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02 03
ALPINE $509,100 $598,603 $1,107,703 $2,554,707 X
BEAVER 27,400 32,253 59,653 142,648 X X
BOX ELDER 116,700 137,171 253,871 624,306 X
CACHE 115,800 136,114 251,914 703,615 X
CARBON 88,400 103,959 192,359 323,135 X
DAGGETT 10,000 11,780 21,780 56,815 X
DAVIS 612,600 720,245 1,332,845 2,957,345 X
DUCHESNE 39,000 45,802 84,802 282,277
EMERY 75,200 88,513 163,713 247,610 X
GARFIELD 20,200 23,723 43,923 127,014 X
GRAND 35,900 42,266 78,166 149,867
GRANITE 895,700 1,053,128 1,948,828 4,074,393 X
IRON 112,700 132,450 245,150 503,489
JORDAN 1,003,400 1,179,650 2,183,050 3,897,307 X
JUAB 25,500 29,918 55,418 143,433
KANE 36,900 43,323 80,223 150,753 X
MILLARD 110,400 129,908 240,308 334,340 X
MORGAN 31,700 37,196 68,896 139,307 X X
NEBO 223,300 262,470 485,770 1,230,943 X
NO. SANPETE 25,400 29,935 55,335 182,706
NO. SUMMIT 31,000 36,397 67,397 111,992 X
PARK CITY 335,300 394,322 729,622 776,549
PIUTE 3,400 3,981 7,381 60,771
RICH 18,400 21,580 39,980 87,101
SAN JUAN 27,900 32,721 60,621 268,291
SEVIER 43,800 51,474 95,274 307,360 X
SO. SANPETE 21,300 24,958 46,258 200,043
SO. SUMMIT 61,400 72,145 133,545 173,501
TINTIC 1,600 1,909 3,509 59,091
TOOELE 102,500 120,480 222,980 612,541 X
UINTAH 99,600 117,195 216,795 430,347 X X
WASATCH 108,700 127,855 236,555 315,207 X X
WASHINGTON 347,500 408,499 755,999 1,278,241
WAYNE 8,200 9,708 17,908 79,242 X
WEBER 294,800 346,525 641,325 1,433,424 X X
SALT LAKE 697,000 819,460 1,516,460 2,223,046 X
OGDEN 153,800 180,747 334,547 937,683
PROVO 215,200 253,035 468,235 885,988 X
LOGAN 80,200 94,267 174,467 382,830 X
MURRAY 133,100 156,535 289,635 433,970 X
Charters 128,971

$15,000,000 $6,900,000 $8,112,200 $15,012,200 $30,012,200 13 18 Statewide Total:

Reading Program with Board Leeway Tax

417,753
208,363
144,335
128,971

61,334
792,099
706,586
603,136

389,561
213,552

78,652
522,243

212,086
153,786

39,955
55,582

46,927
53,390
47,121

207,670

70,410
745,174
127,371

44,595

1,714,257
88,015
70,530
94,032

83,091
71,701

2,125,565
258,340

35,035
1,624,500

197,475
83,897

82,995
370,435
451,701
130,776

Total Property 
Tax Increase 

(0.000121)

Total State 
and Local 
Funding

Tax Increase

$1,447,004 
School District

Total State 
Funds

Local WPU 
Match 

(0.00005561)

Local FRPL 
Match 

(0.00006539)

 
 
The accompanying table illustrates the amount of state funding each district will receive and the 

local property tax amount each district will have to levy in order to receive the state amount. 
In order to qualify for the state income tax match, local school districts must impose new prop-

erty tax levies or use existing property tax revenues to match the state funds. On a statewide basis, 
forty six percent of the state funding will be allocated on a WPU basis, and another forty six percent 
will be allocated on the basis of the number of students receiving free and reduced price lunch 
(FRPL). The remaining eight percent will be allocated in equal amounts to all districts.  

On a district-by-district basis, the distributions will vary from the statewide average. Alpine, for 
example, will receive 36% of its total state funding based on FRPL if both levies are imposed. Gran-
ite, on the other hand, will receive 56% of its state funding based on FRPL if both levies are im-
posed. School districts with high assessed valuations per student like Salt Lake and Park City will 
receive no state funding based on WPUs.  

SB230 authorizes school districts to impose two new property tax levies: a 0.00005561 rate for  
the state WPU match and a 0.00006539 rate for the state FRPL match. Districts may implement  
 

  
 
 
Walker’s original plan 
called for the full $30 
million to come from 
state funds, including 
stealing even more 
money from highway 
budgets, but legislative 
leaders offered up 
property taxpayers as 
the sacrificial lamb. 
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one or both of these new levies, use existing monies or none of the before mentioned if state match-
ing funds are not wanted. If all districts impose both rates, total school district property taxes will 
increase 1.6%. Of course, many districts will be increasing existing levies this year in addition to 
these new levies. To impose the new levies, districts will have to conduct a Truth-in-Taxation hear-
ing, but a vote of the people will not be required. 

Of Utah’s forty school districts, thirteen school districts increased property taxes in 2002, and 
eighteen school districts increased property taxes in 2003. Five districts increased property taxes in 
both years. Thirteen districts did not increase taxes in either year.  

Total statewide property tax collections for all local governments, including school districts, 
counties, cities, and special service districts, have been increasing steadily for the past couple of 
years. Last year, statewide property tax revenues increased 5.0% (see November 2003 newsletter). 
SB230 property tax increases alone will cause total statewide property taxes to increase by nearly 
1% in 2004. School districts will most likely increase property taxes beyond the amounts stipulated 
by SB230 and counties, cities, and special service districts will add to this amount.  

  

My Corner- Walker Chooses Sides: Families, 
Taxpayers and Businesses Come Up Short 

 
Governor Walker has really done it now.  Through her vetoes of five bills, two line 

items and refusal to concur in one resolution last week she's proven right up front who 
will be her favored special interests if she's elected to her first four year term as Gover-

nor.  And the list does not include taxpayers or parents of Utah school children.  
Those Olene Walker listened to in her veto session were Utah's spending lobby and, specifically, 

the UEA teachers union.   
The UEA fought hard to get the legislature to defeat several measures which would insert com-

petition into the education market place, expand best practices in education which have been re-
sisted by the education community, and provide parents of special needs students the ability to 
throw their own children an educational life preserver.  She also refused to concur in a resolution 
to Congress requesting a permanent ban on new taxes on internet access.  All in all, it's really amaz-
ing that the Governor would lay out so clearly that she is so opposed to limits on taxes and to paren-
tal choice in education only weeks prior to the State Republican Nominating Convention.  Thanks to 
her candor, delegates will have a clear picture where this Governor stands on these important issues 
before they begin the nomination process and voters will have a clear understanding when they en-
ter the voting booths.  

Here are some of the bills vetoed by the Governor that she should have signed:  
SB 115 (Bramble) Special Election Dates   

This measure would have required local and statewide special elections to be held during No-
vember General or Municipal Elections, or the fourth Tuesday in June.  Refer to the following The  
Utah Taxpayer article Legislature Must Override Walker Veto of SB115 for more details.   
HB 115 (Philpot) Carson Smith Special Needs Scholarships 

 HB115 would provide parents of children with disabilities a tax credit of about $5,400 annu-
ally, depending on the severity of disability, for private school tuition. The State Board of Education 
would administer the program.  

Walker said the bill raises constitutional questions about the State Board of Education's role in 
dealing with private schools.  She also complained the the bill set aside $1.5 million in one-time 
money for the program without designating where the money would come from in future years.  In-
terestingly, the education appropriations bill was funded with significantly more one-time money 
than HB 115, but she didn't feel the need to veto it.  

The measure drew constant criticism from Utah's public education monoply, who claimed that 
it would trample the educational rights of those with disabilities and open the door to tuition tax 
credits, which they believe would drain public school funds.  Both of these claims are preposterous.  
In the past, opponents of tuition tax credits have repeatedly said that tuition tax credits would leave 
the public schools with students who are hardest to teach. Now that there is a bill which specifically 
removes the hardest to teach from the public school classrooms, the hypocrisy of the public school 
choice opponents is exposed.   

 By vetoing this bill, Governor Walker shows that she is more concerned about ensuring that the 
government educational system retains all power than in serving the needs of students.  Her answer 
to education improvement seems to be two-pronged: more money and getting everyone to read to 
kids 20 minutes a day.  
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SB 239 (Dmitrich) Unfair Business Practices  
This bill establishes a right of action against those engaging in unfair business practices that are 

growing exponentially due to electronic commerce.  The Governor vetoed this bill because it "intro-
duces new terms . . . that have not been adjudicated by the courts . . ."  The drafters of the bill inten-
dend the language to be broad to capture violators who misuse patents and software.   

Here's a major paragraph from the bill.  Judge for yourself whether this language is unclear:  
"Cyber-terrorism" means: (a) the unlawful use of computing resources to intimidate or coerce oth-
ers; (b) accessing a computer without authorization or exceeding authorized access, (c) willfully 
communicating, delivering, or causing the transmission of a program, information, code, or com-
mand without authorization or exceeding authorized access; (d) intentionally or recklessly: intends 
to defraud or materially cause damage or disruption to any computing resources or to the owner of 
any computing resources; or intends to materially cause damage or disruption to any computing re-
sources indirectly through another party's computing resources." 
HCR 6 (Bennion) Resolution Opposing Internet Access Taxes   

This Resolution recommends that Congress continue its moritorium on new taxes on Internet 
access.  The Governor and her staff didn't do their research on this one.  They claim it will impede 
the state's ability to collect sales taxes on remote sales, but the measure does nothing of the sort.  It 
simply seeks a ban on Internet access, not commerce conducted over the Internet.    

Either way, Governor Walker's concern about legislation to "permanently preempt the state's 
ability to tax and to choose their own economic policies," reveals her penchant for more money for 
bigger government.  

The legislature ought to turn this into a joint resolution, which doesn't require the governor's 
concurrence.  
HB 1 Supplemental Appropriations Act (Line item veto)  

The Governor did the bidding of the UEA teachers union in the veto of funding for private sec-
tor services to enable teachers to utilize textbooks to more precisely address Utah's core curricu-
lum.  Currently teachers have to work through each textbook individually to determine how it fits or 
does not fit the state core curriculum.  This type of education improvement process has been pushed 
very heavily by the employers of the state who are continually frustrated at having to re-
educate students who graduate from Utah public schools.  The education community flexed their 
muscles once again and Walker responded.  This veto also eliminates partial funding for the Jean 
Massieu Charter school for the deaf.   
 HB 3 Supplemental Appropriations Act II (Line item veto) 

 Similar to the previous item, this line item of $1 million would have allowed private sector ex-
perts to establish a pilot program among school districts to employ best practices in education.  
Again, this was opposed by the UEA, because they seem to believe they are the only ones with an-
swers about improving public education.  With this veto, the Employer community lost years of 
work toward improving the quality of students entering Utah's workforce.   

 

Legislature Must Override Walker Veto of SB 115 
 
Governor Walker’s veto of SB115 was an affront to taxpayers and needs to be overridden by the 

Legislature. The intent of SB115, sponsored by Sen. Curt Bramble (R-Provo), was very simple and 
very appropriate: increase voter turnout for local bond elections by requiring bond elections to be 
held during the November general election or during the fourth Tuesday in June, which is fre-
quently a primary election date.  

Local governments, especially school districts, have deliberately avoided bond elections in No-
vember in order to minimize voter turnout and maximize the chance of bond approval. Under cur-
rent law, local governments can hold bond elections in February, May, and August, and voter turn-
out in these special elections is notoriously low, typically 10% or less. Low voter turnout maximizes 
the impact government employees and other special interests have on the election outcome. Since 
1993, Utah school districts have conducted eleven special elections for large bonds—each of these in 
excess of $50 million and many in excess of $100 million—and none of these elections were held in 
November.  

Arguments used by the spending lobby and the public finance industry, who stands to make 
profits as local governments issue more debt, are without basis. Opponents of SB115 have argued 
that local governments need maximum flexibility when holding elections in order to adequately ad-
dress budget concerns. However, since bonds are used for capital needs which local governments 
typically anticipate years in advance, being able to hold elections twice a year is more than sufficient 
flexibility. 
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Quote of the Month #2 
 

“It appears to me every-
body’s got a good idea as 
long as somebody else is 
paying for it.” 
 

(Marvin Hendrickson, Salt 
Lake City Councilman, com-
menting on two potential bond 
projects.)       
Source: Salt Lake Tribune—
03/27/04 

The spending lobby has falsely argued that local governments need to be able to hold elections 
at various times of the year in order to take advantage of low interest rates. Taking advantage of low 
interest rates is in the taxpayers’ best interest, but local governments are not able to accurately time 
short-term fluctuations due to the uncertainty of interest rate changes and inherent time lags asso-
ciated with the bond approval and issuance process. Moreover, in recent years, school districts have 
been seeking approval for large bonds that will be issued incrementally over large periods of time, 
in some cases up to ten years after the bond receives voter approval. Bond interest rates are deter-
mined when the bonds are actually issued and not when the bond election takes place, negating the 
argument that school districts need to be able to have bond elections at numerous times during the 
year due to interest rate changes. 

Interest rates decrease during recessions, and these periods of low interest rates generally last 
more than a year, which means local governments will have at least two opportunities during peri-
ods of sustained low interest rates to seek voter approval of bonds if Walker’s veto of SB115 is over-
ridden. 

An analysis of bond interest rates and school district bond election dates over the past ten years 
demonstrates that there is no correlation between short-term interest rate fluctuations and bond 
election timing. The only noticeable pattern is that school districts avoid the November general 
election, particularly for large bonds, no matter what interest rates are doing. 

Taxpayers are accustomed to voting in November. In the upcoming November election, voters 
will be asked to choose a president, governor, U.S. senator, U.S. congressman, and state legislators. 
Voter turnout will be at least five times higher than the typical February special election. November 
is the ideal time to ask taxpayers to approve or reject proposals that will increase their property 
taxes for several years. State law requires voter approval of general obligation bonds, and local gov-
ernments should hold these elections when turnout is highest. 

By overriding Walker’s veto of SB115, the Legislature can demonstrate its commitment to good 
government principles and sound tax policy. 

 

UTOPIA vs. the Proper Use of Tax Incentives  
 
UTOPIA proponents are mistakenly claiming that government-owned UTOPIA will not be given 

tax breaks compared to their private sector competitors. UTOPIA’s private sector competitors such 
as Comcast, Qwest, XO, and many others pay property taxes on infrastructure, sales taxes on 
equipment purchases, and income taxes on profits. These are taxes that UTOPIA will not pay since 
UTOPIA is a government-owned entity. 

UTOPIA is an 18-city consortium that plans on 
spending $540 million to build its own telecommunication 
infrastructure at taxpayer risk.   

Currently, Utah’s private sector telecommunications 
companies pay nearly $50 million annually in property 
taxes to local school districts, cities, counties, and special 
service districts. As the private sector continues to invest in 
its infrastructure, this amount will increase. As a govern-
ment-owned entity, UTOPIA will be exempt from property 
taxes. Private sector providers using the government-
owned network will also be exempt from the privilege tax if 
the system is open to several providers. 

Utah’s private sector telecommunications companies  
are continually expanding their infrastructure and will be 
spending several hundred million dollars over the next couple of years. Since a large percentage of 
this investment will be in the form of equipment purchases and will be subject to 6.6% state and lo-
cal sales taxes, private sector companies will be paying tens of millions of dollars in sales taxes. As a 
government-owned entity, UTOPIA will not be paying these taxes. 

Privately-owned telecommunications companies also pay income taxes on profits. Government-
owned entities, including those that compete head-to-head against the private sector, are exempt, 
even in the unlikely event that they are profitable.    

Unfortunately, competition between government-owned entities and private sector entities is 
nothing new to Utah. Government-owned recreation centers and golf courses routinely compete 
against their private sector counterparts. Not only do these government-owned entities usually lose 
money and require taxpayer subsidies, they do not pay sales taxes on equipment purchases, prop- 
 
erty taxes on infrastructure, and income taxes on profits like their private sector competitors. 
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Naturally, government should be tax-exempt when it is providing services, such as law en-
forcement, education, and fire fighting, when it is not in direct competition with for-profit, taxpay-
ing entities. 

Fortunately, UTOPIA is not the only option for expanding broadband speeds and availability. If 
taxpayers believe that the private sector is not expanding broadband availability fast enough, then 
the appropriate response would be to offer tax incentives and exemptions to the private sector to in-
crease investments and to expand existing infrastructure. This policy offers several advantages over 
the risky UTOPIA project.  

First, exempting business inputs from taxation is sound tax policy since taxation should occur 
at the final stage of consumption, where taxes are most visible. The current policy of taxing business 
inputs and investments is a way to hide the true cost of government.  

Second, even with substantial tax incentives, the private sector will still be paying millions of 
dollars in taxes since completely exempting telecommunications companies from taxation is politi-
cally impossible. UTOPIA, as mentioned, will not be paying any of these taxes on inputs and infra-
structure. 

Third, by incentivizing the private sector to invest in telecommunications infrastructure, private 
sector investors, not taxpayers, will be bearing the risk. The UTOPIA project is extremely risky as 
evidenced by Wall Street’s demands for a 12% interest rate on UTOPIA bonds if these bonds are not 
guaranteed at least in part by taxpayers. Under current market conditions, bonds with a 12% inter-
est rate are considered junk bonds.  

Privatization of government-owned entities, including telecommunications systems and air-
ports, is a world-wide trend for good reason: the results have been positive. Utah should not try to 
counter this experience by exposing taxpayers to serious risks, especially when better, no-risk alter-
natives are available. 
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