outputs. Counties would continue to 
spend land management revenue and state-provided 
revenue on timber management. Despite a timber mar
ket orientation, counties would not receive substantial 
revenue. They would face unpredictable fluctuations in 
annual income which might make it difficult to carry 
out long-range plans. Given these income fluctuations, 
counties periodically would be required to divert funds 
from long-term forest management programs to short
run programs with immediate needs. The result would 
be a flow of benefits to present generations and costs to 
future generations. For example, counties would be 
forced to overcut timber or sell land in order to generate 
revenue to cover their fixed land management costs. 
Over a 20-year planning horizon, however, the quality 
of timber and the variety of timber species on county 
land would not decrease. The timber industry would 
continue to benefit from county timber management 
and sustained harvesting. 

Multiple uses of county land, though not necessarily 
well integrated, would not be ignored. Recreationists, 
especially local residents, would benefit from low-cost
per-capita facilities subsidized by land and timber sale 
revenue and by state in-lieu tax payments. Hunters 
would benefit from free access to county forest land 
managed partly for wildlife. The quality of wildlife 
habitat would not decrease. The resort industry would 
benefit from free access to county land for its customers. 

The sale of county land would result in a mixture of 
impacts. The county property tax base would increase 
when land is sold, but, as one panel member pointed 
out, that does not necessarily mean that a county's 
financial position would improve because the demand 
for county services-police and fire protection and road 
maintenance-also may increase. Counties would ben
efit in the short run from land sale revenue, but in the 
long run, they would lose land management receipts 
and in-lieu tax payments from the state. Projects previ-
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ously supported by land management revenue would 
have to be subsidized out of the county general fund or 
eliminated. County land sales would benefit purchasers 
such as farmers, timber companies, and developers; 
however, the timber from such land probably would not 
be available for harvest by the timber industry. Public 
recreational use would also be limited on land which is 
sold. 

Some of the land management revenue generated by 
counties is currently allocated to the county, to towns, 
and to schools. The panel felt that county land depart
ment staff size was limited by the amount of income 
that county boards were willing to reinvest in land 
management. They also felt that school districts bene
fited by receiving land income for which they incurred 
no liability. But the panel did not feel that the county 
general fund, towns, or schools were disadvantaged 
when counties invested in land management rather 
than these other activities. 

Counties would presumably use their own employees 
to manage land since the panel did not feel that consul
tants would have many opportunities to work with 
counties on land management. 

Separate Timber From Nonlimber Revenue 
Proceeds from sale of timber cut on county land: 
-Revenue placed in timber development account 

and appropriated annually by county for timber 
production. 

-Unappropriated funds left in timber develop
ment account over 2 years may be transferred to 
county general fund. 

Proceeds from sale or rental of county land and 
nontimber products from it: 
-Revenue distributed to county general fund 

(40%) and towns and schools (60%). 
County general fund (composed of many revenue 
sources): 
-Money for nontimber-related land management 

programs allocated annually by county for wild
life and recreation development and administra
tion of land sales, leases, land classification, etc. 

Proceeds from state: 
-37.5~per acre of tax-forfeited land paid to county 

annually for timber, wildlife, and recreation 
development. 

The panel agreed that separating timber revenue from 
other land management revenue would increase aver
age annual net revenue from timber sales on county 
land. Average annual employment in the Minnesota 
timber industry would also increase. The size of indi
vidual forest products processing firms in Minnesota 
would increase, but the entry of new forest products 
processing firms into the state would not change. None 
of these impacts was predicted to be very large: on a 
relative scale of + 5 to -5, where positive integers 
represent increases in a variable and negative integers 
represent decreases, the median score for net revenue, 
employment, and firm size was + l. 

The panel did not believe that county land depart
ments would lose to county boards the authority or 



flexibility for allocating revenue among land manage
ment projects. The level of funding available for county 
land management as a whole would not be any more 
variable than under current funding programs. The level 
of funding for nontimber outputs, however, could be 
somewhat more variable as county boards change mem
berships. Counties would generally spend less money to 
produce nontimber outputs, but about the same invest
ments would be made in timber production, the county 
general fund, towns, and schools. 

Although counties would invest about the same 
amount of money in timber development as they now 
do, the quality of timber management would increase. 
Counties would develop better access to timber stands 
and would offer more stumpage for sale. Counties 
would not, however, overcut their timber and deplete 
their growing stock. Stumpage prices would likely 
increase. Counties might increase timber production; 
however, this increase would not induce processing 
firms to harvest timber from county land while holding 
their own timber in reserve, and the price increase 
would not lead to lower investments in timber manage
ment on forest industry land. 

Under the plan, the panel expected counties to sell 
land at rates similar to current rates. Land sale revenue, 
however, would no longer subsidize timber manage
ment. 

The quantity and quality of nontimber outputs from 
county land would be more variable over time as county 
boards change membership and alter funding levels for 
these outputs. On a relative basis, counties would not 
spend more money on wildlife habitat or recreation 
facilities and generally would spend less on nontimber 
outputs. This may occur because it would be more 
difficult for land commissioners to get an allocation 
from the county general fund than from a fund dedi
cated to land management. Despite lower funding for 
non timber outputs, there might be an improvement in 
the quantity and quality of habitat for deer, grouse, and 
moose due to increases in timber harvesting. The panel 
did not believe there would be a decrease in any of the 
following outputs: quantity or quality of habitat for 
nongame animals, water quality, quantity or quality of 
unique vegetation, or the scenic quality of county land. 

Issue Revenue Bonds 

Proceeds from revenue bonds: 
-Revenue bonds sold to pay for large, nonrecur

ring timber development projects (e.g., roads, 
reforestation backlog). 

-Bonds backed by revenue production capacity of 
county forest. 

Proceeds from sale of timber cut on county land: 
-First, timber revenue bonds paid. 
-Second, remainder placed in timber develop-

ment account and appropriated annually by the 
county for timber production. 

-Unappropriated funds left in timber develop
ment account over 2 years may be transferred to 
county general fund. 
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Proceeds from sale or rental of county land and 
nontimber products from it: 
-Revenue distributed to county general fund 

(40%) and towns and schools (60%). 
County general fund (composed of many revenue 
sources): 
-Money for nontimber-related land management 

programs allocated annually for wildlife and 
recreation development and administration of 
land sales, leases, land classification, etc. 

Proceeds from state: 
-37.5e per acre of tax-forfeited land paid to county 

annually for timber, wildlife, and recreation 
development. 

The panel agreed that revenue bonds designed to fund 
large timber development projects such as reforestation 
and road construction would result in an increase in 
average annual net revenue from timber sales on county 
land, an increase in average annual employment in the 
Minnesota timber industry, and an increase in the 
average size and number of individual forest products 
processing firms in Minnesota. The increases in em
ployment, number, and size of processing firms would 
be relatively small, however. Most of the increase in 
timber supply would be consumed by expansion or 
diversification of existing processing firms. 

The panel felt that counties would improve the 
quality of land management planning. Once policies for 
land management were developed, they would be more 
stable. Counties would increase their orientation 
toward producing market-valued outputs. Bonding 
would commit counties to a long-term production 
program and counties would invest more money in 
timber development. Counties, however, would pay 
closer attention to the economic feasibility of forestry 
investments because bond payments may very well 
interfere with proper timber management. Debt service 
on bonds might be higher than the return on forestry 
investments if the bonding proposal is not carefully 
planned. 

The panel expected some of the revenue bond funding 
to be used for development of better road access to 
timber stands. This, along with improvements in tim
ber utilization, would increase the quantity and quality 
of timber harvested. Both timber supply harvested from 
county land and stumpage prices would be less erratic; 
stumpage prices, however, would increase over time. As 
a result of a more stable timber supply, the timber 
industry would feel more secure in developing long
range plans for investments in processing facilities. In 
the harvesting sector, however, part-time loggers would 
tend to be displaced by full-time professional loggers. 
Several panel members commented that this change 
would occur regardless of the funding plan. The panel 
did not think that firms owning timber land would 
invest less money in developing timber resources on 
their own land as a result of this county funding plan. 

Counties would continue to sell about the same 
amount of land under this plan as under current plans. 

The county general fund would not be increased as a 
result of the program. Counties would spend relatively 



less money to produce nontimber outputs. Despite less 
money being allocated to non timber outputs, the panel 
agreed that the quantity and quality of nontimber 
outputs would not change. In fact, wildlife associated 
with timber harvesting and reforestation would proba
bly increase. Improved road access to county land would 
also encourage more recreational use. 

Issue Revenue Bonds Temporarily 
Use revenue bonds for roads and timber develop
ment on county land, but only to extent needed to 
bring county timber production up to a high level. 
The panel felt that a time limit on the use of revenue 

bonds would encourage counties to develop a more 
analytical approach to management. Use of bonds 
would assure investors that county governments were 
committed to timber development projects and to the 
timber sales needed to repay the revenue bonds. There 
would also be more public interest in how land manage
ment funds were spent. 

This plan would have numerous impacts on the 
timber industry. It would produce more timber for 
forest industries, although counties would periodically 
"overcut" timber to pay bond debts. Bond sales would 
give the timber industry some assurance that counties 
were serious about timber management and subse
quently would encourage development of a more 
permanent wood-based industry. Despite the use of 
revenue bonds, it would take decades to get county land 
up to a high level of timber production. 

The plan would reduce direct commitments to non
timber outputs, but some indirect impacts which result 
from timber management might be beneficial to wild
life and subsequently to hunters. New roads built with 
bond money would also attract more recreationists and 
private homes where county and private lands are 
intermingled. 

Issue Revenue Bonds for Permanent Roads 
Use revenue bonds to develop permanent system 
of roads for county land, but not for other timber 
development projects. 
The panel reported that improved road access would 

facilitate timber management, timber harvesting, and 
recreational use of county land. The timber supply 
available to the timber industry would increase; conse
quently, more county timber potentially would be 
available to small timber buyers. Even though counties 
could not use bond revenue for timber development 
practices, the panel did not believe reforestation would 
be impeded. The panel offered a statement of caution 
that counties may have to "overcut" timber to pay debt 
service on bonds. 

Develop Contingency Fund lor Revenue Bond Proceeds 
Place proceeds from revenue bonds in contingency 
fund and allocate for timber management tore
duce lumpiness in annual timber sale income. 
The panel agreed that lumpiness in timber sale in-

come was a problem and that this plan would give 
county land departments greater financial stability in 
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carrying out long-range forest plans. This stability in 
management would manifest itself in a more stable, 
long-term timber supply for the timber industry. Non
timber outputs would not be adversely affected: The 
panel warned that the cost of bonds could reduce total 
net revenue from county land and that it might be too 
easy to use this money for regular operating expenses 
and nontimber outputs. 

Invest Land Sale Proceeds 
Invest land sale proceeds in interest-earning 
bonds, bank accounts, etc., ·and allocate interest 
earned to land management. 
The panel believed this plan would permit counties to 

sell land better suited to another ownership without 
depleting capital assets of counties. It would increase 
funds available for county land management for a period 
of time and then stabilize the funding level. The long 
time period needed to generate revenue could hurt 
reforestation and access road development in the short 
run. This plan would not alter the rate at which land is 
being sold nor would it influence the amount of money 
spent on non timber outputs. It also would not increase 
the supply of timber available to the timber industry. 

Fund Projects Throughout Their Lives 
Prepare long-range, comprehensive plans for 
county land and dedicate county and state funds 
to specific projects throughout their lives. Annual 
changes in funding levels allowed to reflect 
changes in the economy. 
In the view of the panel, this plan probably would not 

increase the quantity or quality of timber harvested on 
county land, but it might improve the quantity and 
quality of non timber outputs. Counties also would have 
a more stable flow of land management revenue. Since 
long-range projections are fraught with uncertainty, 
funds might become dedicated to obsolete projects. The 
plans would not have flexibility to handle abrupt 
changes in forest conditions !e.g., major fires, insect 
attacks, and diseases). 

Assess Recreation User Fees 
Charge user fees which fully reflect the cost of 
providing improved recreational facilities and 
wildlife habitat on county land. 
According to the panel, collecting user fees on county 

land is generally not practical or cost effective. Some 
panel members expressed the opinion that user fees 
would be appropriate for concentrated-use areas such as 
campgrounds and beaches. Fees would also reduce de
mand for some nontimber uses. A slight majority of the 
panel felt user fees would free additional funds for 
timber management. 

Increase Stumpage Prices 
Raise stumpage prices on county land to earn a 
reasonable profit for county and pay all land man
agement costs from land management receipts. 
According to the panel, this plan would motivate 

counties to make long-term investments in timber 
management and make timber management programs 



cost effective. It would not economically depress the 
timber industry, but forest industries would buy more 
timber from private, nonindustrial forest owners and 
less from counties. It would be difficult to finance major 
forest road construction. A small majority felt it might 
reduce total net revenue from timber sales. There would 
probably be no adverse effect on nontimber outputs. 

Set Aside Emergency Contingency Fund 
Place part of excess county land management 
revenue in contingency fund, set at specified level, 
to handle emergencies and special projects. 
The panel felt that most counties would not have any 

excess revenue to put into a contingency account and 
that special projects and emergencies would always 
arise to consume any fund that might accumulate. It 
would not encourage more careful planning by coun
ties, nor would it stabilize the funding or the workload 
of county land managers. The plan would not contrib
ute to a more stable county timber supply, however, it 
could be a good source of money for nontimber outputs. 

Allocate Fixed Minimum Revenue Plus Supplementary Funds 
Set aside annually a fixed minimum amount of 
revenue from county land management for re
source development. Supplementary resource de
velopment funds to be appropriated from county 
general fund. 
If this plan were implemented, the panel felt, the level 

of county forest management would stabilize. Land 
management, however, would generally be funded at 
the fixed minimum, with few supplementary funds 
appropriated. 

Supplement Land Revenue With General Fund 
Basically fund all county land management from 
revenue generated from sale of products and ser
vices from land, but also allocate money from 
county general fund to balance production of mar
ket- and nonmarket-valued outputs. 
Funding for non timber outputs would be very depen

dent on the wishes of the county board, according to the 
panel. Funding would fluctuate with the economy. 
County land departments would continue to concen
trate management on market-valued outputs to ensure 
that there would be some financial support for all 
programs. 

Place Land Revenue in General Fund 
Place county land revenue into county general 
fund and allocate land management funds on 
basis of projected long-range need for outputs and 
demonstrated past performance. 
A slight majority of panel members thought the plan 

would not be equitable for all interest groups; in fact, 
non timber outputs might receive lower funding prior
ity. On the whole, this plan would lead to a lower and 
less stable level of land management funding. The 
timber supply from county land would also be less 
stable. 
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Increase In-lieu Payments Periodically 

Increase state payments to counties periodically to 
reflect current cost of producing outputs from 
county land which benefit the statewide public. 
The panel concluded that, under this plan, state 

payments would reflect property tax inflation. The plan 
would help counties increase their nontimber outputs, 
but it would be an administrative nightmare to measure 
benefits and costs to a statewide public which result 
from programs aimed at watershed protection, recrea
tion, and wildlife, and then to balance cost-share pay
ments between rural and urban counties since urban 
counties also produce statewide benefits. 

Use Temporarily-Allocated Stale Revenue 

State allocates money to counties for timber pro
duction only until forest land reaches full produc
tion; thereafter, timber management funded en
tirely from timber sale revenue. State payments 
continued for wildlife, recreation, and other non
timber-oriented programs. 
In the panel's opinion, this plan would move counties 

toward more cost-effective timber management and 
would assure the timber indnstly that the state's num
ber one forest resource goal was timber production. On 
the other hand, the state would require more control 
over county forest management plans. The state would 
not insist on counties balancing nontimber outputs 
with timber production. Non timber outputs would be 
neglected until forest land reaches full timber produc
tion, and it would be difficult to determine when full 
production is reached. 

Use State Grants for Specific Projects 

State makes grants to counties for specific timber 
development projects rather than providing an
nual flat rate payments of 37.5~ per acre. 
According to the panel, this plan would not ensure a 

more efficient use of funds, since the state would be 
approving individual projects rather than comprehen
sive management plans. It would, however, encourage 
counties to plan more extensively than under programs 
of guaranteed income. Grants would be more costly to 
administer than flat rate payments and would likely go 
to the best "promoters" rather than to the most worth
while projects. Counties would lose flexibility in using 
funds for various kinds of forest resource projects. The 
state would gain more control over resource goals, and 
timber management would become more important 
than non timber outputs. Finally, there would be greater 
fluctuations in county land department funding. 

Policy Implications 

Although the objectives toward which counties strive 
with management of their land are not written in 
concise form in any readily available "policy hand
book," it is reasonable to assume that certain goals are 



generally applicable in the case of forest resource man
agement. In evaluating the preceding alternative fund
ing plans, this study assumed that counties wished to: 

e Increase net income from timber sales. 
e Increase employment in the timber industry. 
e Increase timber supply on county land. 
e Increase non timber outputs such as recreation and 

wildlife. 
e Increase entry of new forest products processing 

firms. 
"Maintain flexibility in allocating funds among proj

ects. 
The funding plans which seem to be appropriate for 

achieving each objective are discussed below. Objec
tives are discussed as though they are mutually exclu
sive. Where counties have multiple objectives, policy 
makers should consider all the tradeoffs between fund
ing plans. 

Net Income. If counties wish to increase net income 
from timber sales, they could separate timber sale 
income from other land income and fund timber man
agement activities with timber sale revenue. They 
might also generate greater net revenue by selling bonds 
to raise capital for forest road construction and timber 
management. Bonds increase the element of financial 
risk, however. Poor planning for the use of bond revenue 
or changes in the timber economy could reduce net 
revenue. The carrying costs of the bonds might exceed 
the projected profit margin from timber management. 
Counties would probably spend less money to produce 
non timber outputs under these plans, but the quantity 
and quality of nontimber outputs would not change 
much. In fact, wildlife as.sociated with timber harvests 
might actually increase. County timber management 
also would become more cost effective if the state 
allocated money to counties for timber management 
only until forest land reached full production; thereaf
ter, timber management would be funded entirely from 
timber sale revenue. 

None of these plans would cause a very large increase 
in net revenue from timber sales. Counties might have a 
greater impact on net revenue by providing equipment 
and training for foresters who could then make use of the 
latest forest management information, including more 
careful financial analyses of investment alternatives. 

Employment/Timber Supply. Counties could increase 
timber supplies and modestly increase employment in 
the timber industry by separating timber revenue from 
other land management revenue, and then funding 
timber management from timber revenue. The use of 
revenue bonds would also give counties additional 
capital to develop access to timber. Better access would 
yield an immediate increase in the available timber 
supply and facilitate more intensive forestry. Bonding 
would lead to higher employment in forest manage
ment, as well as in the forest products industry. 

Nontimber Outputs. Nontimber outputs include a wide 
variety of products and services such as recreation, 
wildlife, aesthetics, and watershed protection. If coun
ties prepared long-range, comprehensive plans, and 
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both county and state funds were dedicated to specific 
projects, then the quantity and quality of nontimber 
outputs would generally improve. These outputs also 
would increase if state payments to counties increased 
periodically to reflect current costs of producing them. 

Recreational use of county land might increase if more 
forest access roads were built with funds generated by the 
sale of revenue bonds. In order to pay back revenue bonds, 
however, counties would spend more money on timber 
management, and they might spend less on developing 
recreational facilities, especially those facilities for 
which user fees could not be collected. 

Policies which intensify timber management would 
benefit wildlife such as grouse and deer that depend on a 
mixture of timber size classes created by a patchwork 
design of timber harvesting. By separating timber sale 
revenue from other land management revenue and then 
funding timber management from its own revenue, 
counties might intensify timber management and bene
fit certain wildlife. Sale of revenue bonds for timber 
management might also intensify harvesting and bene
fit wildlife associated with harvesting and regeneration 
of forests. 

Entry of New Firms. The only panel suggestion which 
might lead to an increase in the entry of new forest 
products processing firms was sale of revenue bonds to 
generate money for timber management and forest road 
construction. This funding plan would commit coun
ties to an intensive, long-term forest management pro
gram. Forest industries would be justified in relying on 
continued timber supplies from county land. Increases 
in the timber supply would result from investments by 
counties in forestry. A greater wood supply would 
contribute to entry of new firms which could rely on 
this ensured supply over a period of time. 

Flexibility. If counties wish to maintain flexibility in 
allocating funds among projects, then current policies 
should be continued. Other policies analyzed would 
have a tendency to reduce the discretionary power of 
county boards and county land commissioners. 

Timber Supply Agreements 
County governments earned nearly $1.6 million from 

timber sales in 1979 (Kobs, 1979). Timber sale proce
dures affect both the amount and the timing of revenue 
earned by counties. Since counties own 21 percent of 
the net growing stock of timber in northeastern Minne
sota (compiled from Jakes and Raile, 1980, and Spencer 
and Ostrom, 1979), county timber sale procedures can 
influence the structure of the timber harvesting indus
try, including the success of small-scale, independent 
loggers. Sale procedures may also affect the size and 
diversity of wood processing firms, as well as the rate of 
expansion or entry of new forest products processing 
firms into Minnesota. Thus, potential changes in 
county timber sale policies should be carefully consid
ered before enactment since they may have far-reaching 
consequences. 



Existing Timber Supply Agreements 
State Statutes. State law sets forth broad guidelines for 

the sale of timber by county governments (Minn. Stat. 
§282.04 [1]). The county auditor is responsible for 
selling timber. In practice, however, the county land 
commissioner is usually responsible for appraising tim· 
ber, marking boundaries, preparing harvest guidelines, 
and inspecting the site for compliance with harvest 
specifications (McCann and Ellefson, 1980). Timber 
appraised at less than $3,000 may be sold at not less than 
the appraised value at a private (negotiated) sale, com
monly called a section one sale. Timber valued at more 
than $3,000 must be offered at a public auction sale and 
notice must be published in an official paper within the 
county. If final settlement is based on a scale of cut 
products, the volume, location, and appraised value of 
the timber must be included in the advertisement and 
any bids offered above the appraised price are to be in the 
form of a percentage added uniformly to the appraised 
price of each species of timber advertised. Timber 
offered at a public sale for which no acceptable bids are 
received may later be offered at a private sale at not less 
than the appraised price. 

The purchaser must pay in full for the timber at the 
time of the sale except at auction sales, where the down 
payment must be 20 percent of the sale value and the 
remaining 80 percent must be paid prior to entry. If 
auction sales are partitioned into predetermined cutting 
blocks, then the down payment is 20 percent of the sale 
price of the entire sale. The value of each separate block 
must be paid in full before any cutting may begin in the 
block If timber is sold on a scaled-volume basis, timber 
other than hardwood pulpwood and sales under $200 
must be scaled after harvest either by the county or by a 
consumer (e.g., a sawmill). If the scaled volume is larger 
than the presale estimated volume, then the purchaser 
must pay an additional amount proportional to the 
increase in volume at the same rate as his bid. If the final 
scale is less than the estimated scale, then the purchaser 
is reimbursed for his overpayment. 

The county may lease timber stumpage for up to 10 
years. Any lease involving a payment of more than $300 
per year must be offered at a public sale. If the county 
sells land on which a stumpage lease exists, the lessee is 
reimbursed for rent paid beyond the cancellation date of 
the lease. 

The commissioner of natural resources must approve 
the tract on which timber is to be sold, the appraisal, the 
forestry practices to be followed in the cutting of 
timber, and the designation of the persons who scale 
timber (Minn. Stat. §282.04 [ 1]). 

County Timber Sale Procedures. Counties have refined 
broad statutory guidelines into more precise timber sale 
agreements. County land commissioners were inter
viewed to determine timber sale agreement procedures 
in various counties (Table 6). The largest single sale in 
progress covered 280 acres. In 62 percent of the coun
ties, the largest sale was 120 acres or less. The longest 
timber sale agreement in existence was for 3 years. In 85 
percent of the counties, the longest agreement did not 
exceed 2 years. 
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Counties are required to appraise the value of their 
timber before it is sold. The DNR Division of Forestry 
develops a base price for major tree species and prod
ucts, as well as guidelines for adjusting this price to 
account for variations in logging costs on different sites. 
The base price is developed from a formula which takes 
into account bids made at recent auctions, as well as 
general economic indicators (Ford, 1980). Sixty-two 
percent of the counties use the state's base price to value 
their timber. Seventy-seven percent of the counties 
adjust the base for differences in logging costs. Thirty
nine percent of the counties rely on sources in addition 
to state guidelines in setting base prices. These sources 
may include prices from all public agencies in the area 
or prices paid by processing firms for delivered wood. 
The base price is set by the county board in nearly all 
counties, although the land commissioner has author
ity to adjust the base price to account for differences in 
logging costs. 

All counties that have auctions advertise the stump
age volume by species and by product, and provide a 
legal description of the sale area or directions to the site. 
Fifty-six percent of the counties list the acreage in
volved. In all cases, bids are submitted in the form of a 
percentage to be added to the appraised value. All 
counties require full payment before harvesting begins, 
but they differ in regard to the exact time of payment. 
Fifty-six percent of the counties require full payment on 
the day of the sale. One county requires full payment 
within 24 hours of the time of the auction. Thirty-three 
percent of the counties require performance bonds. 

Scaling procedures also varied among counties. Sev
enty-seven percent of the counties scaled virtually all 
wood. One county sold hardwood pulpwood on its 
estimated volume, but scaled all other wood. Another 
sold hardwood pulpwood on its estimated volume, 
scaled other wood appraised at over $100, and did not 
scale less valuable wood. A third county sold all pulp
wood on a volume estimate, but scaled sawlogs. 

Specific policies protecting purchasers of county tim
ber that was later destroyed (e.g., by fire) or expropriated 
were nonexistent at the county level. Very few land 
commissioners had ever heard of such cases and no 
county had statements in timber sale contracts to cover 
such situations. Sixty-four percent of the land commis
sioners conjectured that the buyer would be reimbursed 
if a reasonable effort had been made to harvest the 
timber promptly after the purchase date. One land 
commissioner thought his county would not reimburse. 
the buyer. 

If a contract were breached by a logger, then the 
county may temporarily or permanently halt timber 
harvesting. Very few land commissioners had encoun
tered such a situation, but they listed the following 
situations which might lead to a temporary halt: high 
fire danger, violation of game animal law, damage to 
stream bank, and disruption of road traffic. This should 
not be construed as a complete list, nor should these 
cases be thought of as well-defined policies. The major
ity of land commissioners would halt logging immedi
ately-one would probably give up to 10 days' warning. 



Table 6. Timber sale procedures by county, 1980. 

County 

Clear- Crow Koochi- Summary 
Procedure Aitkin Becker Bel tram! Carlton Cass water Wing Hubbard Itasca chfng Lake Pine Lou1» Slati:>tics 

1. Largest sale in progress (acres) 160 20 15 280 100 40 60 20 120 160 160 120 200 H.,an "' 112 
Nedlan = 120 

2. Longest sale in progress, excluding 
extensions of time (years) 3 2 1 2 3 z 2 ~lean = 1.8 

Mt!dian = 2 

3. Price-setting procedure: 

- County board considers prices set 
by surrounding public agencies 
and sets price by species and 
product X 8% 

- County board sets prices on recom-
mendation of land commissioner who 
uses state guidelines tempered by 
opinions of surrounding public 
agencies X 8% 

- Use state base prices and adjust-
ments for logging costs X X X X X X X 54% 

- County board sets base price on 
recommendation of land ce>mmis:.;ioncr 
who consider!:! pr:lces set by surrou11d-
ing public agencies and price:; paid 
by processing firms for d~livered 
wood; base price adjusted to account 
for different logging costs X X 15% 

- Use stale base prices X 8% 

- Land commissioner sets base price 
based on prices set by surrounding 
public agencies and bids on recent 
sales; use state adjuillm.::nts fot 
logging costs X 8% 

4. Tnfonnation in auction sale no no no no 
advertisement: sales sales sales sales 

- Acreage X X X X X 56% 
Legal descriptiou of sale area 
or directions to sale X X X X X X X X X 100% 

- Stumpage volume by species X X X X X X X X X 1004 
- Stumpage volume by product X X X X X X X X X 100% 

5. l•'orm for bi<.ls: 

- rcrcentage of appraised unit price 
added uniformly to alJ species X X X X X X X X X 100% 

b. Pnyment procedure: 

- $100 down on day of sale, 10% per-
formance bond + 25% down payment 
within 30 days of sale date; bal-
ance prior to cutting but no later 
than 2 years from sale date X 11% 

- 25% down on day of sale as perform-
a nee bond; full paJjnent within 30 
days or hodore logging begin~ X 11% 
Full payment on day of Si.lle X X X X X 56% 

- $100 down on day of ~ale; perfonnance 
boud withiu 30 days of salt:< date; 
bula.nce before cultlltg X 11% 

- Full payment within 2LJ hours of time 
of sale X 11% 

7. Payment adjustments: 

- Hardwood puJpwoo<.l sold on volume 
estimate; other wood sea leJ after 
harvest and paym~:<nt adjusted to 
volume cut X 8% 

- HanlwooJ pulpwood sold on volume 
estimate; other w<Jud with appraised 
value over $100 scaled and payment 
adjusted to volume cut X B% 

- Scale all wood exeept sales of only 
a few cords; payn1ents adjusted fot 
volume cut X X X X X X X X X X 77% 
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County 

Clear- Crow Koochi- St. 
Procedure Aitkin Becker Beltrami Carlton Cass water Wing Hubbard Itasca ching Lake Pine Louis 

Summary 
Statistics 

----

- Pulpwood sold on volume estimate; 
sawlogs scaled and payment adjusted 
for volume cut 

8. Compensation to buyer for timber 
destroyed before harvest: 

- Refund payment prop•>rtional to volume 
lost unless ~utting permit about to 
expire X 

- Refund payment proportional to volume 
lost 

- No compensation 

9. Reasons for stopping harvest temporarily 
(T) or permanently (P): 

- Removing timber before scaling 

- Cutting reserved timber 

- Insufficient payment 

- Violating harvest utilization 
sped fica tions 

- Damaging roads 

- lloundary line trespass 

- High fire danger 

- Came animal violation 

- Damage to stream bank 

- Disruption of road traffic 

- Discovery of unique natural resource 

- Assignment of cutting rights to 
another party 

- Buyer goes out of business 

- Nonpayment of overrun 

.0. Days notice before harvest stopped 
temporarily 

l. Days uotic.e before harvi:st stopped 
permunently 

2. CountY sets minimum wood utili:w
tion standards 

3. Who pays for construction of perma
nent timber access roads: 

- County 

- T:lmber buyc.r 

- State Divhdun of Hil<.ll He 

4. Who constructs permanent ti1uller 
access roads: 

- County 

- Timber buyer 

5. County sets logging road construc
tion standards 

6. 1/ho regulates use of logging roads: 

County 

- Timber buyer 

- Both 

7. County lt!ases timber 

TP 

TP 

p 

0 

0 

yes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

no 

X 

no 

X 

TP 

TP 

0 

0 

X 

X 

no 

X 

no 

X 

TP 

TP 
p 

p 

0 

0 

yes 

X 

X 

no 

X 

no 

X 

p 

T 

p 

T 

p 

5 

yes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

no 

X 

no 

19 

X 

TP 

TP 

p 

p 

0 

yes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

no 

X 

no 
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10 

10 

yes 

X 

X 

X 

X 

yes 

X 

no 

p 

p 
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yes 

X 

X 

yes 

X 

no 

TP 
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0 

0 

yes 

X 

X 

X 

yes 

X 

no 
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T 

'f 
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X 

yes 

X 

no 
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yes 

X 
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X 
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X 

no 

X 

'l'P 

T 

T 

T 
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0 

X 

X 

'[ 

T 

'!' 

0 

0 

X 

p 

0 

8% 

27% 

64% 

9% 

31% T, 46% P 

62% T, 23% P 

15% '1", 15% p 

31% T, 38% 1' 

31% T, 8% P 

38% 1", 31% p 

15% T 

8% T 

8% '1" 

8% T 

8% I' 

8% p 

8% p 

8% I' 

Hean, 
Hcdian .. 0 

HeaLl = 1. 8 
Median = 0 

yes yes yes 100% 

X 

X 

X 

none 
built 

none 
built 

yes no 

X X 

no no 

X 

X 

X 

92% 

67% 

"' 
92% 

67% 

54% yes 
yes 46% no 

X 77% 

15% 

B% 

no 100% 



Reasons given for a permanent cancellation of a con
tract include: discovery of a unique natural resource 
which might be destroyed by logging (e.g., blue heron 
rookery), assignment of cutting rights to another party, 
timber buyer. goes out of business, and nonpayment of 
timber overrun. If a contract were to be cancelled, most 
land commissioners would immediately halt logging. 
Situations which might lead to either a temporary or 
permanent halt to logging, depending on the severity of 
the problem, include: removing timber before it is 
scaled, cutting reserved timber, boundary line trespass, 
violating harvest utilization specifications, damaging 
roads, and insufficient payment. 

Minimum wood utilization standards are written 
into timber sale contracts in all counties. 

Ninety-two percent of the counties pay for and con
struct most permanent timber access roads. In 67 per
cent of the counties, timber buyers sometimes pay for or 
construct these roads. Counties have taken over most 
road construction and have financed it with state in-lieu 
payments or BWCAW timber management intensifi
cation grants (16 U.S.C.A. §1601). Logging road con
struction standards are set by the land commissioner in 
54 percent of the counties. In the remainder, the timber 
buyer apparently develops the standards. The use of 
logging roads is regulated by the county in 77 percent of 
the counties, by the timber buyer in 15 percent of the 
counties, and by both the county and timber buyer in 
8 percent of the counties. None of the counties actually 
leases commercial forest land for timber harvesting or 
management purposes. 

Alternative Timber Supply Agreements 
According to a 1977 statewide forest survey, 9.1 

million cubic feet of unutilized wood are grown annu
ally in northern Minnesota (Jakes and Raile, 1980; 
Spencer and Ostrom, 1979). County governments may 
be in an ideal position to encourage expansion of the 
forest industry by better utilizing their portion of this 
statewide surplus. According to George Banzhaf & 
Company (1980), lack of an ensured wood supply makes 
existing forest industries reluctant to expand produc
tion and limits new entrants unable to acquire invest
ment capital. Public agencies control a majority of the 
state's forest resource. Forest industries in Minnesota 
own a relatively small amount of land compared to 
those in other regions of the country where forest 
industries are thriving (Minnesota Legislature, 1961). 
The wood resource might be more fully utilized if 
public agencies guaranteed large-volume, long-term 
timber supplies to forest industries. George Banzhaf & 
Company ( 1980) suggests timber supply agreements as a 
means to facilitate industrial expansion. 

There are precedents for long-term supply agree
ments between public landholding agencies and the 
forest industry. Since 1930, such agreements have been 
an important means to stimulate utilization of un
touched forest resources in Canadian provinces. Public 
ownership accounts for 92 percent of Canadian forest 
land (Jackson, 1977); the timber industry could not 
flourish as it does without long-term timber supply 
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cmnmitments from provincial governments. Pearse 
(1976, p. 2) notes that in British Columbia 

through the rights and responsibilities embodied in ten~ 
ure arrangements, the Crown regulates not only the rate 
and pattern of timber harvesting but also such diverse 
matters as public resource revenues1 the intensity of 
silviculture, the construction of roads and public works, 
provisions for the protection and enhancement of other 
forest values such as wildlife, recreation, and water 
supplies, certain manufacturing practices, export and 
marketing controls, and other matters that extend well 
beyond the conveyance of timber rights. Moreover, in 
indirect but important ways, the forest tenure system 
moulds the structure of the forest industry, the broad 
pattern of economic and social development in the 
province, and the quality of the natural environment. 

Timber supply agreements have been used by a number 
of other governments, including Nigeria, Uganda, 
Kenya, Zambia, Ghana, New Zealand, and Australia 
(MacGregor, 1972). 

Government agencies in the United States do not 
commonly enter into long-term supply agreements; 
however, a few cases have been documented: 

"The Tennessee Valley Authority, the Atomic En
ergy Commission, the City of Norris, and a coal 
company pooled their lands into a single unit and 
leased them to an entrepreneur. The lessee agreed to 
build a sawmill, dry kiln, planing mill, and other 
facilities (Klein, 1971 ). 

"In 1950 the U.S. Forest Service created a sustained 
yield unit in Oregon. Timber is sold at an appraised 
price, generally without competitive bidding, to 
mills within 6 miles of Lakeview, Oregon, or within 
3 miles of Paisley, Oregon. The Forest Service agrees 
to supply a certain volume of wood to those geo
graphic areas, not to specific mills (Wylie, 1957). 

"Gogebic County, Michigan, has an agreement to 
supply 20,000 cords of aspen over a period of 5 years 
to a firm which produces aspen paneling. The firm 
agreed to build a processing plant only if a portion of 
its timber supply could be guaranteed. The firm has 
been in business since 1968 and employs 250 per
sons (Bolen, 1981). 

"The State of Michigan has investigated options for 
long-term timber supply agreements with forest 
industries for timber on state forest land (Fox, 1980). 
One suggestion has been for a 10-year volume 
agreement in areas where allowable cut volumes are 
in substantial surplus, and where the lessee is 
unable to acquire a substantial timber supply via 
regular sales. 

Although timber supply agreements can be extremely 
complicated, certain components appear repeatedly, 
namely: acres (or volume) of timber controlled by the 
agreement, tenure, marketing of agreements, payment 
procedures, harvest control (e.g., utilization and site 
conservation standards), risk sharing for natural disas
ters, timber management responsibility, road construc
tion responsibility, nontimber land use controls, and 
control over noncounty land owned by the purchaser 
of the agreement (Brodie et a!., 1964; Carroll, 1977; 
Crossley, 1975; Greene, 1979; Guttenberg, 1972; Jack
son, 1977; MacGregor, 1972; Nautiyal, 1977; Pearse, 



1976; Siegel, 1973; Siegel and Guttenberg, 1968; 
Wright, 1969). Each component has a broad range of 
alternatives. A brief description of these alternatives 
follows. 

Acres. Timber supply agreements usually designate 
an acreage or volume of timber which will be available 
for harvest during the term of the agreement. County 
timber sale agreements in Minnesota commonly cover 
20 to 40 acres; the largest area under contract in 1980 
was 280 acres. What acreages or volumes could counties 
consider? In 1973, the average Minnesota pulp mill 
required about 33,000 acres of land similar in timber 
growth potential to county forests in order to sustain 
production (computed from data in Blyth et a!., 1979; 
Jakes and Raile, 1980; Spencer and Ostrom, 1979). If a 
county wanted to supply 10 percent of a new mill's 
annual round wood requirements, an agreement speci
fying 3,300 acres of forest land would be needed. 

Tenure. The longest tenure for a county timber sale in 
Minnesota in 1980 was three years, excluding exten
sions of time granted for various reasons. State law 
permits counties to enter into stumpage agreements for 
up to 10 years (Minn. Stat. §282.04 1111- What tenure 
should counties consider? George Banzhaf & Company 
(1980) suggests agreements of 10 to 20 years so that 
companies can depreciate plants and equipment. A 20-
year agreement would give a new firm substantial 
economic security. Agreements longer than 20 years 
may be appropriate if counties wish to relinquish all 
timber management responsibility to the lessee. Since 
40 or more years are required to grow pulpwood and 80 
to 100years to grow sawtimber, agreements of SO to 100 
years would permit firms to harvest mature timber, 
regenerate the forest, and again harvest mature timber 
before an agreement expired. Counties could renew 
agreements in five-year increments if certain condi
tions were met (Pearse, 1976). Renewable agreements 
give a firm an ensured timber supply but permit 
counties to periodically renegotiate the terms of the 
agreement. 

Marketing of Agreements. The manner in which long
term supply agreements are allocated is crucial to their 
success. Large public timber sales are usually made at 
oral auctions or by written, sealed bids. These proce
dures may not be appropriate where there is a lack of 
competition. If counties want to encourage entry of new 
firms, they may need to negotiate a price for the 
agreement. Stumpage prices could be escalated if a 
formula or index were built into the agreement (Hot
vedt and Tedder, 1977). The stumpage price offered may 
in fact be incidental to awarding an agreement. For 
example, a 10-year agreement involving land owned by 
the Tennessee Valley Authority, Atomic Energy Com
mission, City of Norris, and a coal company was 
awarded to a firm which agreed to do the following 
(Klein, 1971): 

1. Negotiate a stumpage price with each landowner. 
2. Build a hardwood utilization complex in the Oak 

Ridge-Clinton area. 
3. Build a sawmill and bandmill with a capacity of 10 

million board feet of lumber per year. 
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4. Use modern logging equipment, including rubber
tired skidders, cable skidders, and long-length 
logging trucks. 

5. Bring timber to mill in maximum possible lengths 
to reduce logging costs and increase yield at the 
mill. 

6. Invest at least $350,000 in facilities within I year. 
7. Construct a dry kiln and a planing mill on the same 

site as the sawmill within 15 months. 
8. Construct additional wood processing facilities 

such as a veneer plant, a hardwood dimension 
plant, a pallet plant, or a particleboard mill within 
5 years. 

It was agreed that when the lessee fulfilled the above 
requirements and invested at least $1 million on the site 
in addition to the sawmill, then the lessee could extend 
the lease for an additional 10 years. 

Counties, therefore, would need to define their objec
tives for long-term agreements and then develop a 
creative marketing procedure which ensures their 
success. 

Payment Procedures. If connties insist on payment in 
advance of harvesting, such payment could be made for 
timber which the lessee expected to cut during the next 
month, the next quarter, or the next year. Advance 
payment could also be made before the logger began 
harvesting a specific cutting block. If counties became 
involved in long term agreements (e.g., 50 years), they 
could require advance payments or regular installments 
for all timber harvest and management rights on the 
land over the entire lease period. 

Requiring advance payments could force counties to 
make volume estimates before and after cutting. They 
could, however, eliminate the post-harvest scaling cost 
if the accuracy of the pre-harvest cruise were increased 
and lump sum payment based strictly on that volume 
cruise were required (Pearse, 1976). The cost of a cruise 
could be eliminated if counties measured only the cut 
volume and permitted payments to be made after 
harvest when the timber volume could be measured 
accurately. Post-harvest payments based on the scaled 
volume could be made monthly, quarterly, yearly, or by 
the cutting block. 

Rather than tying payments to the volume harvested 
during a particular period of time, counties could re
quire regular installments (monthly, quarterly, or 
yearly) regardless of the actual volume harvested. For a 
long-term agreement, counties could require a mini
mum annual payment-perhaps equivalent to the prop
erty tax rate on similar land in private ownership-and 
then require periodic payments based on the timber 
volume harvested (Pearse, 1976). 

Escalator clauses in the contracts would permit coun
ties to change timber prices during the term of the 
agreement (Hotvedt and Tedder, 1977). Price changes 
could be based on formulas, economic indices, or nego
tiations. 

Harvest Control. Standards for wood utilization and site 
conservation consistent with county objectives could 
place severe economic strain on timber purchasers; 
thus, counties should be willing to negotiate the stan
dards to avoid creating excessive financial burdens. 



Alternatively, counties could sell timber on an esti
mated volume basis with a lump sum payment. The 
high bidder then would remove all the timber which is 
worthwhile financially to remove (Pearse, 1976). 

Over the period of a long-term agreement, it is un
likely that the lessee would cut exactly the same 
volume of timber every year. Large fluctuations in the 
volume harvested may create cash flow problems for 
county governments if timber payments are associated 
with the harvest volume. Large fluctuations in the 
harvest could also disrupt county plans to create a 
mixture of age classes of timber needed for the sustained 
yield of wood products. To mitigate these problems, 
counties could set maximum or minimum harvest 
limits. For example, counties could require the lessee 
annually to cut at least 50 percent of the allocated yearly 
volume and cut within 10 percent of the allowable cut 
every five years. Any number of variations of this cut 
level are possible (Pearse, 1976). For a very long lease 
counties could simply require that the land have at least 
as high a timber productivity at the end of the lease as at 
the outs tart. Measures of productivity would have to be 
specified. 

Risk Sharing. Over the agreement period, many types 
of disasters could destroy a substantial amount of 
timber. The agreement should state who bears that loss. 
At one extreme, counties may decide to provide timber 
to the lessee from other land resources whenever timber 
is destroyed. At the other extreme, the lessee may bear 
all the risk and pay for the timber even though de
stroyed. Between these extremes there are numerous 
schemes for sharing the risk between both parties 
(Siegel, 1973). Usually the party that owns the timber 
bears the loss; therefore, the agreement should be very 
explicit about when ownership of the timber changes 
hands. If a lessee depends heavily on county timber, 
then the county may want to guarantee replacement of 
timber which was destroyed, at least up to a certain 
maximum volume or time period. This would give the 
lessee a fairly reliable timber supply, but also provide 
the county flexibility to end an agreement which could 
not be physically fulfilled because of limited timber 
resources. 

Timber Management Responsibility. Timber harvesting 
is only one phase of timber management; trees must be 
regenerated and precommercial timber stands may need 
improvement to perpetuate the forest. The agreement 
should specify who is to do this work. At times it may be 
more efficient for the lessee to do such work, and if so, 
the county must provide compensation. This may be 
achieved by lowering the bid on timber stumpage, by 
county reimbursement for management costs (Pearse, 
1976), or by lengthening the tenure of the agreement to 
permit harvesting timber for which management costs 
are incurred. 

Road Construction Responsibility. Like timber manage
ment costs, road construction costs could be paid di
rectly by either the county or the lessee. If the lessee 
builds roads, the county should bear the cost by consid
ering it in the bid for stumpage or reimbursing the lessor 
(Pearse, 1976). 

2.2. 

Nontimber Land Uses. Timber harvesting sometimes 
conflicts with other land uses. For example, visits by 
hunters, hikers, and fishermen may be disrupted by 
logging activity. Timber harvesting may be hazardous 
or inconvenient for recreationists who lease cabin sites 
on county land. The timber supply agreement ought to 
clearly define which party controls non timber uses of 
the land, and should spell out limitations on harvesting 
to safeguard other land uses. A county may want to 
control all nontimber land uses, with or without com
pensation. A county might, for example, permit a lessee 
to run a recreational facility or lease hunting rights, but 
compensation in addition to timber stumpage pay
ments would be in order (Pearse, 1976). 

Control over Noncounty Land Owned by Lessee. Generally, 
counties lack authority to regulate management or 
harvest of timber from private land. If large timber 
supply agreements were offered, however, a firm might 
choose to exploit its timberland and then rely on the 
county for assistance. At the other extreme, a firm 
might choose to reserve timber on its land and cut 
predominantly from county supplies. These situations 
could lead to temporary overharvesting or underhar
vesting of the sustainable timber yield in a region. One 
way to avoid such incidents is for the county and lessee 
to pool land into a sustained yield unit from which a 
purchaser could not cut more than the yield which 
could be perpetuated on the entire unit (Pearse, 1976). 

Timber Supply Agreement-Delphi Results 
Timber supply agreements can involve complex legal 

requirements. In order to ease the burden on delphi 
panel members, the agreements were written to include 
only the main elements. The agreements would require 
considerable refinement before being used as legal docu
ments. They should, however, enable county policy 
makers to determine a general direction in which to 
proceed. 

Panel members were first given four timber supply 
agreements to stimulate thinking about current sale 
procedures and to provide a framework for developing 
alternative procedures and assessing the impact of alter
native agreements. A 2.0-year planning period was 
considered by the panel. Twenty-six timber supply 
agreements were suggested by the panel, making a total 
of 30 reviewed. The four initial agreement schemes are 
presented here in detail; variations in each supply 
agreement component suggested by panel members are 
also described briefly. A detailed description of the 
impacts which may result from the alternatives has 
been published elsewhere (Baughman 1982.b). 

Small-Volume Auctions and Negotiated Sales 
Acres: 300 or less 
Tenure: 3 years 
Marketing: Competitive timber bids on sales over 
$750; negotiated price on smaller sales. 
Payment: Lump sum at time of sale. 
Harvest Control: County sets tree harvest and site 
conservation standards. 
Risk: Buyer reimbursed for timber destroyed by 
natural disaster prior to harvest. 



Timber Management: County performs and pays 
for all work. 
Roads: Buyer pays for temporary roads; county 
pays for other roads. 
Nontimber Land Uses: County controls. 
Noncounty Land Owned by Buyer: No special 
county control. 
In the panel's view, this agreement would provide 

county land managers with considerable flexibility in 
management practices while also allowing them to 
maintain the status quo, if desired. Counties also would 
benefit from full payment before logging begins (a 
potential disadvantage to timber buyers); however, they 
could be adversely affected if prices increased during the 
contract period since they would be unable to re
negotiate stumpage price. 

County timber sale administrators would face a 
heavy burden in deciding who obtains negotiated tim
ber supply agreements and the price that should be paid 
for them. Informal agreements made in connection 
with negotiated sales have sometimes tied county tim
ber sale administrators to commitments they wish had 
never been made. Numerous small agreements would 
also complicate the application of sound silvicultural 
practices. Counties would lose money on negotiated 
agreements since prices are generally lower and admin
istration costs higher than with competitive sales; this 
cost differential would be essentially equivalent to a 
timber price subsidy to processing firms. Low stumpage 
prices in negotiated agreements could also reduce 
stumpage prices on private nonindustrial lands and 
discourage private timber management. 

The panel agreed that current sale procedures would 
perpetuate a noncompetitive and inefficient logging 
industry, which in turn would- hurt consumers. How
ever, negotiated sales would be less likely to squeeze 
small, independent loggers out of business and more 
conducive to the development of new timber industry 
than competitive bidding. Although employees of small 
logging companies would generally receive lower wages 
and benefits than employees of large logging companies, 
service firms associated with logging and trucking 
would benefit by having a large clientele of small, 
independent loggers. 

Competitive timber sales on large tracts would result 
in better utilization of timber than occurs on small, 
negotiated sales. 

On the other hand, medium- to large-scale logging 
and wood processing firms would be unable to make 
long-term plans under this scenario, and so would not 
be able to increase operating efficiency. 

Wildlife and environmental quality in general would 
be enhanced by small, scattered site disturbances. Sites 
up to 300 acres could be harvested without a wide
spread, adverse effect on wildlife. 

Long-Term Timber Volume Guarantee 
Acres: Approximately 10,000; county guarantees 
235,000 cubic feet of wood fiber annually from 
generally designated area. 
Tenure: 10 years; renewed in 5-year increments. 
Marketing of Lease: Competitive timber bids 
among timber processing firms. 
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Payment: Quarterly payments for volume cut; 
unit prices adiusted periodically; lessee reim
bursed for approved reforestation expenses. 
Harvest Control: Lessee cuts at least 50% of allo
cated volume annually and within ±10% of allow
able cut every 5 years; county sets tree harvest and 
site conservation standards. 
Risk: County supplies 235,000 cubic feet of wood 
annually regardless of natural disasters. 
Timber Management: Lessee replants cutover areas 
and is reimbursed for approved expenses; county 
performs and pays for all other work. 
Roads: Lessee pays for the temporary logging 
roads; county pays for other roads. 
Nontimber Land Uses: County controls. 
Noncounty Land Owned by Lessee: No special 
county control. 

In the panel's opinion, this agreement would lead to 
an increase in the following: average annual net reve
nue from timber sales on county land, average annual 
employment in the Minnesota timber industry, size of 
individual forest products processing firms in Minne
sota, and entry of new forest products processing firms. 

The agreement would have a variety of impacts on 
counties. County forest management plans would place 
more emphasis on timber production objectives of the 
lessee than on multiple use of county land. Counties 
would lose flexibility to adjust land use to meet new 
social demands and changing economic conditions, e.g., 
large natural disasters which reduce their ability to 
supply a guaranteed volume of wood. They might also 
be hindered in exchanging tracts of land; however, they 
would be better able to harvest their maximum allow
able cut and would have a more stable flow of income 
from timber sales. At times, counties would have too 
little money available to reimburse the lessee for refor
estation work on county land. 

The process of allocating timber cutting rights to 
various loggers would pass from the county to the 
timber processing firms which would own the agree
ments. The county would not, however, have difficulty 
finding a buyer for timber outside of a lease area. 

The agreement would have positive and negative 
effects on the timber industry. Firms remaining in the 
industry would experience increased profits and two tax 
advantages-depletion allowance and capital gains. For
est road development would increase, giving better 
access to timber. Long-range planning for harvesting 
and processing activities would be possible. The more 
stable timber supply would result in higher financial 
risk to the timber industry during extended downturns 
in the general economy, and a competitive advantage 
through better wood availability during upturns. The 
panel did not feel that local economies would be subject 
to greater fluctuations in timber product markets or 
that county governments would have to increase wel
fare and unemployment payments to displaced small 
loggers. Average wages for loggers may increase. Timber 
harvesting operations would become more mechanized. 
There would be fewer workmen's compensation claims 
being filed by loggers. 



The quantity and quality of nontimber outputs from 
county land would generally increase, but there are 
exceptions. Counties would have more money to spend 
on nontimber outputs; however, increased expendi
tures would depend on local politics. Since the average 
size of individual timber harvesting areas (cutting 
blocks) would increase, there would be a potential for 
loss of wildlife habitat and water quality, depending on 
regulatory controls used by counties. The diversity of 
forest vegetation may also decrease. 

Cooperative Sustained Yield Unit 
Acres: 10,000 county-owned plus 10,000-lessee 
owned. 
Tenure: 20 years; one 20-year renewal guaranteed. 
Marketing of Lease: Competitive timber bids from 
processing firms owning 10,000 acres of timber 
land in Minnesota. 
Payment: Quarterly payments for volume cut; 
unit prices adjusted periodically; lessee reim
bursed for approved timber management expenses 
on county land. 
Harvest Control: County sets allowable cut level 
on 20,000-acre unit; lessee cuts within ±10% of 
allowable cut every 5 years; county sets tree har
vest and site conservation standards for entire 
unit. 
Risk: County and lessee share timber losses due to 
natural disaster by reducing allowable cut. 
Timber Management: Lessee prepares manage
ment plan and performs all work for unit; lessee is 
reimbursed for approved projects on county land. 
Roads: Lessee builds all roads and is reimbursed 
for county-approved, permanent roads. 
Non timber Land Uses: County controls use on its 
10,000 acres in the unit. 
Noncounty Land Owned by Buyer: Harvest vol
ume on 10,000 acres owned by lessee is controlled 
by county. 
The panel concluded that under this agreement there 

would be increases in average annual net revenue from 
timber sales on county land, average annual employ
ment in the Minnesota timber industry, and size of 
individual forest products processing firms in Minne
sota. The entry of new forest products processing firms 
into Minnesota would, however, decrease. The require
ment that a firm own 10,000 acres of forest land in 
Minnesota in order to enter into a lease may be a strong 
deterrent to new firms. 

In the panel's judgment, the sustained yield unit 
would give counties a more stable flow of income from 
timber sales; however, county net revenue from timber 
sales would decrease if a processing firm gained a 
monopoly over county timber sales. Counties would 
have more staqle land management policies but would 
lose flexibility to adjust land use to meet new social 
demands and changing economic conditions. Counties 
would benefit from greater economies of scale in man
agement practices. For example, they would need fewer 
personnel to supervise timber sales, yet would be better 
able to plan and harvest their allowable cut of timber. If 
a lessee went out of business, however, the county 
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would be left with an incomplete timber management 
program and a lack of personnel to complete it. 

The timber industry would be affected in several 
ways. The value of private forest land would increase as 
processing firms compete to buy land for their half of 
the sustained yield unit. The timber industry would 
gain greater use of the depletion allowance and capital 
gains when preparing income tax returns. The size of 
timber procurement areas for individual forest products 
processing firms would be reduced. The average size of 
individual timber cutting blocks would increase, and 
timber harvesting operations would become more 
mechanized. The process of allocating timber cutting 
rights to various loggers would pass from the county to 
the timber processing industry. 

Counties would be oriented more toward timber 
production and less toward multiple use of county land. 
The quality and quantity of nontimber outputs from 
county land would be reduced unless counties required 
a good management plan and improved their regulatory 
activities. The diversity of composition of forest vegeta
tion on county land would decrease with the increased 
size of timber harvesting areas. 

Sale of All Timber Management Rights 
Acres: 50,000 
Tenure: 50 years; one renewal if lessee matches 
highest bid. 
Marketing of Lease: Competitive timber bids 
among timber processing firms. 
Payment: 10% down, balance in 10 equal pay
ments with interest; annual "property tax" fee 
paid. 
Harvest Control: Timber productivity at end of 
lease must at least equal present productivity. 
Rislc Lessee absorbs all timber losses. 
Timber Management: Lessee performs and pays for 
all work. 
Roads: Lessee builds all roads. 
Nontimber Land Uses: County controls. 
Noncounty Land Owned by Lessee: No special 
county control. 

The panel agreed that average annual net revenue 
from timber sales on county land would decrease as a 
result of this agreement since, as one panel member 
stated, "competitive bids may be quite conservative 
considering such a long time span." A small majority of 
the panel felt that average annual employment in the 
Minnesota timber industry would increase. The panel 
predicted that the size of individual forest products 
processing firms in Minnesota would increase while the 
rate of entry of new firms would decrease, perhaps 
because existing firms have more incentive to protect 
their historical timber supply and more financial lever
age to win the bids than would new firms. 

Counties would lose flexibility to adjust land use to 
meet new social demands and changing economic con
ditions, but they would be better able to project their 
future income. Counties would face a decrease in man
agement costs but an increase in regulatory costs. They 
would need fewer forest management personnel but 



could not enforce the productivity level maintenance 
requirement without a harsh and clearly defined pen
alty. Local economic impacts of timber production 
would be more stable. 

The forest industry would have lower wood supply 
costs and a better competitive edge in regional and 
national markets. The number of timber harvesting and 
processing firms would decline. Those firms which 
remained would have more financial stability. Firms 
which got leases would invest in new processing facili
ties, and the industry would expand its output. The 
process of allocating timber cutting rights to various 
loggers would pass from the county to the timber 
processing industry. The average size of timber harvest
ing areas would increase, and timber harvesting would 
become more mechanized. 

Nontimber outputs would be strongly affected, since 
major conflicts would develop between nontimber land 
uses !controlled by the county) and timber development 
!carried out by the lessee). Counties would increase 
their ability to plan for nontimber outputs. This is 
essential since the quantity and quality of nontimber 
outputs from county land would be reduced unless 
counties require a management plan which includes 
these outputs and unless counties improve their regula
tory activities. The panel did not believe that the 
quality of recreational activities on county land would 
be reduced. In fact, populations of wildlife associated 
with more intensive timber harvesting I e.g., deer) would 
increase. 

Review of the timber supply agreements just dis
cussed led to additional agreements suggested by panel 
members. The following sections, organized according 
to the major provisions of the agreement, identify these 
alternatives and set forth the panel's judgment as to the 
likely impacts of each alternative. 

Acreage options. Panel members suggested timber sale 
agreements covering 500, 5,000, and 10,000 acres. In 
their judgment, timber sales covering 500 acres would 
have the same impact as those encompassing 300 acres. 

Agreements for 5,000 acres of timber would, how
ever, have significant additional impacts. Counties 
would be better able to make long-range management 
plans, a more stable flow of income would be generated, 
and timber sale administration costs would be reduced. 
The acreage is small enough that counties would be able 
to distribute agreements among several firms and main
tain competition in the industry. The timber industry 
would be able to set up a more efficient harvest sched
ule. Impacts on non timber outputs could be positive or 
negative, depending on specific terms of an agreement. 

Agreements covering 10,000 acres would facilitate 
entry of more new processing firms. Stumpage prices 
may not rise, however, since competition for the agree
ment would be limited. 

Tenure options. The panel suggested terms ranging 
from 3 to 20 years. A 3-year agreement would give a 
county maximum flexibility to adapt management to 
both changing resource conditions and public demand, 
yet would be short enough to eliminate difficulties in 
scheduling regeneration activities. Industry would be 
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prevented from locking up more land than can actually 
be harvested, but would be better able to weather 
changes in the business cycle than under a shorter term 
agreement. 

A 10-year agreement would give counties more stable 
land management goals and a more stable source of 
revenue while reducing timber sale administration 
costs. The timber industry would have a more stable 
timber supply, and loggers could better plan timber 
harvesting schedules. A 10-year period would not be 
sufficiently long to prevent industry from reacting to 
changing product demands. 

A 20-year agreement would give more stability to 
county land management plans, and industry would 
have a more stable timber supply. Twenty years is 
sufficient time for industries to amortize their invest
ments in processing equipment. 

Marketing options. Timber could be sold by negotia
tion, by sealed bids, or by oral auction, in the panel's 
judgment. Negotiated agreements would permit coun
ties to manage timber in stands which do not attract 
competitive bids and would provide employment and 
income for buyers that cannot afford large sales. Sealed 
bids would often increase stumpage prices above levels 
in negotiated sales, and would create more bidding 
uncertainty than at oral auctions since competitors 
would be unknown to each other. Winning firms likely 
would pay far more than necessary to outbid competi
tors. Unsuccessful bidders would lose the right to 
harvest in their traditional cutting areas. Oral auctions 
would favor large buyers. Auctions would avoid most of 
the excessive overbidding common in sealed bids, al
though "grudge wars" might still cause overbidding. 

Payment options. Panel members suggested a wide 
variety of payment procedures. For example, buyers 
could pay 25 percent at the time of the sale, with the 
remainder paid quarterly in proportion to the timber 
volume cut. Under this procedure, counties would have 
a stable flow of timber sale revenue, and buyers would 
not face a large annual payment. Buyers could also make 
quarterly payments for the volume cut, with a fixed 
minimum payment in addition to land rent due each 
year. Compared to the advance payment option, this 
procedure would give counties a more stable and pre
dictable flow of timber sale revenue. 

Price indexing options. Counties could resort to price 
indexing for long-term agreements. According to the 
panel, counties would receive a fair market price for 
timber if indexing occurred annually, beginning after 
the second year, and might lose money if indexing were 
postponed until after the third year. Annual indexing 
would protect the timber industry from radical price 
hikes. 

Harvest control options. Most timber sale agreements 
specify wood utilization standards and procedures to 
conserve the productivity of the land. In the panel's 
judgment, if the county retains full authority to set tree 
harvest and site conservation standards, then it can 
better protect its investment in long-term timber and 
non timber resources. The county would, however, in
cur regulatory costs and would need to have additional 



professional expertise in designing timber sales. If the 
county and lessee jointly set tree harvest and site 
conservation standards, the county could learn about 
and discuss the lessee's harvest plans and could benefit 
from input from the lessee's technical experts. This 
method would give the lessee more freedom to adapt 
harvest standards to the product demands of the 
market. 

Risk sharing options. In the panel's opinion, the county 
and lessee could share risks by reducing the allowable 
cut to compensate for losses which occur. By this 
procedure, the county would avoid depletion of re
sources in order to cover a timber supply obligation. 
Industry, of course, would have a less secure timber 
supply than if the county fully guaranteed the supply. If 
the county and lessee shared losses based on tax struc
ture allowances available to the lessee for destroyed 
timber, then the county would probably lose substan
tial income after a major disaster. If the lessee absorbed 
all losses, then the lessee would have a strong incentive 
to quickly harvest timber to avoid potential losses. The 
timber buyers' financial risks would be increased, but 
the county's losses would be reduced. 

Timber management options. Several possible arrange
ments were suggested for sharing timber management 
responsibility. If the county performs and pays for all 
work it would have better control over the quality of 
timber management work; it is possible, however, that 
the lessee could accomplish the work more efficiently. 
The county also would have better control over habitat 
manipulations for non timber outputs and there would 
be less chance for industry to influence county plans. 

The lessee could replant harvested areas and be reim
bursed for reasonable expenses while the county per
formed all other work. This procedure would encourage 
a better job of logging to accommodate tree planting. 
Loggers would be more diversified in their work and less 
dependent on logging for their livelihood. Compensat
ing the lessee directly for tree planting would free the 
county of future informal obligations. If the lessee 
performs all work and is reimbursed by the county for 
all reasonable expenses, then the county would reduce 
its administrative burden. The lessee, however, would 
have more responsibility for integrating timber harvest
ing with the overall land management plan of the 
county. 

Road construction options. Road construction is a major 
component of many timber sales. The panel over
whelmingly felt that the lessee should build and pay for 
temporary logging roads, and the county should build 
and pay for permanent roads. In general, the county was 
considered to be more effective in designing and build
ing roads than the lessee. Controversy over closing of 
county roads would be minimized. Giving the lessee 
some responsibility for roads could result in faster road 
construction since the logger would be anxious to 
harvest and market the timber. 

Options for control of nontimber land uses. There was a 
very strong agreement among panel members that the 
county should control non timber land uses, but specify 
such uses in timber sale contracts. The timber buyer 
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would know his responsibilities and possible conflicts 
in advance of harvesting, and conflicts between timber 
and nontimber users would be minimized. 

Options for control of noncounty land owned by lessee. The 
panel strongly agreed that no special county control 
should be exercised over noncounty land owned by a 
lessee. Under such a procedure, lessees would give little 
consideration to nontimber outputs on their forest 
lands, but counties would avoid costly regulations. 

Policy Implications 
Timber supply agreements are an important tool for 

managing county forests. By varying the terms of an 
agreement, managers can have significant impacts on 
county government, on the timber industry, and on 
non timber outputs. The desirability of different types of 
agreements depends on the objectives of county policy 
makers; objectives assumed for analyzing the implica
tions of various timber supply agreements are similar to 
those listed earlier for the analysis of program funding 
options. 

Net Income. Long-term timber sale agreements appear 
likely to increase net income from timber sales. To 
maximize revenue, counties could prepare agreements 
that encompass about 10,000 acres of land and run for 10 
to 20 years. Timber sale agreements should be allocated 
through competitive bidding and should be distributed 
among several firms to maintain competition in the 
area. 

Employment. Average annual employment in the Min
nesota timber industry could be increased significantly 
by agreements which focus on tracts of about 10,000 
acres and a duration of 10 to 20 years. 

Timber Supply. Panel members did not evaluate the 
potential for increasing the timber supply on county 
land. However, it is reasonable to expect that agree
ments which increase net income from timber sales 
might lead to increased investments in timber manage
ment and subsequently higher timber yields. If employ
ment increases in the timber industry, then that too 
might indicate that more wood is available for process
ing. If new roads are built as a result of leasing, more 
timber could become accessible for harvest. These 
accomplishments are consistent with those predicted 
for a lease arrangement covering an area of 10,000 acres 
and a tenure of 10 to 20 years. 

Nonlimber Outputs. Long-term timber agreements 
might either increase or decrease nontimber outputs, 
depending on the specific output. Timber agreements 
commit counties to manage land primarily for timber 
production. Animals such as deer which respond favor
ably to timber management practices will thrive, but 
wildlife species which depend on old-growth forests 
might decrease in numbers. Counties should plan to do 
all non-harvesting timber management with their own 
personnel to retain maximum control over forest man
agement for nontimber purposes. Specific regulations 
should be written into the agreements if counties wish 
to protect recreation areas, soil, unique vegetation, or 
wildlife habitat. Counties should build all permanent 
roads to avoid attempted closure by loggers. Counties 



should exercise their authority to write harvest guide
lines and should regularly inspect harvest operations. 
The size of the area covered by a lease has less influence 
on nontimber outputs than regulations that specify the 
size and configuration of cutting blocks, the types of 
trees to be cut, and the method of harvest. A I 0- to 20-
year lease would give good protection to nontimber 
resources, providing that counties have identified non
timber production goals and retain adequate authority 
to manage nontimber outputs. If counties are uncertain 
about what outputs to produce, then leases of three 
years or less would be more appropriate. 

Entry of New Firms. Counties could best encourage 
movement of new forest industries to Minnesota 
through agreements lasting 10 years and covering ap
proximately 10,000 acres. Industries should not be 
required to own land in Minnesota as a prerequisite for 
securing an agreement. Existing firms might have an 
advantage over new entrants if agreements are allocated 
through competitive means. Counties could avoid 
favoring established firms by offering several agree
ments at one time, by putting limits on either the 
number of agreements or the area of county land that 
one firm may control, or by negotiating agreements 
with special terms, of which timber prices might be 
only one consideration. 

Flexibility. Counties could best maintain flexibility in 
allocating land to different uses by continuing relatively 
short-term, small-area timber agreements. For each 
year or each acre added to an agreement, counties would 
lose flexibility to change resource allocations. Agree
ments should clearly explain which rights are being sold 
and which are being retained by the county and should 
explain the circumstances under which an agreement 
could be terminated and the procedures to be followed 
for termination. Agreements should clearly explain 
how risks are to be shared for timber destroyed prior to 
harvest. 

Forest land Ownership 
Existing land Ownership Policies 

State Statutes. Land ownership policies vary some
what from one county to another, but all counties 
operate within the same statutory guidelines when 
deciding whether to retain or dispose of land. According 
to Minnesota law [Minn. Statutes, §282.01 [!]), 

It is the general policy of this state to encourage the best 
use of tax-forfeited lands, recognizing that some lands in 
public ownership should be retained and managed for 
public benefits while other lands should be returned to 
private ownership. 
As a step toward deciding whether or not a parcel of 

land serves a public benefit, the county board must 
classify each parcel of land as either conservation or 
nonconservation land. The board must consider the 
following factors: present use of adjacent land; soil 
productivity; character of forest or other vegetation; 
accessibility to established roads, schools, and other 
public services; suitability of land for particular uses; 
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and suitability of the forest resource for multiple-use, 
sustained-yield management. The resulting classifica
tion should help counties to encourage land uses which 
facilitate economical and adequate transportation, 
roads, water supply, drainage, sanitation, education, 
and recreation; to reduce government expenditures; to 
conserve and develop natural resources; and to develop 
agriculture and other industries. 

As a general rule, counties are to retain conservation 
land and dispose of non conservation land. Conservation 
land is to be retained and managed for forestry, water 
conservation, flood control, parks, game refuges, con
trolled game management areas, public shooting 
grounds, or other public recreational or conservation 
uses. Land suited primarily for forestry or conservation 
may be sold, but zoning restrictions are to be put on the 
land to ensure continued use for those purposes [Minn. 
Statutes, §282.01 [2]1. Nonconservation land is to be 
disposed of if the county board considers it advisable. 
The board must keep in mind accessibility of the land, 
its proximity to existing public improvements, and the 
effect of the sale and occupancy of the land on the public 
burdens [Minn. Statutes, §282.01 [3]). 

Some tax-forfeited land is to be reserved in public 
ownership regardless of its land use classification or the 
laws by which it became tax-forfeited. Counties must 
not sell mineral rights to any land [Minn. Statutes, 
§§282.12, 282.225). Counties must not sell surface 
rights to land which is in a designated state mining unit 
or which is under a mining permit or lease [Minn. 
Statutes, §282.01 [8]). When tax-forfeited land borders 
on a meandered lake or river, the county must retain a 
strip of land at least two rods in width [measured from 
the ordinary highwater mark) for public travel. Any 
parcel of land which has less than 50 feet of waterfront 
may be sold if it is in the public interest to do so and sale 
is approved by the commissioner of natural resources 
[Minn. Statutes, §282.018). 

There are checks and balances which further reduce 
the flexibility of county boards to decide whether to 
retain or dispose of land. The state commissioner of 
natural resources must approve the selection of land to 
be sold and the sale value of timber on land which is to 
be sold [Minn. Statutes, §282.01 [3]). 

The DNR has developed a land classification system 
that many counties use to make judgments about 
disposal or retention. It defines nine land use categories: 
not classified, agricultural [cultivation), agricultural 
[pasture and open), mining, recreation or aesthetic, 
conservation, game and fish, commercial peat or gravel, 
and access to lake or other land [Carlson, 1978). 

If any tax-forfeited land is located within the bounda
ries of an organized town with taxable valuation over 
$20,000 or in an incorporated municipality, the town 
board or governing body has a right to approve the land 
classification and the selection of land to be sold [Minn. 
Statutes, §282.01 [1]1. 

Any tax-forfeited land may be sold by the county 
board to any organized or incorporated governmental 
subdivision of the state for any public purpose for which 
the subdivision is authorized to acquire property [Minn. 
Statutes, §282.Dl [1]). 



County Policies. Counties have flexibility in deciding 
what types of land to retain, and policies differ some· 
what from one county to another. Fourteen county land 
commissioners were interviewed to learn about current 
trends in land ownership policies. Since land commis
sioners collect data used to make land ownership deci
sions, they were assumed to be best able to judge the 
trends in county land ownership policy. 

Land commissioners were asked to judge the relative 
importance of each of 12 factors in influencing county 
decisions to retain or dispose of land (Table 7). Factors 
judged to be "very important" were residential, com
mercial or industrial use potential; mining potential; 
recreation potential; road access; present use of adja
cent land; and the type of adjacent ownership. 

Land commissioners were also asked to explain how 
each of these factors influenced county decisions to 
retain or dispose of land (see Appendix). 

With the exception of Cook County, counties plan to 
retain most of the land they now administer. If counties 
dispose of large tracts, they will do it by means of 
exchange rather than sale. Every county has some land 
it would dispose of under certain circumstances. 

As a rule, counties retain land in designated memorial 
forests, land which borders lakes and streams, land with 
mineral deposits, and land with high timber production 
potential. They may sell land with low potential for 
timber production, especially if it is suitable for agricul
ture or urban development, but they retain land which 
is good for recreation or wildlife. 

Counties usually sell land suited for agriculture. 
They want to increase the size of existing farms, but 

Table 7. Relative importance of factors which influence county land 
ownership decisions. 

Very Slightly 
Important Important 

or or 
Moderately Not 
Important Important 

(% of land commissioners) 
Timber productivity potential 79 21 
Agriculture potential 64 36 
Mining potential 71 29 
Intensive recreation potential 86 14 
Residential, commercial, and 
industrial site potential 93 7 
Fish and wildlife habitat 
quality 93 7 
Parcel size 64 36 
Present use of adjacent land 71 29 
Adjacent ownership (e.g., state 
government, forest industry) 79 21 
Distance to a public road 86 14 
Distance to school, police, and 
fire service 64 36 
Distance to a large block of 
county land 57 43 
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counties will retain small tracts if there is little agricul
tural development in the area. A few counties will sell 
forest land for conversion to agriculture if the land sold 
will expand existing farms. 

Land with good recreation potential is usually re
tained. Selected sites may be sold for commercial devel
opment in special cases. 

Counties usually sell platted residential lots and sites 
suitable for commercial or industrial development. 
They are more likely to sell land for these uses if the 
land is near an urban area where there are good roads and 
existing public services (e.g., police, fire department, 
schools). Counties generally avoid selling land for resi
dential use if it would create a scatter of dwellings 
which would increase public service costs. 

Land with good fish or wildlife habitat is usually 
retained almost regardless of size or location of the 
parcel. 

Parcel size is not an important factor if the parcel is 
over 40 acres. Parcels less than 40 acres in size are more 
likely to be sold, especially if they are distant from 
blocks of public land and suitable for farms, businesses, 
and residential areas. Even very small parcels are re
tained, however, if particularly suitable for recreation, 
wildlife, or access to other public land. 

Present use of adjacent land sometimes influences 
county land ownership decisions. Counties are often 
willing to dispose of land in order to expand the size of 
adjoining farms, housing developments, and busi
nesses. Counties would retain park land near a housing 
development, however. They are usually not interested 
in selling land to increase the size of adjoining private 
forest ownership. 

The type of adjacent ownership may influence county 
decisions. Counties usually retain land which creates 
blocks of public ownership, regardless of the type of 
public owner. Counties are generally not interested in 
disposing of land to other adjoining public agencies 
unless land is exchanged. Counties are willing to dis
pose of small, isolated parcels which will help forest 
industries consolidate ownership, especially if the 
county has no other land nearby. 

On the whole, counties retain parcels which do not 
have road access, but they are willing to sell these to 
adjoining landowners who can develop their own 
access. 

Counties hold down the cost of providing school, 
police, and fire department services by retaining tracts 
which are distant from these resources. This is only a 
concern when land might be used as a residence. Zoning 
was frequently mentioned as a more effective tool 
than land ownership to keep down the cost of county 
services. 

Distance to a large block of county land seems to be 
less important than the uses to which land is put. On 
the whole, counties are more likely to sell small parcels 
of land (less than 40 acres) if they are many miles from a 
large block of county land. They would retain parcels 
regardless of distance if needed as access to other public 
land or if desired for public recreation or wildlife habitat. 



Alternative land Ownership Policies 

Counties have adopted a policy of retaining large 
areas of forest land in order to produce timber, wildlife, 
and recreation and to ensure protection of watersheds. 
Most of their management efforts are focused on timber 
production since timber sales generate money for 
county governments and provide a resource for the 
timber industry-a major component of the northern 
Minnesota economy. Policymakers continually ques
tion whether or not county governments or some other 
public or private entity should own and manage these 
lands if timber is to be a primary output. The range of 
possible owner-managers includes county govern
ments, the state government (principally the DNR 
Division of Forestry), the federal government (princi
pally the U.S. Forest Service), forest industries, and 
private nonindustrial forest landowners. 

If counties turn over administration of their land to 
the state, they are freed from the burden of land manage
ment but also lose control over the uses to which it is 
put. If counties manage land, they receive 75¢ per acre 
per year from the state as payments in lieu of taxes; 
however, if the state manages this land, then counties 
receive only 37.5¢ per acre per year (Minn. Statutes, 
§§477A.ll-.14). Counties also lose the revenue which 
could have been earned on the land. County govern
ment income likely has a higher multiplier effect on the 
local economy than state income which also would be 
lost (Muench, 1966). Counties may be justified in trans
ferring land to the state if the land's geographic location 
is such that the state could more effectively manage it 
or, if a county owns a relatively small acreage and the 
state, by virtue of its large land holdings and diversified 
staff, would have economies of scale which permit it to 
manage the land more efficiently than the county. 

Counties could transfer some of their land to the U.S. 
Forest Service. Land would have to be either exchanged 
or sold at a fair market value, but the Forest Service 
might have difficulty obtaining funds to buy much land. 
There would still be vast areas of county land outside of 
national forest boundaries. If counties were able to sell 
some land to the Forest Service, counties would be 
giving up control over management and use of the land. 
Counties would still receive 25 percent of the revenue 
from this land plus 0.75 percent ofthe appraised value of 
acquired land within the BWCAW (16 U.S.C.A. §1601). 
It is likely that much of the income earned by the Forest 
Service would be lost from the local economy; that 
same income earned by a county government might 
have a greater local multiplier effect (Muench, 1966). 
Counties might be justified in disposing of land to the 
Forest Service to consolidate holdings, but some land 
commissioners feel that intermingled county and fed
eral land gives the county more leverage to influence 
Forest Service land management policies. 

Forest industries are apparently interested in increas
ing their holdings of land or at least controlling cutting 
rights on more land. They were the only ownership 
class in northern Minnesota which showed an increase 
in commercial forest land between 1962 and 19771Jakes 
and Vasilevsky, 1980). Clephane (1978) states that 
"ownership of timber resources will continue to be a 
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critical component in the industrial success of most 
companies in the integrated forest products and pulp 
and paper industries." He further points out that the 20 
largest forest products firms own, on the average, 
enough land to provide 43 percent of their wood sup
plies. His analysis shows that, in the forest products 
sector, the only companies that have grown at faster
than-average rates over time are those with a dominant, 
low-cost timber base. The most important reason for 
owning timber land is to provide an ensured supply of 
raw materials for highly capital intensive production 
facilities. It is more economical for firms, especially for 
pulp and paper mills, to operate continuously at full 
production than to shut down and start up periodically 
(Clawson, 1977). 

There are several considerations which might influ
ence the decision as to whether counties should retain 
land or transfer it to the private sector. These considera
tions are discussed below. 

Intensity of land Use. Harkin (1972) suggests there is a 
federal land ownership trend involving disposal of land 
for more intensive uses-agriculture, residential, indus
trial, commercial, private recreational, and utility. Land 
intended for more extensive uses-forestry, grazing, 
watershed, public recreation, and mining-is often re
tained in public ownership. A suggested reason for this 
trend is that it is more efficient to delegate the myriad 
decisions concerned with intensive land use to the 
private sector, whereas decisions pertinent to extensive 
land use are fewer and can be handled by the often 
cumbersome administrative processes of the public 
sector. Harkin cites the high productivity of the Ameri
can economy, which is dominated by private property 
and market mechanisms, as evidence of the efficiency 
of delegating many decisions to the private sector. 

Public Goods. Certain goods and services are often 
impossible, or prohibitively costly, to confine to a 
selected clientele. Producers may find that consump
tion by one person need not diminish the quantity 
consumed by anyone else. Outputs of this nature are 
termed "public goods" (Browning and Browning, 1979). 
An aesthetic forest, a well-regulated watershed, or land 
available for extensive recreation are examples of public 
goods. If the public demands these outputs, then coun
ties might be justified in owning land to ensure their 
availability. 

Externalities. Another form of market failure is the 
externality, i.e., a harmful or beneficial side effect that 
is borne by people not directly involved in the market 
exchange. The impact is not determined through mu
tual agreement among all those affected (Browning and 
Browning, 1979). For example, large-scale conversion of 
hardwood forests to softwood timber types may lead to 
significant changes in wildlife populations and may 
adversely affect hunting opportunities. Consideration 
of wildlife impacts is outside the market exchange. This 
impact on wildlife and on hunters is an externality. 
Counties might be justified in retaining land in order to 
ensure adequate consideration for externalities in forest 
management. 

Economies of Scale. Given the long rotations required 
for forest management, landowners must own very 



large tracts of timber to maintain production efficiency. 
A forest should be large enough to permit an annual cut 
at least as large as the annual cut of an optimum -sized 
logging operation. Forest planning, planting, and office 
work are also more efficient with very large forest areas 
(Gray, 1969). If counties retain land for multiple use to 
ensure the availability of certain public goods or to 
account for externalities, they should be sure to retain 
enough land to operate efficiently. Few private individ
uals would have the wealth to acquire enough forest 
land to operate at an efficient scale. Some forest indus
tries, however, may be interested in acquiring land to 
make management of their own holdings more effi
cient. 

Planning Horizon. Timber management requires a long 
planning horizon; rotations, for example, are com
monly 40 years or longer. Forest land in private 
ownership may change hands frequently. In a 1977 
study of tax-forfeited land sold by Itasca County, Min
nesota, for example, 31 percent of the parcels sold by the 
county to private individuals during the previous 17 
years had already changed hands at least once (Ellefson, 
Palm, and Lothner, 1980). Such ownership changes and 
accompanying changes in management objectives 
might not be conducive to optimum timber production. 
Counties might be justified in owning land for timber 
production because more stable timber management 
objectives are assumed to be a character of county 
governments. Timber industries, however, have shown 
recently that they, too, are willing to make long-term 
investments in timber management. 

Guiding Rate of Interest. Differences in acceptable dis
count rates might make it economically feasible for 
counties to invest in certain management practices 
which the private sector would not undertake. It has 
been suggested that the social rate of discount in the 
public sector need not be as high as the rate for an 
equivalent evaluation in the private sector (Baumol, 
1968; U.S. Congress, 1967). Counties might consider 
non-market valued outputs in their analysis in order to 
justify projects which are not feasible in a strictly 
financial sense. 

Monopolies. In some localities, disposal of county land 
could lead to private monopolies over timber supplies. 
By retaining land, counties can pursue policies which 
maintain competition in the stumpage market (Gray, 
1969). 

Altruism. Governments frequently are altruistic 
toward future generations (Slinn, 1969). By retaining 
land, counties are able to preserve and ration nonre
newable resources over several generations. Unique 
flora and fauna, historical sites, or unusual recreation 
sites can be preserved by government. Private individu
als might not value these resources as highly and might 
destroy them for some short-term gain. 

Equity Objectives. Counties might want to provide 
equal opportunity for forest resource use for a variety of 
interest groups (Slinn, 1969). Under a system of private 
land ownership, goods and services are available to 
those who can afford to buy land or pay for its outputs. 
Under public ownership, the cost of producing outputs 
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could be spread among a wide population. Some income 
redistribution could occur by subsidizing the cost of 
certain outputs such as recreation. 

Availability of Information. Counties might be justified 
in retaining land because of a lack of available informa
tion about its potential uses (George Banzhaf & Com
pany, 1980). It might be unwise to allocate poorly 
characterized land to the private sector, since it would 
be difficult to repurchase the land for public manage
ment if subsequent information indicated that it was a 
mistake to dispose of it. 

Public Choice. Counties might also want to retain land 
in order to have a wide latitude for choice in the use of 
resources (Harkin, 1972). Counties could alter their 
land management over time to reflect public demand 
for resources ranging from wilderness to timber. 

land Ownership Policy Options-Delphi Results 
Delphi panel members initially were presented with 

three possible land ownership options. In addition, each 
panel member suggested more policies and expressed 
opinions about the impacts each option would generate 
if it were in effect over the next 20 years. All policy 
options were considered equally important during the 
analysis. A more detailed description of the impacts 
expected from each policy option has been published 
elsewhere (Baughman 1982b). 

Retain Most land 
Retain 2,000,000 acres: 
-1,880,000 acres for timber production (at least 

30,000 acres per county). 
-320,000 acres for mining, peat, recreation, fish, 

wildlife, and access to water and public land. 
Dispose of 600,000 acres: 
-550,000 acres to fill in state and federal forests, 

with scattered parcels less than 80 acres sold to 
private individuals and firms. 

-50,000 acres to urban and agricultural uses. 
This land ownership policy would have several im

pacts on county governments. According to the panel, 
counties would benefit by disposing of parcels which 
are inefficient to manage. On the other hand, disposal of 
county land implies loss of control over its future use, 
and possible loss of future revenue expected from appre
ciated land values. Retention of land by counties would 
minimize development sprawl and associated costs of 
government services. Retained land might also bear the 
fruit of unexpected resources such as minerals, peat, 
and gravel. The panel did not believe that the existence 
of large areas of public land in a county increases 
property taxes on private land. It also did not believe 
that retention of small, scattered wild tracts would 
benefit counties as a result of in-lieu tax payments from 
the state, since in-lieu payments on county land would 
be lower than property tax revenue realized from the 
same land in private ownership. 

Other public agencies and private entities would be 
affected in numerous ways by the land ownership 
policy. State and federal agencies would be able to 
consolidate ownerships and thus manage more effi
ciently. The value of existing resort and lakeshore 



properties would be enhanced since large tracts of 
similar, publicly-owned land would not glut the mar
ket. The timber harvesting industry would benefit from 
access to timber currently in county ownership. Timber 
firms, large farming enterprises, and large development 
organizations would be hindered since large tracts of 
land would not be available to them. 

The policy would benefit recreation interests by 
maintaining access to land currently in county 
ownership and minimizing conflicts with private land
owners; disposal of scattered tracts, however, would 
result in a loss of wildlife habitat available for public 
use. 

Retain Hardwood Sites, Dispose of Softwood Sites 
Retain 1,900,000 acres: 
-1,580,000 acres for hardwood timber production 

(at least 30,000 acres per county) 
-320,000 acres for mining, peat, recreation, fish, 

wildlife, and access to water and public land. 
Dispose of 900,000 acres: 
-850,000 acres for softwood timber production to 

forest industry 
-50,000 acres to urban and agricultural uses 
The panel concurred that this policy option would 

decrease average annual net revenue from the sale of 
county timber, increase average annual employment in 
the Minnesota timber industry, and increase the size of 
individual forest products processing firms in Minne
sota. The panel was split over whether the entry of new 
firms would increase or decrease. Counties would be 
selling their most valuable land and would realize a one
time windfall of revenue from land sales. Decreases in 
timber sale revenue would not be offset by returns on 
investment on land sale proceeds. Counties would 
experience a decreased workload, yet there would not 
necessarily be a corresponding significant reduction in 
land management costs or increase in the quality of 
management on the smaller land base. Because 
hardwood and softwood lands are often intermixed, 
disposal of softwood land would cause a break-up of 
blocks of land and subsequent inefficiencies in manage
ment for both counties and the timber industry. Coun
ties also would have more difficulty selling hardwood 
timber if they lacked the more desirable softwood 
timber to offer in a package timber sale. 

By selling timber land, counties would lose some 
ability to stimulate or stabilize the local economy via 
regulation of the timber supply. Counties also would 
lose control of the use of land previously owned unless 
deed restrictions were imposed. For example, industries 
holding prime forest land that became more valuable for 
nonforestry development would be inclined to encour
age the latter. Undoubtedly, some softwood land would 
later be sold for scattered development. Even on land 
remaining in public ownership, land use conflicts 
would be exacerbated. 

The timber industry would have greater control over 
timber prices under this option, but the value of 
softwood timber stumpage held by other owners (e.g., 
state, national forests, or nonindustrial private) would 
not decrease. There would be fewer independent 
loggers. 
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The policy would have few impacts on nontimber 
outputs. The panel did not believe there would be any 
effects on wildlife, nor a significant reduction in general 
recreation, including hunting. Water quality, however, 
would decrease on land disposed of unless counties 
enforced water quality standards. 

Retain Productive Timber Land, Dispose of Unproductive Land 
Retain 720,000 acres: 
-400,000 acres of best net revenue-producing tim

ber land {30,000 acres per county) 
-320,000 acres for mining, peat, recreation, fish, 

wildlife, and access to water and public land. 
Dispose of 2,030,000 acres: 
-2,030,000 acres to forest industry 
-50,000 acres to urban and agricultural use 
The panel agreed that average annual net revenue 

from timber sales on county land would decrease, 
average annual employment in the Minnesota timber 
industry would increase, and the size of individual 
forest products processing firms in Minnesota would 
increase. The panel did not agree on changes in the entry 
rate of new forest products processing firms into Minne
sota; it appears, therefore, that the policy option would 
have little effect on the entry of new firms. 

According to the panel, county governments would 
be affected in many ways. Counties would have to 
undertake a major effort in land classification in order to 
decide which tracts to sell. Fixed costs of managing the 
retained acreage per county might exceed revenues 
from product sales. Counties would have higher per
acre costs for administration of land but lower total land 
management costs. On balance, counties would have 
better and more economical forest management. On the 
other hand, by selling land in a period of high inflation, 
counties would forego an even greater income which 
could be earned at a later date. Furthermore, counties 
would be selling a long-term source of revenue for a 
short-term cash gain which would soon be spent and 
could not be replaced. Counties also would lose in-lieu 
tax payments from the state. 

Counties probably would have fewer but more polar
ized land use conflicts on remaining tracts. They also 
would lose control over use of land disposed of unless 
regulatory measures were instituted. Timber interests 
would not buy land of low productivity; consequently, 
they would likely be outbid if it were sold at a public 
auction. In addition, industry would resell some land for 
real estate development, resulting in increased fire risk 
and trespass problems and rising county government 
service costs. 

The timber industry would have greater control over 
stumpage prices. Capital that might have been used to 
pay stumpage prices would be diverted into land pur
chases. This apparently would not absorb all capital, 
since the panel felt that investments in timber process
ing facilities also would increase. Existing firms would 
acquire more land than new entrants and local econo
mies would be tied to timber market conditions deter
mined by a few large processors. One panel member 
commented that this situation already occurs. 



On the whole, there would be a decrease in the 
quantity and quality of non timber outputs, both on land 
retained and land sold. The principal effect on nontim
ber outputs would be a decrease in the quality and 
quantity of extensive recreation on land which is sold. 
Retain or Dispose of County land Within Federal or State Parks 
and Forests 

Dispose of most county land within boundaries of 
state or federal forests and parks to those adioining 
agencies. 
Retain most county land within boundaries of 
state or federal forests and parks. 
In the panel's judgment, disposal of most land within 

boundaries of state and federal forests and parks to the 
corresponding agencies would improve the efficiency of 
land management at both levels. It should be noted that 
89 percent of the respondents felt that such a tradeoff 
would improve land management efficiency for state 
and federal agencies, but only 58 percent thought it 
would improve management efficiency for counties. 
This policy would result in more uniform land use and 
allow the timber industry, including loggers, to deal 
with a single agency in an area. 

In contrast, counties could retain most of their land 
within the boundaries of state or federal forests and 
parks. Mixed public ownership would be more likely to 
serve a variety of different interest groups. Intermingled 
ownership also would give timber buyers more flexibil
ity in acquiring timber because of differing policies of 
the various land managing agencies. 
Base Land Ownership on Timber Production Potential 

Retain most commercial forest land with higher 
than average timber production potential. 
Retain most commercial forest land with average 
or lower timber production potential. 
Dispose of most commercial forest land with aver
age or lower timber production potential. 
According to the panel, if counties retain most com-

mercial forest land with higher than average timber 
production potential, the land would be likely to remain 
in active timber production. This policy would help 
ensure stability in the timber industry and the local 
economy. It would provide a continuing source of 
timber for small, independent timber buyers. Counties 
could project their future income potential better than 
if the land were sold. However, disposing of land on the 
basis of timber production potential would lead to 
fragmentation of holdings and increases in per-acre 
administrative costs. 

One panel member suggested that counties retain 
most commercial forest land with average or lower 
timber production potential. If this were done, it is 
possible that net revenue from county land manage
ment would be lower; however, the relative value of 
land and timber might increase over time and counties 
could eventually reap an economic gain. Counties 
would avoid the administrative burden of future tax
forfeiture which might occur if land were sold. There 
also would be administrative advantages to using this 
land to consolidate county ownership around more 
productive land. This land would give small-scale log
gers an opportunity to buy timber which might not 
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interest a larger company. The public also would have 
use of this land for nontimber uses. 

From the panel's perspective, the main impact from 
disposing of most commercial forest land with average 
or lower timber production potential would be to reduce 
the per-acre land management costs of county govern
ment. 
Retain or Dispose of Noncommercial Forest land 

Retain most noncommercial forest land. 
Dispose of most noncommercial forest land, ex
cept retain land with unique wildlife or recre
ational qualities and parcels which help to blocl< 
in county ownership around commercial forest 
land. 
By retaining most noncommercial forest land, coun

ties would benefit economically from rising land and 
timber prices. Retention by the county also would 
prevent private development of land which would re
quire additional government services. 

One panel member recommended that counties dis
pose of most noncommercial forest land, except for 
unique wildlife or recreation land and parcels which 
help consolidate county ownership around commercial 
forest land. Retention of particularly valuable wildlife 
and recreation land would prevent counties from max
imizing their economic return; however, disposal of 
noncommercial forest would improve economic effi
ciency in management of remaining land. This policy 
would provide land for the public to use for nontimber 
outputs and permit the county to protect unique wild
life and recreation values. 
Retention/Disposal of Different Size Tracts of Multiple-Use 
Land 

Retain most multiple-use land in parcels less than 
320 acres. 
Dispose of most multiple-use land in parcels less 
than 320 acres. 
Retain most multiple-use conservation land in 
scattered parcels of less than 20 acres. 
Dispose of most multiple-use conservation land in 
scattered parcels of less than 20 acres. 
Counties could retain most multiple-use tracts 

smaller than 320 acres. Although counties would earn 
some revenue from timber sales, they would have rather 
low economic returns on the remaining parcels. There 
would be greater recreation and wildlife use and greater 
fuel wood harvesting on the remaining land under 
county ownership than under private ownership. 

In contrast, counties could dispose of most multiple
use lands in parcels less than 320 acres. This would 
increase the county property tax base, but ensuing 
private land development would also increase govern
ment service costs. By disposing of these tracts, coun
ties would reduce conflicts with adjoining landowners 
over land use and management policy. On the other 
hand, counties probably would not be able to afford to 
repurchase land in the future if it were needed for public 
use. 

If counties retained most multiple-use conservation 
parcels of less than 20 acres, such land would remain 
available for the public to use for nontimber outputs. 
Counties would also preserve the option of marketing 



the land in the future if a more valuable use arises. 
Disposal of most multiple-use conservation land that is 
in scattered parcels of less than 20 acres would reduce 
county per-acre management costs. Land which is sold 
may be put to uses undesirable to the public at large, and 
the quality of wildlife habitat on disposed land generally 
would be reduced. Counties probably would not be able 
to repurchase land in the future if desired for public use. 

Retain Recreation, Fish, and Wildlife land 
Retain most prime recreation and aesthetic land. 
Retain most prime fish and wildlife land. 
The panel recognized that counties receive relatively 

low monetary returns from recreational use of land, yet 
such use is an economic asset to the region. The 
advantages of retaining land for such use would be to 
promote good public relations for the county, to main
tain public access for recreation, and to preserve the 
option of marketing land in the future if a more valuable 
land use were to arise. Counties probably would not be 
able to afford future repurchase of the land if it were 
sold. Counties would preserve this habitat better than 
would private landowners, in the panel's judgment. 

Retention/Disposal of Mineral and Peat land 
Retain most mineral land with commercial po
tential. 
Dispose of most mineral land with commercial 
potential. 
Retain most gravel deposits with commercial 
potential. 
Retain most peat land with commercial potential 
for mining peat. 
Dispose of most peat land with commercial poten
tial for mining peat. 
The panel believed there was generally greater value 

in mineral royalties than in land sale revenue. Reten
tion of mineral land would allow the county and state 
governments to regulate the rate at which minerals 
would be depleted. Disposal of most mineral land with 
commercial potential would not encourage economic 
development of the minerals, in the panel's judgment. 
Counties would lose some control over environmental 
quality on land which is sold. If a county sold surface 
rights but retained mineral rights, conflicts would arise 
between the county and the surface owner when mining 
began. 

Some panel members recommended that counties 
retain most commercial gravel deposits. The panel as a 
whole believed that this policy would prevent a private 
firm from acquiring a monopoly over gravel supplies in 
an area. There would exist a potential for earning 
revenue by selling gravel, and counties could regulate 
the rate at which gravel would be extracted. As long as 
the county retained the land, the public would have 
continued access for other uses. In addition, the county 
would be more likely to protect the environmental 
quality of the area. 

The panel felt that county revenue from peat develop
ment would exceed hmd sale revenue. Also, the county 
would be in a position to protect water quality and the 
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forest ecosystem. The panel could offer no consensus 
about the impacts that would occur if counties disposed 
of most land with commercial potential for mining 
peat. 

Retention/Disposal of Forestland Suited For Agricultural and 
Urban Uses 

Dispose of most agricultural land cleared for farm
ing or hay. 
Retain most land suited for agriculture but cov
ered by forest. 
Dispose of most land suited for agriculture but 
covered by forest. 
Dispose of most urban land. 
Counties could dispose of most agricultural land 

already cleared for farming or for hay. If the land were 
sold at a public auction, a farmer might not be the 
successful bidder. Farmers, in the panel's judgment, use 
land to enlarge existing farms and improve manage
ment efficiency. Counties would enlarge their tax base 
and get an immediate income from land sales which 
could be allocated to many uses. Disposal of agricul
tural land would provide opportunities to eliminate 
sources of conflict between a county and adjoining 
landowners. 

Counties could retain forested land suitable for agri
culture. If counties followed this policy, the forest 
resource base would be stabilized and counties would 
avoid the cost of repurchasing land in the future if 
needed for a public purpose. Or, counties could dispose 
of such land so that farmers could expand farm size and 
increase production efficiency. Private agricultural use 
also would provide a higher economic return to the 
county than continued county forest management. 
Clearing land for agriculture, however, would cause a 
reduction in wildlife habitat in the panel's judgment. 
Comments by individual panel members suggest that a 
mix of agricultural land and woodland might result in 
improved habitat for some wildlife species. 

Disposal of most urban land would result in immedi
ate revenue for county governments. In addition, urban 
land use generally would provide higher economic 
returns to the counties than forest management. Coun
ties would be able not only to reduce their administra
tive costs, but also to eliminate sources of conflict 
between the county and adjoining landowners. 

Retention/Disposal of Access to Water and Public land 
Retain most access to lakes or rivers. 
Retain most land providing access to other blocks 
of county land. 
Retain most land which provides access to state 
and federal land. 
Dispose of most land which provides access to 
state and federal land to adjoining state and fed
eral agencies. 
By retaining access to lakes or rivers, counties incur 

land management costs with little monetary return; 
however, they also minimize private shoreland devel
opment and maximize public access to recreation. 



Such a policy would prevent some conflicts between 
private shoreland owners and environmental/recrea
tion interests which would arise if land were sold. By 
retaining most land providing access to other blocks of 
county land and to state and federal land, counties 
would have access needed for management purposes 
and the public would have access for recreation. 

Disposal of land which provides state and federal 
agencies access to their land would force such agencies 
to pay the full cost of access to their land and would 
promote cooperation between agencies in developing 
the land's potential. 

Policy Implications 
Decisions by counties to retain or dispose of land 

under their jurisdiction can have far-ranging conse
quences. State law provides limited guidance for such 
decisions; few, if any, counties have a carefully devel
oped policy concerning land disposal and retention. As 
in previous sections, alternative policies are discussed 
in light of six assumed objectives. 

Net Income. If counties wish to increase total annual 
net revenue from county-produced timber, counties 
should retain land which has higher-than-average tim
ber growing potential. Each county would need more 
than 30,000 acres of commercial forest land. Land 
should be retained in units of at least 80 acres and 
preferably over 320 acres. Counties should retain blocks 
of land regardless of the mix of hardwoods and 
softwoods. Land with lower than average timber growth 
potential should be retained if it helps consolidate 
county ownership around more productive land. Coun
ties should dispose of noncommercial forest land, as 
well as land suited mainly for recreation, aesthetics, and 
wildlife. If land is retained for such purposes, manage
ment should be funded from sources other than timber 
sale revenue. Counties should also dispose of small 
tracts (e.g., less than 320 acres) of land which are inside 
the boundaries of state or federal forests and parks. 

Employment. Resource base stabilization resulting 
from a transfer of land to the timber industry might 
permit increased employment in that industry. Almost 
any major land disposal would increase employment, 
although the greatest impact would be obtained by 
disposing of highly productive land, especially land 
suited for softwood timber production. The parcels 
should be reasonably large (e.g., 320 acres). It would be 
more important to dispose of a block of land than to 
dispose of land on the basis of species composition or 
site quality, factors which may be quite variable over a 
parcel. Counties should retain some land which is 
intermingled with state and federal land since the 
diversity of timber sale policies among agencies gives 
timber buyers more flexibility to acquire wood in an 
area. Counties should also retain land suitable for 
agriculture but currently covered by forest in order to 
stabilize the forest resource base. 

Timber Supply. In order to increase available timber 
supplies counties would need to retain nearly all cur
rently-owned commercial forest land. Counties should 
dispose of noncommercial forest land and any other 
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land which is not suited for timber production but 
which requires expenditures of timber sale revenue for 
its management. For example, counties could dispose of 
forest land where timber harvesting is curtailed in order 
to provide for recreation, aesthetics, and wildlife habi
tat. Counties should concentrate forestry investments 
on relatively large, productive sites. Even small tracts or 
sites of low productivity should be subject to harvest for 
firewood or pulpwood, but investments of time and 
money should be minimized. 

Nonlimber Outputs. If counties wish to increase non
timber outputs, they should retain nearly all their land. 
Disposal to any other landowner, except a public 
agency, might curtail public recreational use of the land 
and reduce some wildlife populations. Where counties 
own agricultural land or forest land suitable for agricul
ture, counties should lease some of the land for agricul
ture to create a mix of forest and farm land suited to the 
wildlife species desired. Counties should dispose of land 
to other agencies where other agencies can more effi
ciently manage for recreation and wildlife. Counties 
should retain even small tracts (e.g., 20 acres) if such 
tracts are the only public land in the area. Urban land 
should be retained or disposed of to a local government 
if needed for recreation. Land with deposits of minerals, 
gravel, or peat should be retained and leased in a manner 
which protects the ecosystem. River and lake access 
should be retained. 

Entry of New Firms. None of the land ownership policies 
investigated by the delphi panel would be expected to 
increase the entry of new forest products processing 
firms into Minnesota. Disposal of either softwood tim
ber-producing land or large areas of average or lower 
timber site quality might increase the size of existing 
firms but would not induce new industries to move into 
Minnesota. The panel did not suggest that counties 
dispose of large forest areas which have high timber 
production potential. It would seem that such a policy 
might induce new firms to locate in Minnesota, al
though none of the panel members apparently thought 
that such a policy was acceptable. Counties might want 
to investigate leasing policy rather than land ownership 
policy if they wish to induce new firms to utilize excess 
timber. 

Flexibility. Counties that wish to maintain flexibility 
in allocating land among different uses should retain all 
current land holdings. Whenever counties sell land, 
they lose power to influence land use. Deed restrictions 
and zoning are powerful tools to control land use, but 
they are less direct than county ownership. Counties 
should be especially cautious about disposing of land 
with recreation, wildlife, mining, peat, or gravel poten
tial, or access to waterways and public land. If land is 
sold at auction, counties cannot be certain who will buy 
it. A county might intend to sell land for agricultural 
use, but then have to sell it at the auction to a residential 
or recreational use developer. Zoning helps to control 
use, but it still might not stop some land uses which 
increase county government service costs. Counties 
might want to expand the use of deed restrictions or 
study land sale procedures to find out how to best get 
land into the hands of persons who would use it for a 
purpose desirable to the county. 



Summary and Conclusions 
Funding Plans-Summary 

County land management programs are currently 
funded largely from the sale or rental of tax-forfeited 
land and from the sale of products, especially timber, 
derived from that land. The state subsidizes county land 
management by means of in-lieu tax payments and a 
technical assistance program for forest management. 
The federal government also supports county timber 
management under the Boundary Waters Canoe Area 
Wilderness Act, which provides funds for a 10-year 
period to intensify timber management (16 U.S.C.A. 
§1601). On a limited scale, counties make use of prop
erty tax levies (Minn. Statutes, §282.38 [2)1, federal cost
share monies aimed at tree planting (16 U.S.C.A. 
§§1501-1503), state grants, private grants, and Com
prehensive Employment and Training Act funds (29 
U.S.C.A. §§801-992). 

If counties continue to fund land management largely 
from sale of land and timber, as well as state in-lieu 
payments, they would have considerable flexibility to 
allocate funds among projects, delphi panel members 
agreed. Counties would focus land management on 
timber production, and they might periodically overcut 
timber or sell land to generate revenue needed for short
term expenses. Recreationists, especially hunters and 
resort customers, would benefit from access to county 
land and its facilities which would be subsidized by 
timber sale revenue. Counties would benefit from land 
sale revenue in the short run but, in the long run, they 
would lose land management receipts and in-lieu tax 
payments. 

The delphi panel suggested a large number of alterna-
tive funding plans, including the following: 

Sell revenue bonds to pay for timber development 
projects. 
Invest land sale proceeds in interest-earning 
bonds, bank accounts, etc., and allocate interest 
earned to land management. 
Prepare long-range plans for county land and dedi
cate county and state funds to specific projects 
throughout their lives. 
Charge user fees for recreation. 
Raise stumpage prices on county land. 
Set aside a contingency fund for emergencies and 
special projects. 
Establish a minimum annual budget for land man
agement, with variable appropriations above the 
minimum. 
Allocate money from county general fund to bal
ance market and nonmarket outputs. 
Allocate all land management money from county 
general fund. 
Increase state in-lieu payments to reflect current 
cost of producing outputs which benefit statewide 
public. · 
Provided state grants to counties for timber devel
opment projects. 
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Timber Supply Agreements-Summary 

The largest timber sale in progress reported by county 
land commissioners covered about 300 acres. The 
longest term for a sale was three years. Timber valued at 
more than $750 generally was sold at a public auction; 
less valuable timber was sold at an appraised price in a 
negotiated sale. Payment was made in full before har
vesting began. Counties set tree utilization and site 
conservation standards; absorbed all risk from natural 
disasters; performed all timber management work, in
cluding most road construction; and controlled non tim
ber uses of the land during timber harvests. Counties 
did not exercise any unusual control over private land 
owned by a timber buyer. 

lf counties continue such sale procedures, according 
to the delphi panel, county land managers would have 
great flexibility to change management practices over 
time. Counties would benefit by getting full payment 
before logging begins, a practice which might adversely 
impact timber buyers. Numerous small timber sales 
would be administratively inefficient, would bring 
lower prices for stumpage than large sales, and might 
hamper counties from applying good silvicultural prac
tices. Low stumpage prices asked by counties in negoti
ated sales would reduce prices on private nonindustrial 
land and discourage private timber management. Nego
tiated sales benefit small loggers and the service firms 
which support them. Competitive sales would result in 
better wood utilization but squeeze small loggers out of 
business. These short-term contracts would prevent 
processing firms from making long-range plans and 
from increasing their operating efficiency. They also 
would hurt large, mechanical logging firms. New tim
ber industries would have an opportunity to compete 
for county timber. Wildlife and environmental quality 
would be enhanced more by small, scattered site distur
bances than by large timber sales. 

The delphi panel members had an opportunity to 
write their own long-term timber sale agreements. The 
various options which they suggested are outlined be
low for each component of a lease. 

Acres: 
-500 
-5,000 
-10,000 

Tenure 
-3 years 
-10 years 
-20 years 

Marl<eting of lease: 
-Negotiated price on small sales, salvage sales, 

timber not bid on at auction 
-Sealed bid 
-Oral auction 

Payment procedure: 
-25% down, remainder paid quarterly in propor

tion to volume that is cut 
-Quarterly payment for volume cut, with fixed 

minimum payments plus rent due each year 



Frequency of price indexing: 
-Annually 
-Annually after second year 
-Annually after third year 
Harvest control: 
-County sets tree harvest and site conservation 

standards 
-County and lessee iointly set tree harvest and 

site conservation standards 
Risk associated with natural disaster prior to har
vest: 
-County and lessee share losses by reducing al

lowable cut 
-County and lessee share losses based on tax 

structure allowances available to lessee for de
stroyed timber 

-Lessee absorbs all losses 
Timber management: 
-County performs and pays for all work 
-Lessee replants cutover areas and is reimbursed 

for reasonable expenses; county performs and 
pays for all other work 

-Lessee performs all work and is reimbursed by 
county for all reasonable expenses 

Roads: 
-Lessee builds and pays for temporary logging 

roads; county builds and pays for permanent 
roads 

Non timber land use: 
-County controls, but specifies such uses in tim

ber sale contract 
Noncounty land owned by lessee: 
-No special county control 

land Ownership Policies-Summary 
According to land commissioners, all counties except 

Cook intend to retain most of their land. As a rule, 
counties retain land in designated memorial forests, 
land which borders lakes and streams, and land which 
has mineral deposits. They retain land with high poten
tial for timber production, wildlife, and recreation; they 
may sell land with low potential for timber production. 
Selected recreation sites may be sold for commercial 
development. They will sell agricultural land, espe
cially if it will increase the size of existing farms. Land 
will be sold for urban use if cluster development occurs 
and the parcel is not desirable for a park. Counties 
usually sell platted residential lots and sites suitable for 
commercial or industrial development. 

The delphi panel was asked to judge impacts which 
might arise from the following policy: counties retain 
2.2 million acres suitable for timber production, min
ing, peat removal, recreation, fish habitat, wildlife habi
tat, and access to water or public land; and counties 
dispose of 600,000 acres in order to consolidate holdings 
of other public agencies or to dispose of small parcels 
which are inefficient to manage; counties also dispose 
of urban and agricultural land. 

If this policy were in effect over the next 20 years, 
then, according to the panel, counties would be able to 
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dispose of parcels which are inefficient to manage and 
other public agencies would be able to consolidate 
ownerships and subsequently manage land more effi
ciently. If counties sold land, they would lose control 
over land use and forego an even greater income which 
could be earned by selling land at a future date when 
prices could be higher. Retention of land by counties 
would minimize development sprawl and associated 
government service costs. Land which is retained might 
bear unexpected mineral, peat, or gravel resources. The 
value of existing resort and lakeshore properties would 
be enhanced because the supply of such private land 
would be limited. The timber harvesting industry and 
recreationist would benefit from access to county land. 

Delphi panel members had an opportunity to write 
their own land ownership policies for counties to con
sider. These policies included the following: 

Dispose of county land within boundaries of state 
or federal forests and parks to adioining agencies. 
Retain land within boundaries of state or federal 
forests and parks. 
Retain commercial forest land with higher than 
average timber production potential. 
Retain commercial forest land with average or 
lower timber production potential. 
Dispose of commercial forest land with average or 
lower timber production potential. 
Retain noncommercial forest land. 
Dispose of noncommercial forest land, except re
tain unique wildlife and recreation land and par
cels which block in county ownership around 
commercial forest land. 
Retain multiple-use land in parcels less than 320 
acres. 
Dispose of multiple-use land in scattered parcels 
less than 320 acres. 
Retain multiple-use land in scattered parcels less 
than 20 acres. 
Dispose of multiple-use land in scattered parcels 
less than 20 acres. 
Retain prime recreation and aesthetic land. 
Retain prime fish and wildlife land. 
Retain mineral land with commercial potential. 
Dispose of mineral land with commercial poten
tial. 
Retain gravel deposits with commercial potential. 
Retain land with commercial potential for mining 
peat. 
Dispose of land with commercial potential for 
mining peat. 
Dispose of agricultural land cleared for farming or 
hay. 
Retain land suited for agriculture but covered by 
forest. 
Dispose of land suited for agriculture but covered 
by forest. 
Dispose of urban land. 
Retain access to lakes and rivers. 



Retain land providing access to other blocks of 
county land. 
Retain land providing access to state and federal 
land. 
Dispose of land providing access to state and 
federal land to adjoining agencies. 

Conclusions 
Based on the impacts of alternative policies, as deter

mined by the delphi panel and a review of current 
literature, it is possible to set forth policy options which 
counties could pursue to achieve certain objectives. 
Again, it will be assumed that counties have the follow
ing land management objectives in mind: 

Increase net income from timber sales. 
Increase employment in the timber industry. 
Increase timber supply on county land. 
Increase nontimber outputs such as recreation and 
wildlife. 
Increase entry of new forest products processing 
firms. 
Maintain flexibility in allocating funds/land. 
In the discussion which follows, these objectives will 

be treated as though they were mutually exclusive, 
since to do otherwise would require that these objec
tives be ranked according to their desirability, and there 
currently is no sound basis for such a judgment. 

Net Revenue. Of the policy issues studied, timber 
supply agreements appear to offer the best opportunity 
to increase total net revenue from timber sales on 
county land. Counties should prepare agreements 
which offer a timber volume equivalent to the annual 
growth on approximately 10,000 acres. Leases should 
run approximately 10 years. They should be allocated 
by means of competitive bidding. Leases should be 
distributed among several firms. Timber prices should 
be indexed and calculated annually after the second year 
of the lease. 

Counties might be able to increase net revenue 
slightly by changing their funding system. Counties 
should separate timber sale income from other land 
income and fund timber management from timber sale 
revenue. Other land management programs should be 
funded from other sources. Counties also should con
sider selling revenue bonds to generate capital for forest 
road construction and timber management. Bonds 
would increase the element of financial risk, however. 
Poor planning for the use of bond revenue or changes in 
the timber economy could reduce net revenue. 

In terms of land ownership, counties should retain 
land which has higher than average timber growing 
potential. Each county would need over 30,000 acres of 
commercial forest in units of at least 80 acres !pre
ferably over 320 acres). Counties should retain blocks of 
land regardless of the mix of hardwoods and softwoods. 
Land with low timber growth potential should be re
tained where it would help consolidate county 
ownership around more productive land. Counties 
could retain land which has relatively low timber 
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productivity rates so long as it would not require 
expenditures of effort and timber sale revenue which 
would have to be subtracted from management of 
highly productive land. 

Employment/Timber Supply. Policies which increase 
employment in the timber industry also could be ex
pected to increase timber supplies available from 
county land. The exceptions will be noted. 

Changes in timber sale agreements would probably 
cause a greater increase in employment in the timber 
industry and a greater increase in county timber sup
plies than changes in either county funding or land 
ownership policies. Leases should be written to cover 
around 10,000 acres and last for 10 to 20 years. Leases 
would commit counties to timber management and 
give processing firms more confidence in the long-term 
availability of county timber supplies. These factors 
should be an incentive to counties to build roads, plant 
trees, and more intensively manage timber. Processing 
firms should respond by adding to plant capacities and 
increasing forest product outputs as demand for their 
products dictates. Increased activity by counties and 
processing firms would require more labor and subse
quently yield increases in the timber supply. 

By separating timber revenue and funding from other 
types of land management, counties would spend more 
money on timber management, thus increasing the 
timber supply and employment in the forest industry. 
The use of revenue bonds also would give counties 
additional capital to develop timber access roads. Better 
access would yield an immediate increase in the avail
able timber supply and facilitate more intensive 
forestry. 

Counties could increase employment in the timber 
industry by disposing of land to that industry. Industries 
would prefer highly productive land, especially if it 
were suited for softwood timber production. Parcels 
sold should be reasonably large !e.g., over 320 acres). 
Counties should retain land suited for agriculture but 
currently covered by forest in order to stabilize the 
forest resource base. 

If counties disposed of land, there is a possibility it 
would not be bought by the timber industry, and its use 
could change in a manner which reduces timber produc
tion. Counties could play it safe by retaining most of 
their commercial forest land if they wanted to maintain 
or increase the timber supply. Counties should dispose 
of land which might require expenditures of timber sale 
revenue but which would produce little timber volume, 
unless alternate funding sources are available to provide 
for management. Even small tracts or sites of low 
productivity should be subject to harvest for firewood or 
pulpwood, but investments in time and money should 
be kept to a minimum. 

Entry of New Firms. None of the policies suggested by 
the study would have a major influence on the entry of 
new forest products processing firms into Minnesota; 
funding and timber sale policies, however, might have a 
minor effect. 

If counties were to sell revenue bonds to generate 
money for timber management, they would be commit-



ted to an intensive, long-term timber management 
program. Forest industries could count on continued 
timber supplies from county land. Investments in tim
ber management would increase the timber supply. The 
increasing wood supply guaranteed over a long period of 
time might induce new firms to move to Minnesota. 

Leases might also encourage new firms to move into 
Minnesota. Leases should have a 10-year duration and 
cover approximately 10,000 acres. Industries should not 
be required to own land in Minnesota as a prerequisite 
for obtaining a lease. Existing firms might have an 
advantage over new entrants if leases are allocated 
through competitive means. Counties might be able to 
favor new entrants by offering several leases at one 
time, by putting limits on either the number of leases 
or the area of county land that a firm may control, or 
by negotiating leases which require new plants or 
equipment. 

None of the land ownership policies investigated by 
the delphi panel would be expected to increase the entry 
of new forest products processing firms. Disposal of 
either softwood timber-producing land or large areas 
which have average or lower timber site quality might 
increase the size of existing firms, but these policies 
would not induce new industries to move into Minne
sota. It would appear that disposal of large areas of 
productive timber land would encourage entry of new 
firms, but no panel member suggested this policy. 

Nontimber Outputs. If counties prepared long-range, 
comprehensive plans for their land and both county and 
state funds were dedicated to specific projects through
out their lives, the quantity and quality of non timber 
outputs would generally improve. These outputs also 
would increase if state payments to counties increased 
periodically to reflect increases in production costs. 
Recreational use of county land might increase if more 
forest access roads were built with funds generated by 
the sale of revenue bonds. In order to pay back revenue 
bonds, however, counties would probably spend more 
money on timber management and less on recreational 
facilities. By separating timber sale revenue from other 
land management revenue and then funding timber 
management from its own revenue, counties might 
intensify timber management and subsequently benefit 
certain wildlife. Sale of revenue bonds for timber man
agement would also intensify timber management and 
benefit wildlife associated with frequent timber har
vesting and regeneration practices. 

Long-term timber supply agreements may either help 
or hinder non timber outputs, depending on the specific 
output desired and the terms of the agreement. Timber 
agreements commit counties to timber harvesting. Ani
mals which respond favorably to timber management 
practices will thrive, but wildlife species which depend 
on old-growth forests may decrease in numbers. Coun
ties should perform all timber management other than 
harvesting with their own personnel. This would give 
counties maximum control over forest management for 
nontimber purposes. Counties might want to write 
regulations into the agreements to protect the rights of 
recreationists, soil and water quality, and unique vege-

38 

tation, and to enhance wildlife habitat. If counties are 
certain about what nontimber outputs are desirable 
over a long period of time, then leases of 10 to :w years 
would give good protection to those resources, assum
ing the lease gives counties adequate authority to man
age nontimber outputs. If counties are uncertain about 
what outputs to produce, then leases of 3 years or less 
would be more desirable. 

If counties want to maintain or increase the levels of 
nontimber outputs, they should retain nearly all their 
land. Disposal to any other landowner (except a public 
agency) might reduce public recreational use of the land 
as well as wildlife populations. Where counties own 
agricultural land or forest land suited for agriculture, 
they should lease some of the land for farming to create 
a mix of forest and farm land suited to wildlife species 
desired. Counties should dispose of land to other agen
cies able to more efficiently manage for recreation and 
wildlife. Land with deposits of minerals, gravel, or peat 
should be retained and leased in a manner which 
protects the ecosystem. River and lake access should be 
retained for public recreation. 

Flexibility in Funding and Land Use. If counties wish to 
maintain flexibility in allocating funds among projects, 
then the current funding procedure should be main
tained. Other policies which were analyzed would have 
a tendency to reduce the discretionary use of funds by 
county land commissioners and county boards. 

Counties can best maintain flexibility in allocating 
land to different uses by continuing relatively short
term, small-volume timber sales. Long-term supply 
agreements should clearly explain which rights are 
being sold and which are being retained by the county. 
They should explain the circumstances under which an 
agreement could be terminated and the procedures to be 
followed for termination. Agreements should clearly 
explain how risks are to be shared for timber destroyed 
prior to harvest. 

Land use allocation can be most completely con
trolled if counties retain nearly all the land they now 
administer. By selling land at public auctions, counties 
cannot be certain who will buy land. Counties should 
study land sale procedures to find out how best to get 
land into the hands of people who will use it for a 
purpose desirable to the county. Counties should use 
zoning to control land use and perhaps expand the use of 
deed restrictions. 

Use of Study 
Those who read this study should remember that the 

panel members were knowledgeable and informed per
sons who would be willing to explore the issues under 
study; however they were not omniscient. If the panel 
majority indicated that an impact would occur as a 
result of a policy, that outcome is possible but it is not 
inevitable. By being aware of potential impacts, policy
makers can refine policies to help ensure the occurrence 
of outcomes which they feel would be desirable and to 
avoid undesirable ones. If undesirable outcomes cannot 
easily be avoided, then policymakers can change the 
policy, change their objectives, or compensate those 
who are to be adversely affected. 



The policies developed during this study were written 
in general terms. It was not the intent of the study to 
suggest detailed policy prescriptions to counties, but to 
point policymakers in a general direction which might 
help them achieve desirable land ownership and man
agement objectives. For example, it was not the purpose 
of the research to help county administrators write a 
particular timber supply agreement but rather to help 
them determine whether or not long-term supply agree
ments of any kind were a desirable means of allocating 
county timber supplies. 

Because of the general nature of the approach used, 
the recommendations based on the impact statements 
should be interpreted broadly. For example, leases cov
ering 10,000 acres were suggested as one means to 
increase net revenue from timber sales on county land. 
Leases of 500 to 50,000 acres were considered and those 
of around 10,000 acres were judged to have a positive 
impact on net revenue. The figure of 10,000 acres is not 
precise; leases of 5,000 acres or 15,000 acres may be 
equally suitable. 

Some of the policies suggested by panel members 
were in direct opposition. For example, one panel mem
ber suggested that counties dispose of most land which 
is in parcels of less than 320 acres, while another panel 
member suggested that counties retain these parcels. 
One person suggested that counties retain peatlands, 
and someone else suggested disposing of them. These 
dichotomies indicate that people who are knowledge
able and informed about such policy issues do not 
necessarily view them the same. Each person has a 
different background, a different perspective, and quite 
likely a different objective in mind for the management 
of county land. Persons developing policies for counties 
should be aware that different points of view may exist 
for policy changes they may be contemplating. 
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Appendix 
County Forest Land Ownership Policies by Factor 
Influencing Retention-Disposal Decisions, 1980 

Timber Productivity Potential 

County 
Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 

Clearwater 

Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 

Itasca 

Koochiching 
Lake 

Pine 

St. Louis 

Policy 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Retain most land unless well-suited for 
agriculture 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land, isolated 40- and 80-acre tracts, 
land well-suited for agriculture, indus
trial sites 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Not important; most land is in 
BWCAW where timber cannot be cut 
Not important; retain most land 
Retain most land; retain better land; 
may dispose of poorer land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land and land near town suited for resi
dential or commercial use 
Not important; retain better land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 
Retain better land; dispose of poorer 
land 

Agricultural Potential 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 

Clearwater 

Policy 
Dispose of agricultural land; dispose of 
forest land for agricultural use to ex
pand nearby farms 
Retain small areas if parcel mostly for
est; dispose of agricultural land to ex
pand nearby farms 
Dispose of agricultural land to expand 
nearby farms 
Dispose of agricultural land to expand 
nearby farms 
Not important; already disposed of land 
with agricultural potential 
Dispose of agricultural land to expand 
nearby farms 



Cook Not important; no land with agricul
tural potential is owned by county 

Crow Wing Retain agricultural land if over 40 acres; 
dispose of smaller parcels 

Hubbard Dispose of agricultural land, including 
forest land suited for agriculture, to 
expand nearby farms 

Itasca Retain and lease land for agriculture if 
in memorial forest; dispose of agricul
tural land outside of memorial forest 

Koochiching Dispose of agricultural land, including 
forest land suited for agriculture, to 
expand nearby farms 

Lake Dispose of land well-suited for agri
culture 

Pine Retain land in memorial forests; dis
pose of agricultural land outside of 
memorial forests 

St. Louis Dispose of land well-suited for agricul
ture; dispose of forest land for agricul
ture in some cases 

Mining Potential 

County 

Aitkin 
Becker 

Beltrami 
Carlton 
Cass 
Clearwater 

Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 

Koochiching 
Lake 

Pine 
St. Louis 

Policy 

Retain minerals, gravel, peat 
Not important; little mineral potential; 
retain gravel 
Retain minerals 
Retain minerals 
Not important; little mineral potential 
Not important; little mineral potential; 
retain gravel 
Not important; mineral potential high, 
but most land is in BWCA W where 
mining is not permitted 
Retain minerals 
Retain minerals 
Dispose of land with good mineral po
tential to mining company 
Retain minerals 
Dispose of land with good mineral po
tential to mining company 
No policy developed yet 
Retain minerals or exchange land to 
dispose of minerals 

Intensive Recreation Potential 

County 

Aitkin 
Becker 

Beltrami 

Policy 

Retain good sites 
Retain good sites, especially if near ur
ban area or if unique; dispose of some 
sites for commercial development 
Retain good sites; dispose of some sites 
for commercial development 
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Carlton 

Cass 
Clearwater 
Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 
Koochiching 
Lake 

Pine 

St. Louis 

Not important; not much known po
tential 
Retain good sites 
Retain good sites, especially water areas 
Retain good sites, especially if near 
roads and urban areas 
Retain waterfront land 
Retain good sites 
Retain good sites 
Retain good sites 
Retain good sites; dispose of some sites 
for commercial development 
Dispose of sites suitable for commercial 
development 
Retain good sites or dispose of to an
other public agency 

Residential, Commercial, Industrial Site Potential 

County Policy 

Aitkin Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Becker Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Beltrami Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Carlton Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Cass Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Clearwater Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Cook Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Crow Wing Dispose of land for these purposes, 
especially if close to urban area, roads, 
county services 

Hubbard Retain most land, but may dispose of 
some land for these purposes, especially 
if close to urban area, roads, county 
services 

Itasca Dispose of land for these purposes, if not 
needed for recreation, wildlife, memo
rial forest 

Koochiching Retain and lease industrial sites; dis
pose of residential plots if close to urban 
area, roads, county services 

Lake Dispose of land for these purposes 
Pine No policy developed yet 



St. Louis Dispose of land for these purposes if 
close to urban area, roads, county ser
vices 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Quality 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 
Beltrami 
Carlton 

Cass 
Clearwater 

Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 
Koochiching 
Lake 
Pine 
St. Louis 

Parcel Size 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 
Cass 
Clearwater 

Cook 
Crow Wing 
Hubbard 

Itasca 

Koochiching 

Lake 
Pine 
St. Louis 

Policy 

Retain better quality land, especially 
water resources; dispose of some small 
parcels if there is plenty of good habitat 
in vicinity 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land, especially 
near trout streams 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land, especially 
water areas 
Not important; retain some parcels for 
access to good hunting areas 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land 
Not important; retain waterfowl areas 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land 
Retain better quality land 

Policy 

Not important; dispose of some small, 
scattered parcels 
Not important; dispose of some small, 
sea ttered parcels 
Dispose of parcels less than 80 acres for 
expansion of farms, businesses, residen
tial areas 
Dispose of parcels less than 20 acres 
Not important 
Dispose of parcels less than 40 acres if 
many miles from larger block of county 
land 
Dispose of parcels less than 40 acres 
Dispose of platted lots 
Not important; dispose of lots near 
towns 
Dispose of parcels less than 10 acres if 
not in memorial forest 
Dispose of most parcels less than 5 acres 
and some others up to 80 acres 
Dispose of parcels less than 40 acres 
Dispose of parcels less than 40 acres 
Dispose of parcels less than 40 acres 
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Present Use of Adjacent Land 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 
Clearwater 

Cook 

Crow Wing 

Hubbard 

Itasca 

Koochiching 

Lake 
Pine 

St. Louis 

Policy 

Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, housing developments 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, housing developments 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, industries 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms (except retain forest land), hous
ing developments 
Decide on case-by-case basis 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, housing developments, indus
tries 
Dispose of land to U.S. Forest Service to 
consolidate federal ownership 
Dispose of parcels less than 80 acres to 
expand adjacent farms, housing devel
opments 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms if not in memorial forest 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms 
Decide on case-by-case basis 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, housing developments, indus
tries 
Dispose of land to expand adjacent 
farms, industries 

Adjacent Ownership (E.g., State Government, Forest 
Industry) 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 

Clearwater 

Cook 

Policy 

Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land; dispose of isolated par
cels surrounded by private land 
Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land 
Dispose of land to or exchange land 
with other agencies or forest industries 
to consolidate their ownerships 
Dispose of land to other owners to con
solidate their ownerships if county has 
no other land in area 
Dispose of land to other owners to con
solidate their ownerships if county has 
no other land in area 
Dispose of scattered parcels to state to 
create blocks of state ownership 
Dispose (exchange) of land to U.S. Forest 
Service to create blocks of federal 
ownership; dispose of land to expand 
housing developments unless needed 
for a park 



Crow Wing Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land; dispose of isolated tracts 
to forest industries to consolidate their 
ownerships 

Hubbard Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land; dispose of isolated 40-
acre tracts to forest industries to consol
idate their ownerships 

Itasca Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land 

Koochiching Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land; dispose of isolated tracts 
to forest industries to consolidate their 
ownerships 

Lake Dispose of land to other owners, espe
cially public agencies, to consolidate 
their ownerships if county has no other 
land in the area 

Pine Retain land which helps create blocks 
of public land; dispose of isolated tracts 
to forest industries to consolidate their 
ownerships 

St. Louis Dispose of land to other owners, espe
cially public agencies, to ensure access 
to their lands. 

Access to a Public Road 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 
Clearwater 
Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 

Koochiching 

Lake 

Pine 

St. Louis 

Policy 

Dispose of small parcels not accessible 
from road 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
unless adjacent owner wants it 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
unless adjacent owner wants it 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
unless adjacent owner wants it 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
Retain parcels with road access; dispose 
of parcels not accessible from road 
Not important; access is good 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
Not important; access is good; retain 
land in memorial forests; dispose of 
other land 
Retain parcels not accessible from road; 
dispose of parcels with road access 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 
unless adjacent owner wants it 
Retain inaccessible parcels unless adja
cent owner wants it 
Retain parcels not accessible from road 

Distance to School, Police, Fire Services 

County 

Aitkin 
Policy 

Retain land far from public services 

44 

Becker 

Beltrami 
Carlton 
Cass 
Clearwater 
Cook 

Crow Wing 
Hubbard 
Itasca 
Koochiching 
Lake 

Pine 
St. Louis 

Not important; retain land not on win
ter maintained road 
Not important 
Not important 
Retain land far from public services 
Retain land far from public services 
Retain land close to public services; 
dispose of land far from public services 
to U.S. Forest Service 
Not important 
Retain land far from public services 
Not important 
Retain land far from public services 
Not important; retain land far from 
public services 
Not important 
Retain land far from public services 

Distance to large Block of County land 

County 

Aitkin 

Becker 

Beltrami 

Carlton 

Cass 

Clearwater 

Cook 

Crow Wing 

Hubbard 

Itasca 

Koochiching 
Lake 

Pine 

St. Louis 

Policy 

Not important; retain parcels near a 
large block and any in memorial forest 
or good for recreation; dispose of iso
lated parcels 
Not important; retain parcels near a 
large block; dispose of scattered 80-acre 
tracts good for agriculture 
Not important; retain parcels near a 
large block and any good for recreation 
and wildlife; dispose of scattered 
parcels 
Retain parcels near a large block; dis
pose of scattered parcels 
Retain parcels over 40 acres; dispose of 
isolated parcels less than 40 acres 
Not important; retain parcels near a 
large block and any good for recreation 
and wildlife; dispose of small, isolated 
parcels 
Retain parcels over 40 acres; dispose of 
isolated parcels less than 40 acres 
Retain parcels near a large block of 
public land; dispose of small, isolated 
parcels 
Retain parcels over 40 acres; dispose of 
isolated parcels less than 40 acres 
Retain parcels near a large block of 
public land; dispose of small, isolated 
parcels 
Not important 
Retain parcels over 40 acres; dispose of 
isolated parcels less than 40 acres 
Retain parcels over 40 acres; dispose of 
isolated parcels less than 40 acres 
Not important; want to maintain inter
mingling of public land 
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