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State General Sales Tax Revenues: FY2005 Final and FY2006 Preliminary
FY2005 FY2006 Growth

Officially reported 1,634,004,227 1,800,941,851 10.2%
Excluded revenues
Plants/animal protection (DNR) 2,678,800         2,730,806         1.9%
Water/waste water projects 16,455,483       16,774,952       1.9%
Transportation projects 18,860,360       18,813,531       -0.2%
Centennial Highway Fund 5,508,673         65,859,039       1095.6%
Total excluded 43,503,316     104,178,328     139.5%
Actual total 1,677,507,543 1,905,120,179  13.6%
Source: Utah State Tax Commission

 
 

  
 

 

State Sales Tax Revenues Understated by $104 Million 
If you ask a legislator or almost anyone involved in Utah public policy how much the state col-

lects in sales taxes, they’ll look at page one of the TC-23 and tell you that the state collected about 
$1.8 billion in FY2006, a 10.2% increase over FY2005. 

The TC-23 is the most anticipated and viewed periodic financial report issued by state govern-
ment. 

Unfortunately, the TC-23’s main chart significantly understates by about $104 million the 
amount of revenue the state receives from the 4.75% general sales tax. The growth rate is also un-
derstated. The numerous sales tax earmarks are excluded in the main chart and are reported in the 
footnotes that hardly anyone reads. 

Only a few 
people know 
about this. Most 
legislators and 
policy wonks are 
completely 
unaware of this. 
The following 
table shows how 
much the state 
really collected in 
sales tax. 

 Earmarking of 
general sales tax revenues began in earnest in the mid-1990s, and it has increased in recent years. 
Consequently, as earmarking has increased and these revenues are not reported in the TC-23 main 
chart, the actual growth rate in state sales tax revenues is higher than reported. Some legislators 
have mentioned that state sales tax revenues grew by “only” 10.2%, as cited in the TC-23. Actually, 
this is a significant increase, almost double the rate of inflation and population combined. How-
ever, the actual growth rate in state sales tax revenues was even higher at 13.6%, not 10.2%. 

Most people would agree that $104 million is a lot of revenue to underreport. However, the big 
government types would argue that this isn’t a lot of money. Afterall, $104 million amounts to 
•  About one and a half movie tickets per Utah household per month 
•  About two and half tanks of gas per Utah household per year 
•  About one cheeseburger per Utahn per fortnight 
•  About 11.5 cents per Utahn per day 

Is $895 million bond best spent on light rail or roads? 
Last month the Salt Lake County Council made a good decision to reject giving tax subsidies for 

a professional soccer stadium in Sandy.  Taxpayers should be grateful. 
 Unfortunately, sometimes the county council makes bad decisions, as they did in their decision 

to ask voters to approve on the November ballot the issuance of nearly $900 million in bonds for 
Salt Lake County mass transit expansion. This is a bad decision because the council failed to re-
quire any evidence that $895 million for expansion of TRAX light rail expansion is a better use 
than $895 million for highways.   
Public comment was not allowed 

In fact, the council refused to receive public comment during their deliberations, opting instead 
to hear from a handful of TRAX cheerleaders.  If the legislature were to make a decision of this 
magnitude without hearing public comment before the vote, the media would have a field day with 
them.  But for some reason, the media didn’t comment on the failure of the council to allow public 
comment.   

 Instead, the media reported comments from Utah Transit Authority general manager John 
Inglish who praised the council for a “very honest debate,” and called it encouraging that not a per-
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Quote of the Month #1 
". . . TRAX has proven suc-
cessful, giving people a way 
to get from Sandy to the 
Delta Center or Rice-Eccles 
Stadium without having to 
battle traffic or hunt for 
parking spaces." 
Provo Daily Herald editorial  
board missing the point that 
billions of dollars of  transporta-
tion infrastructure investment 
needs to be focused on high-
priority rush hour congestion 
relief, not on low-priority efforts 
to ease parking at football or 
basketball games. 

Source: Provo Daily Herald editorial

son here questioned the need for this.”  Mr. Inglish knew very well the Utah Taxpayers Association, 
among others, questioned the wisdom of the expansion but were not allowed to speak. 

 The Utah Transit Authority plans to build four TRAX extensions to its existing lines which run 
Delta Center to the University Hospital and 100th South in Sandy.  The projects are expected to 
take seven years to construct and are estimated to cost between $1 billion and $1.2 billion.   
 The Projects 

The projects, in order of completion, include: 
•   Mid-Jordan line to the Daybreak development about 

6000 West.  Approximate cost: $335 million to $370 
million.  

•   West Valley City line to Valley Fair Mall and West 
Valley City Offices at 2700 West and 3500 South.  
Approximate cost: $250 million to $290 million 

•   Salt Lake International Airport extension along North 
Temple Street.  Approximate cost: $250 million to 
$290 million.  

•  Draper extension to 14400 South.  Approximate cost: 
$235 million to $260 million.  

Driven by opinion polls 
Councilmember Jim Bradley argued before the vote 

that since public opinion polls show overwhelming 
support of an $890 million bond for TRAX expansion, 
“How can we be so arrogant not to listen to the people?” 

 What the polls didn’t show is the impact of the 
property tax to pay the bonds or, more importantly, whether the respondents felt the money 
should definitely be spent for TRAX, or for the transportation projects which would yield the best 
bang for the buck – the projects which would reduce traffic congestion the most and move the 
most people and goods for the money. 

 Another kink in the proposal is the county’s continued expectation of seeking to switch the 
funding source from the property tax to the sales tax.  Governor Huntsman has refused to call a 
special session to give authority to increase the sales tax ½ cent for mass transit, as pushed by the 
Salt Lake Chamber of Commerce.  Because there is also legislative opposition to a special session, 
the county is hoping to word the ballot language in such a way that the legislature could make the 
switch from a voter approved property tax hike to a legislatively approved sales tax hike. 

 It seems all of this discussion is a waste of time until someone can provide proof that the 
money is better spent on TRAX expansion instead of roads.  Your Taxpayers Association has asked 
for the proof from the Chamber, UDOT, and UTA.  At the same time, there is substantial evidence 
from transportation experts Wendell Cox, Randall O'Toole, and organizations such as the Heritage 
Foundation that in areas like the Wasatch Front, building highways moves more people than ex-
panding light rail and building commuter rail. They all may be needed eventually and corridors 
should be preserved, but projects for highways and transit should have the same prioritization. 

      My Corner - by Howard Stephenson 
State School Board Election Law Flouted – Again 

Surveys have repeatedly shown that most people don’t know the names of their 
elected representatives, even though a majority voted for them. The higher the 
candidates are on the ballot, the greater the likelihood that people can name them 
once they’re elected. Presidents, governors, U.S. senators, and congressmen are named 
accurately more often than local officials. 

A majority of those surveyed cannot name their county commissioner, county mayor, county 
councilman or city councilman. Legislators are almost anonymous to the man or woman on the 
street, notwithstanding the fact that legislators think they’re pretty famous.  

But there’s a group of elected officials who wield tremendous power over public education in 
Utah but who are even more anonymous than legislators:  school board members – more than 200 
of them. This anonymity is especially true for 15-member state school board.. That’s why the Utah 
legislature has established a law to ensure greater visibility in the selection of state school board 
members. 

Obtaining a Accountable, Qualified State School Board 
This effort toward improved qualifications and accountability of state school board members 

began in 1995 with Congressman Rob Bishop when he was speaker of the Utah House of Represen-
tatives.  Unlike partisan elections in county races, statewide offices and legislative races, there is no 
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Quote of the Month #2 
"As for pro soccer, Utah can 
live without it. The case is 
frequently made that be-
cause our youngsters play 
the game, pro soccer is in-
deed the sport of the future. 
A California professor 
speaking on KUER last 
week gave a different view. 
Children, he said, play 
dodgeball and volleyball, 
but that doesn’t mean they 
salivate as adults for a pro-
fessional dodgeball or vol-
leyball league." 

Source: Bryan Gray, Davis Clipper, 20 
July 2006 

political party process for recruiting and nominating state school board members. Consequently, 
few candidates sign up to run. 

Speaker Bishop could have crafted his legislation to make school board races partisan and the 
parties would then ensure candidate recruitment, but he instead created a broad-based nominat-
ing committee which submitted three names for the governor to place two names on the November 
ballot. 

Bishop recognized that very few candidates filed to run for state school board and consequently, 
the board often did not include the highest caliber of elected official. Believe it or not, natural se-
lection – survival of the fittest – works to improve representative democracy. This lack of competi-
tion also enabled special interests to control the votes on the state school board.  In fact, many on 
the school board were merely placeholders for the UEA teachers union and the old-guard public 
education establishment control. 

Bishop set in place a process by which the governor placed names on the ballot for this nonpar-
tisan board. The nomination procedures have been modified over the years to now require a 12- 
member nominating panel to submit three candidate names to the governor for each position up 
for vote. The governor is then required to pare the number down to two candidates for the Novem-
ber ballot. 

Despite the legislature’s intent to give governors the ability to influence the school board nomi-
nations and therefore the direction of public education reform, Governor Mike Leavitt did not fully 
utilize the process and Governor Olene Walker was openly hostile to the process. 

In the one instance where this process has been allowed to work (three of the seven races in the 
2004 election) it vastly improved the quality of school board members and pulled business leaders 
and other qualified persons out of their private worlds and in to the very important arena of educa-
tion policy. 

The process has been amended a few times, but finally voters are finally ensured that they will 
have a choice of qualified candidates on the ballot for state school board.  The sad thing is that the 
law has never been obeyed. 

The election law has been ignored again this year 
The biggest failure of the new recruitment/ nomination 

process has occurred this year.  Despite pleas from several 
members of the business community to the governor’s 
office, the nomination law has been completely ignored. 

The law requires that a 12-member recruiting and 
nominating panel be formed by November 1 of the year 
prior to the election to give the committee ample time to do 
the recruiting of candidates for eight seats up for election 
in 2006.  The committee was not formed until March – just 
days prior to the candidate filing deadline.  Members of the 
committee say they received communications from the 
governor’s education deputy Christine Kearl (former Rich 
School District Superintendent and former Assistant State 
Superintendent) informing them that they would soon be 
called together to meet. 

Despite this promise, the committee has never met and 
consequently, has not submitted the three names for each 
position as required by law. Because the committee was formed only days before the filing deadline 
and not last November as the law requires, the committee members were not able to recruit candi-
dates.  Kearl erroneously told one member that the committee is not supposed to recruit but is in-
stead to merely screen candidates who file.   

 Kearl also ensured that if the committee were to meet, the votes would be stacked against 
school choice advocates and employers.  For example, the charter school committee slot was filled 
by former state superintendent Steve Laing, not a charter school provider or parent; the committee 
slot representing parents was filled by Granite School Board member Sarah Meier; former state 
senator and long time UEA loyalist Ron Allen who sits on the Public Service Commission was cho-
sen to fill the employer slot representing public utilities and transportation – they picked a regula-
tor of the industry, not an employer or employee; the “service, trade and IT” slot was filled by for-
mer state school board member John Millecam. 

Consequently, none of the eight races had more than two candidates while three districts with 
incumbents who are anti-education reform and pro-UEA are running unopposed. In those three 
districts, voters have no choice over who represents them on the state school board and in the 
other districts, the process required by law to ensure high-quality candidates was not followed. 
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Truth-in-Taxation Hearing Dates for School Districts, Cities, and Special Service Disricts
    Impact on $200,000

Taxing Entity % Increase Residential  Commercial Date & Time Location
School District
Beaver 5.8% $48.40 $88.00 
Box Elder 2.83% $18.92 $34.40 August 16, 7:00 PM 960 South Main, Brigham City
Cache 5.53% $37.40 $68.00 August 3, 6:00 PM 2063 N 1200 E, Logan
Dagget 7.32% $30.69 $55.80
Duchesne 7.32% $59.29 $107.80
Iron 5.29% $33.77 $61.40 August 8, 6:00 PM 2077 W. Royal Hunte Dr.Cedar City
Kane 45.66% $157.74 $286.80 August 10, 7:00 PM      Kane Schoo District Building
Logan 5.40% $41.47 $75.40
Murray 5.79% $36.19 $65.80 August 1, 7:00 PM 147 E 5065 S
Ogden 19.51% $150.48 $273.60
Park City 8.61% $45.43 $82.60 August 15, 6:00 PM 2700 Kearns Boulevard
Provo* 3.36% $22.00 $40.00
Salt Lake 8.59% $52.25 $95.00 August 1, 7:00 PM 440 East 100 South
Sevier 5.06% $36.63 $66.60 August 9, 6:00 PM Sevier School District Building
South Sanpete 6.32% $53.02 $96.40 August 9, 6:30 PM 39 South Main, Manti
South Summit 6.74% $43.78 $79.60 August 15, 7:30 PM
Tooele 6.31% $58.08 $105.60 August 15, 6:00 PM 92 S Lodestone Way
Wasatch 4.91% $32.45 $59.00 August 17, 6:30 PM 101 E. 200 N. Heber
Washington 8.36% $47.52 $86.40 August 15, 6:00 PM 121 W. Tabernacle
Weber* 3.61% $23.98 $43.60
City/ Special 
Service Dist.
West Valley 65.44% $160.00 $292.00 August 8, 6:30 PM 3600 S. Constitution Blvd.
Hyrum City 57.32% $66.77 $121.40 August 3, 7:30 PM 83 West Main
Bluffdale 81.80% $92.73 $168.60
American Fork 51.35% $115.06 $209.20
Highland 54.99% $60.06 $109.20 August 15, 7:00 PM
Cedar Hills 104.51% $160.60 $292.00
Murray 40.80% $65.00 $118.18 Aug 8, 7:30 PM Murray City Hall
Cent. Iron Wtr. 1328% $102.30 $186.00 August 3, 6:30 PM 303 N. 100 E. (Cedar Library)
County
Grand 10.4% $32.67 $59.40
Box Elder 17.2% $42.46 August 16, 7:00 PM
Check back at www.utahtaxpayers.org for updates to chart *voted leeway no public meeting required

In a terse E-mail justifying her actions, Christine Kearl wrote, “The process for this year is con-
sistent with 2004.”  Everyone knew from the legislature’s fight with Governor Walker that the law 
had been violated in 2004.  Why would Kearl use the 2004 process as a standard instead of simply 
reading the law? 

Attorneys tell us there is nothing that can be done about the law being flouted again.  Conse-
quently, leaders of the UEA teachers union and the old-guard education leaders are laughing all 
the way to the ballot box as they have successfully scuttled state law once one more time.  Their 
victory by subterfuge has succeeded again in ensuring perpetuation of a school board with too 
many members who are pro-establishment and anti- school choice. 

Perhaps the legislature should take the governor’s office out of the school board nomination 
process and create a nominating process which works.  Utah school children deserve nothing less. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
 

Herriman City’s Public Safety “User Fee” 
Herriman City will be funding law enforcement by imposing a so-called “user fee” of $300 per 

year on all households and businesses that are connected to the city’s water system. Herriman City 
claims that this proposal is fairer than property taxes. 

This is one of the worst ideas in municipal finance to come along in a very long time. 
Despite Herriman’s claim, this is not a user fee. User fees are based on usage. If a household 

uses more water, they pay more water fees. However, the city’s proposed “user fee” isn’t based on 
usage because everyone pays the same. Besides, how would the city measure a household’s usage 
of public safety and law enforcement? 

Herriman’s “user” fee is a regressive form of taxation, which means low income households end 
up paying a higher percent of their income in taxes. With property taxes, higher income house-
holds generally own larger homes which mean they pay more property tax. Herriman somehow 
claims that a regressive fee is “fairer” than a property tax, which is not regressive. 
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State/Local Government General 
 Revenues as %TPI 

Decade U.S. Utah Utah as 
% U.S. 

1960s 14.00% 17.19% 122.8% 
1970s 17.78% 19.60% 110.3% 
1980s 17.55% 20.43% 116.4% 
1990s 18.96% 21.19% 111.7% 
2000s 19.43% 21.93% 112.9% 

     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data

State/Local Government Revenues 
From Federal Sources as %TPI 

Decade U.S. Utah Utah as 
% U.S. 

1960s 2.12% 4.15% 196.11%
1970s 3.61% 5.21% 144.53%
1980s 3.20% 4.39% 137.10%
1990s 3.52% 4.35% 123.56%
2000s 4.08% 4.65% 114.02%

     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data

Total State/Local General Revenue as %TPI
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     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
        Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data
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     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data

 At least with a true user fee based on actual 
usage, like water consumption, a household can 
reduce its usage of certain services, which is 
especially important to low income families 
who are trying to balance their budgets. 

Does Herriman propose to fund all city 
government with so-called user fees? What 
about city administration? The fire 
department? Should these be funded by 
regressive taxes masquerading as “user” fees? 

User fees, whether real or fake, are not 
deductible on state and federal income taxes 
like property taxes are. 

While genuine user fees should be 
earmarked to cover the costs of providing 

services, other revenues should not generally be 
earmarked. Earmarking general taxes (or bogus 
“user fees” in this case) should be avoided since this 
reduces government’s ability to prioritize spending. 

General government functions – like law 
enforcement – should be funded by general taxes. If 
Herriman needs additional funds for law en-
forcement, they should go through the Truth-in-
Taxation process and explain to their taxpayers why 
they need to exceed the certified tax rate. That’s what 
other cities do.  

State and Local Revenues 
Grow 28% Faster than Per-
sonal Income: 1960s to 
2004 

General revenues for Utah state and local 
governments as a percent of total personal 
income are about 28% higher in the current 
decade than they were during the 1960s, with 
most of that growth occuring during the 1960s 
and early 1980s. Most of the increase is 
attributable to increased federal revenues and 
state/local government fees. State and local 
taxes excluding fees as a percent of personal 
income have been comparatively stable during 
that time period. State and local taxes as a 
percent of personal income are 3% higher in the 
current decade as compared to the 1960s but are 
2% lower compared to the 1990s. 

The Utah Taxpayers Association has recently 
analyzed revenue history for state and local gov-
ernments in Utah covering the years 1960 to 2004. 
The results, as a percent of total personal income 
(TPI), are as follows. 
General Revenues for State and Local 
Governments in Utah 

General revenues are defined as state and local 
taxes, fees, miscellaneous revenues, and transfers 
from the federal government. Excluded are reve-
nues from government utilities, liquor stores, unemployment compensation, government em-
ployee retirement, and unemployment insurance. 

In 1960, state/local government general revenue was 15.60% of TPI in Utah and 12.60% of TPI 
in the U.S. By 2004, those percentages had increased 22.30% and 20.10% respectively. Most of  
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State/Local Government Taxes as 
%TPI 

Decade U.S. Utah Utah as 
% U.S. 

1960s 9.69% 10.52% 108.6%
1970s 11.19% 10.83% 96.8%
1980s 10.31% 10.52% 102.1%
1990s 10.83% 11.06% 102.2%
2000s 10.60% 10.85% 102.3%

      Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
       Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data 

State/Local Government Taxes and 
Fees as %TPI 

Decade U.S. Utah Utah as 
% U.S. 

1960s N/A N/A N/A
1970s 13.10% 13.03% 99.5%
1980s 12.51% 13.15% 105.1%
1990s 13.57% 14.65% 107.9%
2000s 13.50% 15.07% 111.6%

     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on 
Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data 
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     Calculations by Utah Taxpayers Association based on  
         Census Bureau and Bureau of Economic Analysis data 

this growth occurred in the 1960s and early 1980s. As the first graph shows, Utah’s general reve-
nue for state and local governments as a percent of TPI has exceeded the national average every 
year since 1960 although the gap in percent terms decreased in the 1970s and in the 1990s. 
Federal Revenues for State and Local 

 Governments 
Utah state and local governments received 

more federal revenue than the national 
average as a percent of TPI for every year since 
1960, and federal sources as percent TPI have 
increased for both Utah and the U.S. since 
1960.  

However, the percent difference between 
Utah and the U.S. has been steadily decreas-
ing. In 1960, Utah’s state and local 
governments received federal funds equivalent 
to 3.64% while the national average was 
1.74%. In 2004, percentages had increased in 
both cases, 5.19% in Utah and 4.53% in the 
U.S. However, while Utah’s percent was 209% 
of the national average in 1960, Utah was 
114.6% of the U.S. average in 2004. 

Utah’s state/local government revenues from 
federal sources as a percent of TPI peaked in the 
early 1970s while the national average peaked in 
2004. 
State and Local Taxes and Fees 

The Census Bureau began separately itemizing 
government fees in the 1977. From 1977 through the 
mid-1980s, Utah’s state and local tax and fee 
burden was slightly higher than the national av-
erage except for 1977 where Utah was slightly below 
the national average. In 2004, Utah’s state and local 
tax burden as percent of TPI was 15.32% compared 
to the national average of 13.82%.  
State and Local Taxes 

Compared to other measures of state and local 
government revenue, Utah’s state and local tax 
and fee burden has been closer to the national 
average. Except 2004, 1991 and a period during 
the 1970s and early 1980s, Utah’s tax burden has 
been above the national average. In 1960, Utah’s 
state and local tax burden was 10.00% of TPI and 
peaked in 1970 at 11.61% of TPI. In 2004, Utah’s 
tax burden was 10.67%, or just slightly below its 
post-1960 average of 10.74%. During recessions 
such as the early 1970s and 1980s, tax burdens 
decrease because of decreased economic activity 
by households and businesses. 
Technical note 

The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) periodically revises estimates of total personal income 
for recent years. Usually, these revisions are not very large and occur within a couple years of the 
initial estimate for that year. In May 2000, however, BEA released a major upward revision of total 
personal income going back several decades. Consequently, tax burden studies conducted prior to 
this revision yield a higher tax burden than studies using the revised data. The Utah Taxpayers As-
sociation uses the revised data for this analysis and regularly updates total personal income using 
the BEA’s most current estimates.  

Tax Briefs 
  Washington Property Tax Limitation Initiative Held Unconstitutional 

Initiative 747,  approved by Washington voters in 2001, limited property tax increases to 1% per 
year unless a larger increase was approved by voters.  

I-747 affected a previous initiative which changed the property tax increase cap from 6% to 2%  
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but the previous initiative was struck down in February of 2001. The court ruled that the ballot in 
correctly led voters to believe that they were voting to reduce the limit from 2% to 1% when in fact 
they were voting to change it from 6% to 1% because the previous initiative was overturned. With 
the action taken by the court the cap is once again 6%.  

 Sports Stadiums don’t help the Economy 
Recently the University of Utah’s Center for Public Policy and Administration summarized a 

study which should put to rest any arguments that a soccer stadium will benefit Salt Lake County’s 
economy. The study shows that out of 36 professional team hosting cities studied, 32 of them 
gained or lost a team. Thirty of the thirty two cities showed no change in economic activity (includ-
ing Salt Lake City) and only two of the cities had any change; one had positive and one negative.  
This study should let the Salt lake County Council know that they made the right decision in reject-
ing subsidies for a professional soccer stadium and that hosting a professional stadium would not 
increase economic activity in the county.  
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