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ά¢ƘŜ tŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ [ƛŜǳ ƻŦ ¢ŀȄŜǎ !Ŏǘ ƻŦ мфтс ǿŀǎ 
passed at a time when U.S. policy was shifting from 
one of disposal of federal lands to one of retention. 
The policy meant the retained lands would no longer 
be expected to enter the local tax base at some later 
date. Because of that shift, Congress agreedwith 
recommendations of a federal commission that if 
these federal lands were never to become part of 
the local tax base, some compensation should be 
offered to local governments (generally counties) to 
make up for the presence of nontaxable land within 
their jurisdictions.έ  Congressional Research Service (CRS), PILT 
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REVIEW: THE òAGREEMENTó PILT TAX EQUIVALENCY

Non-taxable Federal lands



ά¢ƘŜ tŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ [ƛŜǳ ƻŦ ¢ŀȄŜǎ όtL[¢ύ !Ŏǘ όом ¦{/ мслм-1607) was 
passed in October 1976, thus promoting the Public Land Law Review 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜŀǊƭȅ ŀ ŘŜŎŀŘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊΦ ΧPILT 
held the promise of both stabilizing Federal 
payments to counties and improving prospects 
ŦƻǊ ǘŀȄ ŜǉǳƛǾŀƭŜƴŎȅΦέ
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ά¢ƘŜ .ǳǊŜŀǳ ƻŦ [ŀƴŘ aŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ 
also compensates counties by 
providing payments in lieu of taxes 
that would have been received by 
these jurisdictions if the federal 
ƭŀƴŘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜƭȅ ƻǿƴŜŘΦέ 
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ά5h9 ǘǊƛŜǎ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ 
payments reflect what 
communities would have 
received had the property 
remained on the tax rollsΦέ
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άbƻ ǇǊŜŎƛǎŜ ŘƻƭƭŀǊ ŦƛƎǳǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛƴ ŀŘǾŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ 
ȅŜŀǊΩǎ tL[¢ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜŘ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ Five factors affect the calculation 
of a payment to a given county: 
(1) the number of acres eligible for PILT payments, 
(2) ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ 
(3) payments in prior years from other specified federal land 

payment programs, 
(4) state laws directing payments to a particular government 

purpose, and 
(5) the Consumer Price Index as calculated by the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics. If the appropriation for PILT funding is less 
than the full authorized amount, each county receives a 
ǇǊƻǊŀǘŜŘ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘΦέ

(Summary)
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Utah receives more 
property tax in 

6 days
from 21%taxable lands 

($48.1 Million)

ΧǘƘŀƴ ƛǘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜǎ ƛƴ

an entire year in PILT
from 65%non-taxable 

federal lands

($40.9 Million)

Federal Land(65%) $40,938,259
$1.17 per acre

Private Land(21%) 
$2,927,547,791
$256.09 per acre

SITLA(6%) $89,981,010
$26.65 per acre

FFSL(3%) $7,732,709$5.25 per acre

Revenues by Ownership

Federal Land Private Land SITLA FFSL
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In FY2016, the counties in which Sacramento, Chicago, and Cleveland are found, as 
well as the District of Columbia, all received PILT payments, although the property tax 
on similar nonfederal lands likely would have been substantially greaterΦ ΧtL[¢ 
payments are by no means acting as an equivalent to property tax payments. 
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$3.4 Billion
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P I L T  ð P R E S E N T  R E A L I T Y

Real Estate Appreciation vs. CPI 

1975-2018



T a x  E q u i v a l e n t ?  

2 0 . 3 2  A c r e s  o f  B L M  L a n d  i n  S a r a t o g a  S p r i n g s


