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index state income tax brackets for inflation. Federal income tax brackets have been continuously
adjusted for inflation for more than twenty years while Utah’s state income tax brackets have been
adjusted only once since 1973. As a result, Utah’s top bracket begins at $8,626 while the average
state has a top tax bracket of approximately $60,000. Since Utah’s top bracket starts at $8,626, one
of the lowest thresholds in the nation, most income in Utah is taxed at the highest rate, 7%. Conse-
quently, the effective tax rate on high income Utahns is only slightly higher than the effective tax rate
on low income Utahns. Additionally, Utahns bear an income tax burden that is 22% higher than the
national average since most income is taxed at the highest rate.
Tax Cuts Explained: Why some get larger tax cuts than others

Are “The Rich” being treated preferentially by the Bush tax cuts? The following example illus-
trates why some people will be receiving larger tax cuts than others.

Everyday, ten men went to lunch. Diner number one had the lowest earnings while diner number
ten earned the most. The lunch bill totaled $100. If this lunch tab were paid in the same proportion
Americans pay taxes, the first five men would pay 80 cents each; the next four would pay $7.50 dol-
lar each; the tenth diner would pay $66.

The ten men ate lunch in the restaurant every day and seemed quite happy with the payment ar-
rangement until the restaurant owner decided to reduce the cost of the lunch by $20. Lunch would
now cost $80, which raised the question: how would the bill be paid now? Splitting the $20 savings
evenly among the ten men would mean that the lowest paid five men would actually make a profit by
eating lunch because they would be receiving $2 each when they had been paying only 80 cents each.

The restaurant owner suggested that it would be fair to reduce each diner’s bill across the board
20% since the total lunch price had been reduced by 20%. Consequently, the first five men were ex-
pected to pay 64 cents each. The next four would be expected to pay $6 each while the wealthiest
diner was asked to pay $52.80.

However, once the men left the restaurant, they began to compare their savings. The five lowest
paid men noticed that they had only received a savings of 16 cents each while the wealthiest diner
had received a savings of $13.20, which was 1,550% more than what the five lowest paid men re-
ceived combined.
    The five lowest paid diners complained that the wealthy diner received most of the savings.  In a

similar fashion, some complain that the tax system is "unfair" when the "wealthy" receive the biggest
benefit from tax cuts, but those who pay the most taxes receive the most benefit from tax reductions.

My Corner
By Howard Stephenson

In case you hadn’t noticed, this is a general election year.  Primaries are over and
the long grind has begun toward the November general election.  As we get closer to
November, the intensity of the campaigning increases. The gloves come off and the
rhetoric intensifies. This election year is no exception here in Utah.

Every candidate is the friend of education, of "working" families, of the
environment, a strong business climate, homeowners, "diversity," the young, the

elderly, minorities, the poor, and oh yes, the middle class.
Each election cycle candidates seem to try harder to outdo their opponents regarding the things

government will do for the voters if they get elected. There recently was a time when it was popular
for candidates to promise to get government off our backs and out of our pockets. I remember in past
years candidates winning elections by talking about the proper role of government and explaining
that if it is wrong for me to demand that my neighbor give me money, it is equally wrong when I get
government to force my neighbor to give me money. It appears to some that this theme can no longer
win the support of voters.  Consequently, in these times of budget cuts and revenue shortfalls, many
candidates are finding popularity in claiming to be the strongest supporters of public education or
some other worthwhile function of government. 

Some candidates are already openly claiming that Utah taxes should be increased significantly
because of what they refer to as unfunded critical needs.  One Republican House member has already
publicly proposed a 10-cent per gallon gas tax hike.  This, in spite of the fact that Utah’s motor fuel
taxes per $1,000 of personal income are already 7th highest among the fifty states or 165% of the na-
tional average.  We’re also hearing rumblings about income tax increases, higher telecommunica-
tions taxes, soda pop taxes, and several proposals for higher taxes on businesses.
Taxpayers Association Does Not Endorse Candidates

From time to time, political candidates mistakenly claim that the Utah Taxpayers Association en-
dorses them in their bid for public office. The Association is careful to refrain from endorsements be-
cause it could result in the IRS revoking the Association’s tax-exempt status.

In recent years a few municipal, county, and legislative candidates have made claims of endorse-
ment, apparently because they had received a recognition or commendation from the Association for 
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their exemplary voting record or their leadership on an important issue.  While it is wholly accept-
able for candidates to mention awards received from any organization in campaign literature, it is
not appropriate for a candidate to claim endorsement or support from the Taxpayers Association.  

Whenever an inappropriate claim of endorsement occurs, the Association acts to correct the mis-
information.  Unfortunately, in a recent legislative primary contest the incumbent claimed support
from the Utah Taxpayers Association in a flyer distributed the day before the election.  His opponent
contacted the Association and asked permission to distribute a correction.  Unfortunately, the
wording of the correction was not signed-off by the Association and was distributed on a flyer which
seemed to imply endorsement of the opponent.  The incumbent lost the primary by only 26 votes,
and both sides felt the other side’s claims and counter-claims of Taxpayers Association endorsement
made the difference in the outcome.
Citizenship is a full-time job.

While it is fortunate that your Taxpayers Association’s tax-exempt status requires that it remain
non-partisan, the Association encourages its members and its employees to be involved in the politi-
cal process, to give meaningful service to the political parties of their choosing, and to provide gener-
ous financial support of political parties, issues, and candidates.

In a republic, citizenship is hard work and from the time of the early patriots until now citizenship
has been a full-time job.

It has been said that freedom is not free, that each generation must pay the price of liberty or risk
losing it.  Are “We the People” paying the price of liberty when fewer than one in ten participate in
the primary nominating process?  Are we paying the price when eight of ten of us don’t know even
the names of our state legislators, school board members, or city council members, much less how
they voted or how they stand on important issues?  Are we paying the price when most of us have
never contributed even a few dollars to a candidate or a political party?  Are we paying the price
when we eagerly tune in to the presidential debates and know the candidates, but fail to take the time
to study the candidates in the “lesser” races which, in fact, may affect our lives more directly and
closer to home?  Many citizens change the station when these “insignificant” debates come on the
radio or television or they turn the page when the article is about political candidates or throw can-
didates’ political mailers in the trash without even opening them.

Let us all remember that our liberties must be defended at every level of government, especially
this election year when we have no “big” national or statewide races on the ballot.

Legislators Address $173 million Shortfall
Since FY 2001, public education spending has increased while state expenditures have decreased

The Legislature met in a special session in July to address a $173 million projected shortfall in the
FY 2003 budget, which began on July 1, 2002. The budget was balanced by cutting programs by
$73.3 million, diverting $66.4 million general fund revenues from the Centennial Highway Fund,
delaying $16.4 million of capital facility projects, and raiding $17 million from the Tobacco Perma-
nent Fund. 

Earlier in the year, the Legislature was forced to address a nearly $400 million shortfall for FY
2002.

Contrary to the hysterical claims being published on the opinion pages of the local newspapers,
public education funding was hardly impacted compared to other state programs during the budget
reductions for fiscal years 2002 and 2003. Public education expenditures from state sources (Uni-
form School Fund and General Fund) for FY2003 will be 1.8% higher than in FY2001 while the ex-
penditures from state sources for programs other than public education will decrease 6.7%.

Legislators were able to balance the FY 2002 and FY 2003 budget without general tax increases
primarily because of several sound fiscal practices of the past several years. First, the state had wisely
reserved surpluses from previous years in a rainy day fund. Legislators were able to tap $110 million
from this fund to offset a portion of the nearly $400 million shortfall in FY 2002.

Second, when the state was flush with cash, Utah used general fund revenues to fund a large por-
tion of transportation and capital projects instead of relying entirely on bonds. Now that tax reve-
nues have decreased, Utah has been able to shift general fund revenues previously earmarked for
highway and capital projects to fund on-going expenditures of state government. After shifting gen-
eral fund revenues from highway projects, the state then held the transportation fund harmless by is-
suing bonds. Had the state initially relied exclusively on bonding to fund transportation projects, the
option of transferring general fund revenues to balance the FY 2003 budget would not have been
available. Additionally, had the state relied only on bonding to fund transportation projects during
the good economic years, general fund revenues that ended up being used for transportation projects
would have instead been allocated to expand on-going government programs which would have
caused a larger budget shortfall when the tax revenues decreased.
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cent reported that schools meet their needs. Fifty five percent reported that schools only some-
what meet their needs while 13 percent said that Utah schools did not meet their needs.

When employers were asked to recommend changes to Utah schools, five major themes emerged: 
(1) Increased student accountability requiring mastery of basic skills for advancement
(2) Increased focus on basic academic skills
(3) Increased resources for teachers, including smaller classes and better compensation
(4) Greater emphasis on “real world” skills such as economics, business, finance, technology
(5) More emphasis on social skills such as working with others, conflict resolution, and decision

making

Your Taxpayers Association is participating in this coalition to make sure that the coalition ad-
dresses meaningful ideas to improve education instead of simply recommending higher taxes.

How to Appeal Your Property Taxes
Property tax notices were sent to Utah property owners in July to coincide with Truth-in-Taxation

hearings. School districts, cities, counties, and special service districts that intend to raise taxes
above the certified rate are required to conduct hearings in August. Property taxes are determined by
the tax rate and the assessed value of the property

If the property value listed on your notice is higher than what you think your property would sell
for, you should appeal to the county board of equalization within 45 days of the date the notice was
sent or by the date on the notice. Here are the steps to appeal:
Step 1: Obtain a copy of your property tax file from the county assessor and check it for errors. Make
sure the property description is accurate. See that the acreage of the lot and the square footage of the
building are accurate. Verify the number of rooms and an unfinished space in the building. Errors
that would inflate the value of the property should be identified in your appeal.
Step 2: Substantiate the value of your property. This can be done with real estate closing papers, a
professional appraisal, or values of recent sales of comparable property obtained through a realtor.
Many realtors are willing to provide a computer listing of property sales at no cost in hopes of getting
your future business. Those who have had their mortgages refinanced recently can submit that ap-
praisal with their appeal.
Step 3: Submit any errors found during Step One, and the value established in Step Two along with
your appeal to the board of equalization within the time period indicated on the notice. In larger
counties, you will be notified of a specific date and time for your appeal after you submit your re-
quest. In smaller counties, you appeal may be heard at the same time your request is made.

Some counties allow taxpayers to mail their appeals and some of these may be decided without a
formal hearing. While attendance at the hearing is not required in all counties, we would highly rec-
ommend it, as the taxpayer has the responsibility to present the burden of proof. When in attendance
you can explain why your comparable properties are more appropriate than the assessor's and an-
swer questions about your property and comparables.
Step 4: The Hearing: There will be three parties at the hearing: a representative of the county asses-
sor, a neutral arbitrator appointed by the county, and you or someone you select to represent you. It
is up to you to show why your property is not worth what the assessor says it is worth.

This is not the time to complain about high taxes (that’s what Truth-in-Taxation hearings are for).
The only appropriate matter to be considered is the value of your property.

The assessor's representative will show why he feels the property is worth what is shown on the
notice. You will have the opportunity to ask questions or make comments about the assessor's infor-
mation.
Step 5: If you are unhappy with the decision of the board of equalization, you may appeal to the
State Tax Commission through the county auditors' office. However, you have only 30 days to make 
the appeal from the date of the board of equalization's decision. The Tax Commission will review the
record of the hearing, including your information and if findings of the board of equalization. You
will be first allowed an informal arbitration forum in which a hearing judge will mediate to see if
some common ground can be found and an agreement can be reached. Failing that, you will be given
a formal hearing. In both of these settings parties can present the Board of Equalization evidence and
add new evidence if they choose.
Step 6: If you are not satisfied with the decision by the Tax Commission, you may appeal through
the courts. Once again, an appeal must be filed with the District Court within 30 days of the date of
the Tax Commission's decision.
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Local Entities Propose Tax Increases
The month of August marks the beginning of Truth-in-Taxation hearings for taxing entities propos-
ing to increase property taxes.  These hearings are critical opportunities to voice your opinion.  The
following is a list of taxing entities that have proposed to increase property taxes this year.  The list
includes the impact of tax increase, the reason, and the time and location of the Truth-in-Taxation
hearing.   
  

Eighteen out of
forty School Dis-
tricts (45%) pro-
posed a tax in-
crease in 2002.

The small city of
Moroni proposed a
147% increase over
last year's prop-
erty taxes.  If ap-
proved, Moroni
will have the high-
est property tax
rate in the State.

Rate Date & Time 
Taxing Entity Increase Residential Commercial of Hearing Reason Location

Beaver School District 0.000203 $22.33 $40.60 8/15- 4:00 PM Judgment Levy 280 N Main, Beaver
Cache School District 0.000299 $32.89 $59.80 8/15- 6:30 PM Salary Increases
Emery School District 0.000698 $76.78 $139.60 8/13- 7:00 PM Voted Leeway 130 N Main, Huntington
Grand School District 0.000050 $5.50 $10.00 Judgment Levy
Iron School District 0.000064 $7.04 $12.80 8/13- 6:00 PM Judgment Levy
Kane School District 0.000044 $4.84 $8.80 Keep Last Yrs Rate
Millard School District 0.000109 $11.99 $21.80 8/8- 6:00 PM Recreation/Cptl Outlay 160 W Main, Delta
Morgan School District 0.000483 $53.13 $96.60 8/12- 6:00 PM Capital Outlay 240 E Young St, Morgan

Murray School District 0.000690 $75.90 $138.00 8/6- 7:00 PM Txt Books, Supplies and 
Renovations 147 E 5065 S, Murray

N.Summit School District 0.000400 $44.00 $80.00 8/13- 7:30 PM Board Leeway 75 E 100 S, Coalville
Park City School District 0.000025 $2.75 $5.00 8/20- 7:00 PM Late Collections 2700 Kearns Blvd, Park City 
Provo School District 0.000820 $90.20 $164.00 8/13- 8:00 PM  Debt & Supplies 280 W 940 N, Provo 
Salt Lake School District 0.000045 $4.95 $9.00 8/6- 7:00 PM Judgment Levy 440 E 100 S Salt Lake City
Sevier School District 0.000374 $41.14 $74.80 8/13- 7:00 PM Tort/Transport 400 S 600 W, Richfield, 
Uintah School District 0.000307 $33.77 $61.40 8/13- 7:00 PM Tort/Transport 635 W 200 S, Vernal
Wasatch School District 0.000743 $81.73 $148.60 8/20- 6:00 PM Capital Outlay 200 E 800 S, Heber
Washington School District 0.000018 $1.98 $3.60 Recreation/Transport
Weber School District 0.000121 $13.31 $24.20 9/4-6:00 PM Voted Leeway 5320 S Adams Ave, Odgen

American Fork 0.000378 $41.58 $75.60 GO/Tort
Bluffdale 0.000221 $24.31 $44.20 8/13- 7:30 PM General Operations 14175 S Redwood Rd,  
Cedar Hills 0.000501 $55.11 $100.20 General Operations
Farmington 0.000479 $52.69 $95.80 8/7- 7:00 PM Slowing Sales Tax 130 N Main, Farmington
Fruit Heights 0.000039 $4.29 $7.80 8/6- 7:00 PM 910 S Mtn Rd, Fruit Heights
Green River 0.003478 $382.58 $695.60 8/20- 6:00 PM Debt
Hanksville 0.000783 $86.13 $156.60 General Operations
Moroni 0.004370 $480.70 $874.00 General Operations
Mount Pleasant 0.000145 $15.95 $29.00 8/27- 6:30 PM GO & Library  
Salt Lake City 0.000254 $27.94 $50.80 8/7- 6:00 PM Tax Shift 451 S State, Salt Lake City
Stockton 0.001236 $135.96 $247.20 8/12- 7:00 PM 18 N Johnson St, Stockon
Vineyard 0.000551 $60.61 $110.20 General Operations

COUNTIES
Emery County 0.000296 $32.56 $59.20 8/15- 6:00 PM Judgment Levy 95 E Main, Castledale
Sevier County 0.000032 $3.52 $6.40 Judgment Levy
Morgan County 0.000198 $21.78 $39.60 8/20- 6:00 PM GO & Library 48 W Young St, Morgan

Castle Valley Sp Srv Dst 0.000292 $32.12 $58.40 Judgment Levy
Elk Meadows Sp SrvDst 0.000182 $20.02 $36.40 Fire Protection
Church Wells Sp Srv Dst 0.000480 $52.80 $96.00  Sinking Fund
Maeser Water Improv Dst 0.000180 $19.80 $36.00 County Improvement
Southeastern Sp Srv Dst 0.001218 $133.98 $243.60 Fire Protection
South Valley Sewer  Dst 0.000485 $53.35 $97.00 8/9- 7:00 PM
SLC Sub Sanitary Dst No. 2 up to $10 fee No less $10.50 8/14- 6:00 PM Upgrade Facilities 160 E 7800 S, Midvale 
Traverse Ridge Sp Srv Dst 0.000775 $85.25 $155.00 8/16- 7:00 PM Multiple Services 12441 S 900 E, Draper

Rate Date of 
Taxing Entity Increase Residential Commercial Election Revenue Amount Reason
Wasatch County 0* 0* 0* 8/6 $5 million Senior Center,  Library

2002 Proposed Property Tax Increase
Truth-in-Taxation Public Hearings

Proposed Bond Election

Wasatch County Officials maintain this bond can be financed without a tax or fee increase.  

SCHOOL DISTRICTS

SPECIAL SERVICE DISTRICTS

CITIES

$200,000 Impact on

$200,000 Impact on
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