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Keeping the Change 
Utah Supreme Court Says NO to Tax Refunds on 

Erroneously Paid Taxes 
   In a stunning 3-2 opinion issued on September 27, 2011 the Utah Supreme 
Court ruled that a taxpayer is not eligible to receive a refund on taxes 
erroneously paid unless the error was made by the State Tax Commission. 
   In the case Ivory Homes v. Utah State Tax Commission, the taxpayer sought a 
refund of sales taxes paid on tax-exempt delivery charges.  State statute requires 
delivery charges to be separately identified on the invoice for the taxpayer to 
avoid taxes on the charges.  After learning of the tax mistake on multiple 
concrete purchases over a three year period, Ivory Homes requested their 
concrete supplier provide corrected invoices in order to separately identify the 
delivery charges.  The corrected invoices were then made a part of a request for 
refund of taxes erroneously paid. 
Tax Commission contests taxpayer’s original “intention” 
 The appeal for refund was first considered by the Utah State Tax Commission 
where the four commissioners unanimously denied the refund, saying there 
was no proof that the taxpayer intended for the delivery charges to be exempt at 
the time the transactions were made.  This blatant revenue grab suggests the 
Commissioners believe that the standard: “ignorance of the law is no excuse,” 
holds in the case of a tax liability, but when it comes to a tax exemption, a 
taxpayer’s ignorance of the exemption at the time of the transaction bars him 
from a refund. 
Supreme Court creates new “gotcha” standard for refunds   
   In an opinion by Justice Ronald E. Nehring joined by Chief Justice Christine 
Durham and Justice Jill N. Parrish (Justices Tom Lee and Matthew B. Durrant 
dissented from the decision), Utah must refund past taxes overpaid only if the 

Tax Commission made an error. 
If the taxpayer made an error 
and then later corrects it, the 
state has no obligation to refund 
the taxes (unless, of course, the 
error was underpayment of taxes).  
   The absurdity of this opinion is 
easy to illustrate. Turn the tables 
around, and ask whether the 
taxpayer would be required to 
remit back sales taxes unpaid 
because the taxpayer made an 
error. The answer is as obvious 
as it is simple – yes.   
   According to the Tax 
Commission’s website, the 

Auditing Division exists to “help businesses and individuals become compliant 
with tax laws in a helpful and relatively simple manner.”  In other words, the 
Tax Commission is supposed to help taxpayers comply with the law, not 
maximize tax revenues. The Legislature determines by law what is taxed and at 
what rate. The Tax Commission then enforces the law to make sure everyone 
pays what they owe.  If taxpayers owe more than they paid, they will help you 
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Association President, 
Howard Stephenson 

   Over the summer, a consultant for 
Salt Lake County released a report 
noting that it is feasible for 
Millcreek township to incorporate. 
Millcreek’s projected sales and 
property tax revenues are within 
the statutory thresholds to initiate 
the process of incorporating. 
However, the consultant report also 

contains a bullet: Millcreek City would likely have to increase 
property taxes within three years of incorporating. The 
experience of Sandy Springs, GA suggests Millcreek could 
incorporate, and not need a tax increase. 
   To understand the creation of Sandy Springs, you have to 
know Oliver Porter, a silver-haired Southern gentleman at the 
heart of creating Sandy Springs. A wide smile masks the 
countless hours he has logged helping to create Sandy Springs. 
His sincere self-deprecation marks him an unlikely political 
hero, yet his energy is infectious. After a successful career in the 
corporate world, he looked forward to a relaxing retirement, 
painting, and helping his favorite charities like the National 
Kidney Foundation and the Community Health Charities of 
America. As it turned out, “retirement” has been at least as busy 
as his career. 
   Oliver (and his neighbors in Sandy Springs, Georgia, then an 
unincorporated community of 90,000 in Fulton County on the 
northern border of Atlanta) chaffed at the way Fulton County 
collected property tax dollars from their community, and spent 
it elsewhere in the county. Their roads were deteriorating, and 
they didn’t have the parks residents wanted; and of most 
concern, they had no control over zoning. Like many residents 
in Salt Lake County’s Millcreek area, he and his neighbors 
wanted to decide what services they would receive, and how 
much they would pay for those services.  
   With Tom Murphy, Georgia’s Speaker of the House, 
protecting the turf of Fulton County, the chances of the 
Legislature authorizing that vote were dim. The November 2004 
election changed party control of Georgia’s House of 
Representatives, and the new legislative leaders authorized an 
incorporation vote for Sandy Springs. 
   Because Sandy Springs’ residents had lobbied Georgia’s 
Legislature for so many years, Oliver and the Committee for 
Sandy Springs found it easy to win the incorporation vote. In 
June 2005, more than 90 percent of Sandy Springs’ voters 
supported incorporation. 
   Having won that vote, though, Oliver and the other 
volunteers on the Committee for Sandy Springs still had to 
create the day-to-day operations of the city. “No one believed 
we’d really make it this far,” says Oliver, “so we didn’t know 
what to do next.” The timeline made it nearly impossible. Until 

 
Association President  
Howard Stephenson 

My Corner: Oliver Porter’s Sandy Springs Model 
How a city of 90,000 operates with only 5 employees 

December 1, 2005, Sandy Springs wouldn’t formally exist, and 
so wouldn’t have taxing authority. They didn’t have any money 
to spend, so they couldn’t hire employees, or even rent an office 
to work from. But on December 1, he explains, “We needed to 
be up and running.” 
   Initially the Committee for Sandy Springs looked at creating a 
city along traditional lines. City administrative and support 
staff would build, manage and operate the finance, sewer, 
water, roads, storm drain, parks and recreation, garbage, etc. 
systems that comprise the day-to-day work of a city. Unable to 
hire anyone, though, they quickly saw that that option just 
wouldn’t work. 
   By this point in his “retirement,” Oliver was Sandy Springs’ 
full-time volunteer city manager, a Board member of the 
Committee for Sandy Springs, and Chairman of the Governor’s 
Commission for Sandy Springs, the authorized agent for Sandy 
Springs following the incorporation vote. 
   Having enjoyed a successful career as a corporate executive, 
Oliver recognized that large corporations are quite capable of 
managing these tasks. Day in and day out, they manage finance, 
billing, IT, service contracts with multiple suppliers, etc. Oliver 
used this insight to propose something rather audacious. Why 
not have Sandy Springs contract with a corporation to develop 
and operate all the internal processes and staffing necessary to 
run Sandy Springs? 
   Sandy Springs’ unique situation – no 
money, no authority, etc. – meant Oliver 
had to insist on one other condition from 
the private company: do all the 
preliminary work on spec, without a 
contract. In his wry southern drawl, Oliver 
notes, “The last condition didn’t warm the 
hearts of any CEOs, but they were willing 
to talk about it, so I took that as a ‘Yes.’” 
   Oliver drafted a 203-page request for 
proposals, which was approved by the 
Governor’s Commission on July 29. The next day they 
distributed the RFP, and three companies responded. The 
Committee for Sandy Springs reviewed the responses, and in 
September 2005 recommended that the Governor’s Commission 
select CH2M Hill. Over the next several weeks, CH2M Hill 
hired dozens of subcontractors to build the guts of Sandy 
Springs. 
   At 12:01 a.m. on December 1, 2005, Sandy Springs became a 
fully operational city. Three weeks later, the City Council 
formally adopted a $25 million annual contract between the city 
and CH2M Hill. That renewable five-year contract covered 
every typical city service except police and fire protection. 
   Four years after incorporation, Sandy Springs’ residents 
expressed how pleased they are with this arrangement when 

 
Oliver Porter

pay what you owe.  If you pay more than you owe, they should 
refund the difference. That is, until the Ivory Homes ruling. 
   It is unclear at this time how far and to which taxes this ruling 
will extend.  A natural question is: Does this mean income taxes 
paid erroneously are no longer subject to a refund?  What about 
other sales taxes on exempt items erroneously collected by 

retailers and then corrected by customers at a later date? 
   Your Taxpayers Association will be promoting legislation at 
the upcoming General Session of the Utah Legislature to clarify 
that taxpayers are entitled to a refund for overpaid taxes, even if 
the taxpayer or retailer committed an error in calculating the 
amount of tax. 
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the Mayor and incumbent City Council stood for reelection. 
Among the incumbents seeking reelection, the one who got the 
lowest vote percentage “only” got 84 percent of the vote. 
   The explanation for that tremendous vote of confidence is 
simple. Since incorporating, Sandy Springs has implemented 
Georgia’s most advanced traffic management system. They 
have paved or repaved more than 100 miles of roads. They have 
opened several new parks. And, they have NO long-term 
liabilities, and they have not raised taxes. In fact, Sandy Springs 
estimates that their contract with CH2M Hill saved taxpayers 

more than $25 million in just the first year. 
   Sandy Springs’ success has already spawned imitators. Four 
other communities around Sandy Springs - Johns Creek, Milton, 
Dunwoody and Chattahoochee Hills - have since incorporated 
using slight variations on the Sandy Springs model. Oliver has 
travelled across the country and to Japan consulting on how to 
replicate the Sandy Springs model. In perhaps the most glaring 
display of his political naïveté, Oliver remarks, “Converting an 
existing city to this model is much easier than creating a city 
from scratch. Except for the politics.” 

November Bond Elections: Oppose Springville, Neutral on Alpine School District 

   This November Springville City and Alpine School District 
will be asking residents to approve bonds. Your Taxpayers 
Association has evaluated both proposals and opposes 
Springville City’s proposal, but remains neutral on Alpine 
School District’s proposal.  
Springville City $21 Million Recreation Bond 
   Springville wants to increase their city tax levy by over 50% to 
pay for a $21 million “Taj Mahal” recreation center. Current 
designs for the rec center include extravagant elements such as 
a lazy river, water slides, dance rooms and numerous other 
services already provided by the private sector. Your Taxpayers 
Association strongly opposes the bond. 
   When evaluating a bond proposal, your Taxpayers 
Association asks four questions. When will the bond election be 
held? What is the need for the bond? How will the bond money 
be spent? And finally, what are the terms of the bond? The case 
of Springville’s recreation bond is no different.  Springville is 
holding their election in November when voter turnout is the 
greatest. Unfortunately, there are serious questions about the 
“need” for this project, how the funds will be spent and the 
long bond length. 
   Your Taxpayers Association believes that government should 
not spend the taxpayer dollars of an entire community on the 
unnecessary wants of a few. Springville’s recreation center is 
clearly a “want” instead of a “need.” The vague design 
proposal currently includes a full recreation wish-list with 
water slides, numerous pools, fitness equipment, meeting space 
and party rooms.  Most of these services are already provided 
by the private sector in the Springville community and even in 
the best economic times cannot be considered a “need” for the 
local government or residents. 
   An equally important question in evaluating a bond proposal 
is the specificity of the spending plan. When a city requests 
permission to increase their debt and the tax burden on citizens, 
it must be specific in its request. Springville’s building design 
and wish-list of “wants” has not been finalized, but the city is 
still bringing this to voters. Without complete information 
about the services and design of the facility, taxpayers are being 
asked to blindly increase their property taxes. 
   The final question your Taxpayers Association considers is 
the terms of the bond. Springville City’s proposal would 
increase the city property tax levy by more than 50% and 
increase property taxes on the average home ($169,900) by 
$99.50 and on the average business of the same value by 
$181.00. This steep tax hike is exacerbated by the 25 year bond 
term; an excessive term that will result in taxpayers paying 
nearly $5 million more in interest than a 20 year term which is 

typically the longest term your Taxpayers Association can 
consider appropriate. 
   Springville City is proposing an unnecessary, incomplete 
bond proposal to be paid over a lengthy term that will cost 
taxpayers millions in interest. Your Taxpayers Association 
strongly opposes the bond.  
Alpine School District $210 Million School Bond 
   The Alpine School District is asking district voters to approve 
a $210 million bond in the November municipal election. The 
term of the bond is 15 years. The bond will pay for several new 
buildings, retrofit some existing buildings for seismic concerns, 
and expand other buildings. 
   Even with the significant expansion of charter schools over 
the last decade, the Alpine School District has grown from 
46,961 students to 68,409. In the next five years, they anticipate 
another 10,000 students will attend Alpine School District 
schools. Those children have already been born, and the district 
has an obligation to educate them. 
   At full implementation, this bond will cost $36 per year on a 
home worth $224,500. A business valued at $224,500 will pay 
just over $65 per year for this bond. In addition, interest rates 
for the district are at historic lows, which means more of this 
bond will go towards buildings, and less towards interest 
payments. Repaying the bond over 15 years also reduces the 
amount of interest taxpayers must pay. 
   The School Board has taken a conservative approach to this 
bond. Since it remains unclear when property values in the 
district will start to grow again, the Board’s bond budget 
assumes property values will continue to drop for another two 
years, and will only grow slowly for three years thereafter. In 
other words, the Board is presenting a worst-case scenario to 
the District’s voters. If values stabilize and begin to grow, the 
annual impact will be even less than what they are projecting. 
   Your Taxpayers Association is pleased that the Alpine School 
Board chose to hold this bond election in November. Too many 
taxing entities seek voter approval in the June election, when 
voter turnout is very low. 
   However, some of the projects seem less than necessary. For 
example, it’s not clear why the district needs to build new 
weight and cardio classrooms in Lone Peak and Timpanogos 
high schools. With taxpayers struggling to emerge from the 
Great Recession, these projects are better described as “nice to 
haves” than necessities. 
   Weighing all these factors, your Taxpayers Association takes 
no position on this bond. However, if the questionable elements 
of the project were removed the Taxpayers Association would 
consider endorsing the proposal. 
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   Provo is resuming ownership of the iProvo network now that 
Veracity has failed to fulfill its purchase obligations. The Provo 
City Council must answer two large questions. First, how will 
Provo repay iProvo’s $34.5 million in outstanding bonds? 
Second, what will it do with the existing network? The first 
question is relatively simple, and last month the Council gave 
its first formal answer. The answers to the second question are 
much more complex, and we will address them next month. 
   As discussed in the August 2011 The Utah Taxpayer, iProvo’s 
“least bad way forward” is a new fee to generate the $268,000 
monthly payment on the remaining iProvo bonds. Mayor John 
Curtis initially recommended a flat utility rate increase of $7.65 
per meter/month, and then presented four other variations. 
   Your Taxpayers Association reviewed these proposals prior to 
Provo’s September 20 Council meeting. Competing principles 
play into how taxpayers evaluate each proposal. The most 
obvious and best principle is to charge each resident a user fee 
based on how much the resident uses the network. With so few 
users, however, the costs to each user would be astronomical, 
and likely chase all existing and future iProvo customers off the 
network. Hence, that proposal never got formal consideration. 
   A flat fee per meter is transparent and simple, but bears no 
relationship to each user’s ability to pay. On the other hand, 
charging a uniform percentage to all customers could leave 
some customers paying tens of thousands of dollars per month, 
while others would pay less 
than $10 per month. 
Grouping customers by 
the size of their utility bill 
or type of customer 
(residential, commercial 
or industrial) begins to 
approximate ability to 
pay, but also present 
unique problems. 
   Recognizing that none 
of these proposals was 
perfect, your Taxpayers 

Provo Increases Utility Rates to Pay for iProvo Bonds 
Association was comfortable with the Provo City Council 
adopting any of them. As detailed in a nearby article, however, 
it’s clear that other options exist which would not require Provo 
taxpayers to pay as much. 
   To continue its commitment to a transparent evaluation of the 
iProvo situation, Provo City held a lengthy public hearing on 
September 20. Provo residents, your Taxpayers Association, other 
interested observers, Mayor Curtis and the City Council spoke 
and deliberated until nearly 11 pm.  
   Based on the feedback from your Taxpayers Association and 
the feedback they received during the public hearing, the Council 
adopted a hybrid of options 2, 3 and 5. Industrial customers will 
pay $2,000, plus .34 percent of their monthly utility bill. 
Commercial customers will pay $10, plus 2.34 percent of their 
monthly utility bill. Residential customers will pay the balance 
through a fixed monthly fee per meter of $5.35. 
   While these rate increases will begin showing up as a separate 
line item on Provo’s utility bills in December, even this decision 
is far from over. Mayor Curtis and the Council plan to reduce 
these rate increases as the city finds other ways to generate 
revenue from the network. Exactly how that will happen 
depends on what Provo decides to do with the iProvo network. 
Until the network begins generating enough money to pay for its 
operation and the monthly bond payments, Provo residents will 
be paying increased utility rates. 

Options Considered by the Provo City Council to Repay the iProvo Bonds 

Option Description of Electric User’s 
Surcharges 

Notes 

1 Flat monthly charge per meter $7.65 per meter generates the needed $268,00 per month 
2 Flat % of monthly electric utility bill 5.4% generates the needed $268,000 per month. BYU would 

pay approximately $25,000 per month. 
3 Flat charge per grouping, depends 

on size of monthly utility bill 
Many variations were possible. Residents with the smallest 
utility bills would see very large percentage increases. 

4 % of revenue with a ceiling and a 
floor 

6% of electric utility bill, with a minimum of $3, and a max of 
$1,000. 

5 Flat charge per category of 
customer 

Provo has 3 categories: residential, commercial and industrial 
customers. BYU is Provo’s only industrial customer. 

   In the October 2010 edition of The Utah Taxpayer, your 
Taxpayers Association advocated for the end of taxpayer 
subsidized golf courses. Governments should not subsidize golf, 
especially when budgets are under such tight constraints. 
Privatization of golf courses allows for communities to keep their 
courses while at the same time saving taxpayer money by hiring 
a private company to manage and operate the courses. Just one 
year later, the Legislative Auditor General’s audit echoes your 
Taxpayers Association’s call to privatize Utah’s golf courses. 
   The findings of the recent audit reveal that only one of the 
state’s four golf courses generates enough revenue to cover its 
operating cost. The nearby chart shows that Wasatch Mountain 
State Park golf course generates revenue that is 150% of the 
course’s operating cost. But the other three golf courses failed to 
cover operating expenses. Green River State Park golf course was 

the most extreme case, only able to generate enough revenue 
to cover 23% of its operating cost.  
   The Green River State Park golf course’s inability to generate 
revenue stems from the limited number of rounds of golf 
played each year. In 2010, only 5,500 nine-hole rounds of golf 
were played. Considering the climate of Green River, your 
Taxpayers Association estimates that there were 200 days of 
acceptable weather in 2010. Based on this estimation, the golf 
course averaged 27 nine-hole rounds per day, or nearly 7 
foursomes per day. Conversely, Thanksgiving Point, which is 
owned and operated by Vanguard Golf Management, 
conservatively averages 150 foursomes per day.  
   Because the Green River State Park golf course receives such 
limited play it cannot cover the expenses of the service it 
provides, therefore Utah taxpayers directly subsidize each 

Legislative Auditor General Recommends Privatization of State Golf Courses 
Echoes Taxpayers Association Recommendations To End Taxpayer Subsidies 
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round of golf played by $43. When 
additional costs such as state park staff are 
included, the subsidy grows to $66 per nine-
hole round.  
   Prior to last year’s article, Billy Casper Golf 
(BCG) reported to the Privatization Policy 
Board that turning management of public 
golf courses over to the private sector can 
eliminate the need for taxpayer subsidies to 
these courses. BCG has had success across the United States. In 
Chicago, BCG took over the management of Chicago Park 
District golf and from 2008 to 2009 increased the number of 
rounds played by 20%, generating  $900,000 in additional 
revenue. In Tulsa, Oklahoma BCG took over management of 
two courses and within two years, increased the number of 
rounds played by 39%, generating over $1 million in revenue.  

   These successes make money for BCG and save taxpayer 
money.  The arrangements between public golf courses and the 
private sector remove the burden on the taxpayer to subsidize 
golf. Utah should follow the example of dozens of public 
courses nationwide and privatize the management, if not the 
ownership, of the state’s publicly owned golf courses. 

FY 2010 Green River Palisade Soldier Hollow Wasatch Mtn. 
Collections $71,315 $314,834 $899,261 $1,703,131 
Operating Cost $306,705 $517,093 $969,814 $1,099,131 
Profit/Loss ($235,390) ($202,259) ($70,553) $604,000 
Collections as % of Cost 23% 61% 93% 155% 
Source: Performance Audit of Utah State Parks, Office of the Legislative Auditor General, January 2011 

Utah State Golf Course Revenue and Expenses FY 2010 

Provo City Should End Its Trash Hauling Monopoly 
   For years, Provo has mandated a city-owned monopoly on 
trash hauling for single family homes and duplexes. Now it has 
increased the fee, and wants to extend that monopoly to 
homeowner associations (HOA) and other complexes. The 
better solution is to let private companies provide the trash 
pick-up for Provo City. Provo residents could save money, and 
Provo may be able to lower the new iProvo fee. 
   As a resident and treasurer of the Alpine Brook HOA, Tom 
Jarman makes sure the HOA’s monthly dues are collected, and 
that those dues buy the services (cable, internet access, water, 
sewer, garbage collection, maintenance and upkeep of the 
grounds and parks, etc.) the residents want.  
   Alpine Brook is a smallish HOA, 78 townhomes owned 
mostly by young married couples and single students attending 
BYU. A nearby HOA, Canyon Meadows has 162 townhomes, 
though its townhomes are slightly smaller than those in Alpine 
Brook. 
   For years Alpine Brook and Canyon Meadows contracted 
with Provo City to haul the HOA’s garbage. In April, Provo 
City informed customers that they would raise the rates for 
hauling garbage by 53 percent, from $9.50 per can per month to 
$14.50. Not wanting to raise monthly HOA dues, the Alpine 
Brook HOA property manager explored other options. (Canyon 
Meadows did too.) By May, Alpine Brook had contracted with 
a private garbage hauler for just $8.75 per can per month. This 
represented $69 per year in savings for the HOA, and allowed it 
to keep HOA fees at their current levels.   
   Provo had other ideas. Having lost tens of thousands of 
dollars in annual revenue when Alpine Brook and Canyon 
Meadows opted not to purchase Provo’s more expensive trash 
hauling service, the department asked the Provo City Council 
to prohibit HOAs and other complexes like Alpine Brook and 
Canyon Meadows from purchasing trash hauling services from 
anyone but Provo City. 
   “When Provo raised their trash hauling price, the HOAs were 
disappointed, but we knew that the market we had other 
options, so our HOA found a better price with another 
provider,” said Tom. “But now they want to take those choices 
away. That’s wrong, and I can’t just sit still and let it happen.” 
   To show how uncompetitive Provo’s new price is, Tom 
solicited bids from two private trash haulers on how much it 

would cost to get the exact same services from them that Provo 
provides. Specifically, the bids had to include weekly curb-side 
garbage pick up, spring and fall clean up, Christmas tree 
pickup, Provo’s 10 percent transfer to the General Fund, six 
percent municipal franchise tax and all landfill costs. According 
to the bids Tom received, a private provider would charge 
between $9.72 and $10.14 per can per month. 
   In other words, requiring these HOAs to purchase exclusively 
from Provo would cost each affected family more than $50 per 
year more than if they were to buy the same service from a 
private trash hauler. (By way of comparison, Provo’s City 
Council rejected a 16 percent property tax hike, which would 
have cost the average Provo homeowner $17.71 per year.) 
   “If Alpine Brook residents could enjoy 
that much savings by contracting with a 
private trash hauler,” Tom wondered, 
“wouldn’t the same savings be available to 
every resident?” (Under current Provo 
ordinances, Provo City has a monopoly on 
trash hauling for single-family residences 
and duplexes.) 
   As Tom told the Provo City Council on 
September 20, “Haven’t we learned our 
lesson from iProvo, that there are certain 
things that the private sector simply does 
better than the government?” He 
continued, “Trash collection is one of these 
areas. Let’s save Provo residents and 
businesses money and let the private sector perform this service 
for our city.” 
   In the context of the discussions about how to pay for iProvo 
(see nearby article), Tom’s proposal is even more intriguing. 
Instead of increasing each resident’s utility fee by $5.35 per 
month, Provo could continue charging residents $14.50, and use 
the difference between the cost of the private hauler and what 
the city currently charges to reduce the iProvo fee. 
   Mayor John Curtis and Provo’s City Council have shown a 
willingness to explore different options to pay for the 
remaining iProvo debt. And there may be some legal issues to 
sort out about how to structure this deal to avoid using a fee for 
general revenue purposes (something your Taxpayers 
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   Your Taxpayers 
Association closely 
evaluates government 
proposals to increase 
economic development 
and where a subsidy 
would lead to an 
increase in economic 
transactions, often 
endorses the proposal. 
Unfortunately, this is not 
the case in Holladay 
City’s current proposal 
to subsidize a hotel, 
restaurant and ski shop 
at the mouth of Big 
Cottonwood Canyon.  
   After reviewing the 
proposal, your 
Taxpayers Association 
sees no evidence that the 
retail development 
would increase the 
number of consumer 
transactions.  
   Your Taxpayers 
Association strongly 
opposes the proposal 
and submitted the 
following letter to both 
state and local elected 
officials in the region.  

Association has opposed numerous times). 
   Provo should not protect its government-run trash hauling 
monopoly, especially when that monopoly charges more than 
existing private sector trash haulers. If ending Provo’s garbage 

monopoly also means Provo residents save tens of thousands of 
dollars for the monthly iProvo payment, that’s even better. 
Provo should follow Tom’s advice, and let the private sector 
provide garbage service for Provo’s residents. 

Taxpayers Association Opposes Holladay Hotel and Restaurant Subsidy 

Dear Mayor Corroon and Salt Lake County Council, 
 
The Utah Taxpayers Association has long worked with elected officials in evaluating proposals to support 
economic development with tax dollars. Where a proposal will increase economic transactions in the greater 
community, we have often advised elected officials to support them. 
    
Recently we spoke with Mayor Webb of Holladay about the proposal to subsidize the building of a hotel, 
restaurants and ski shop at the mouth of Big Cottonwood Canyon. Based on our review of the plan, we believe 
the taxpayer subsidy cannot be justified. 
    
When evaluating similar projects, the Taxpayers Association asks two fundamental questions. First, does the 
land have negative value? That is, would a developer have to pay someone to transfer ownership in the property? 
If the answer to that question is, “Yes,” then a taxpayer subsidy can be appropriate. 
   
 The Taxpayers Association’s second question is this: if the subsidy is not approved, will the transactions 
contemplated by the subsidy take place in the greater community? If the answer to this question is, “No,” a 
subsidy can be appropriate.  
 
The proposed subsidy has elements relating only to the second question. Whether labeled as hotel, restaurant, or 
storefront, all the development contemplated in the proposed project is retail. Tax subsidies do nothing to 
stimulate retail economic activity; tax subsidies just rearrange which city reaps the taxes from the retail activity. 
    
If Salt Lake County agrees to subsidize this development, taxpayers will get nothing in return. Every 
transaction in the proposed project will occur somewhere in the greater community without that subsidy. The 
transactions may be in Sandy or Salt Lake City or unincorporated Salt Lake County, but they will occur with or 
without the subsidy. 
     
In summary, the Taxpayers Association believes the Salt Lake County Council should not subsidize economic 
activity that would happen without the subsidy, and we encourage the County Council to reject it. 
 
Sincerely,  
Utah Taxpayers Association 


