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The Fiscal Impact Model Working Paper Seriesis the product of a continuing research
project within the Demographic and Economic Analysis Section of the Utah Governor's Office of
Planning and Budget (GOPB). One of GOPB’s primary functions is evaluating state budgetary
and planning issues. The Utah State and Local Government Fiscal Impact Model is an analytical
process used to evaluate many of theseissues. The model was originally developed through the
collaborative efforts of the GOPB's research staff and university faculty. Although the basic
structure of the model is at this point institutionalized, refinements occur at practically each
application Thisworking paper series documents the ongoing research associated with the
development of the model.

Working Paper 96-1 gives information about the method used to devel op expenditure
estimates for the various regional fiscal impact models maintained by GOPB.

Other papers in the series currently include: Working Paper 94-1: The Base Period 1992
Utah Multiregional Input-Output (UMRIO-92) Model: Overview, Data Sources, and Methods,
Working Paper 94-2: Exports from Utah's Regional Economies, and Working Paper 94-3:

Analytical Foundations, Research Finidings, and Sensitivity Analysis.
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l. INTRODUCTION

Although government expenditure increases with economic development, the precise
nature of the relationship between the two isunclear. The purpose of this working paper isto
present estimates of the costs of various Utah state and local government services, discuss how
these estimates are used in the Utah State and Local Government Fiscal Impact Model and
document the data sources used in developing these estimates. While they proxy for the cost to
government imposed by economic development, any given development will probably impose
costs which differ from these estimates.

The estimates presented in this paper are used in the fiscal impact model (FIM) because
they are the best measure available of the additional government expenditure required by
economic development. In the sense that a particular government service is available to the entire
population, the total cost of the service divided by the population, or the per capita cost, measures
the increase in cost of providing the service as the population increases. In the sense that no two
individuals use a given service with the same intensity, the per capita cost of the service does not
precisely measure the increased cost of the service. Since measuring the cost imposed by each
additional person in the population because of a given economic development is very difficult, the
benefit of knowing the precise cost for each person is not worth the effort. The per capita cost of
the service, then, while not precisely accurate, is close enough to yield a reasonable estimate of

the additional government expenditure required by economic development.



1. ORGANIZING FRAMEWORK FOR EXPENDITURESIN THE
UTAH STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL IMPACT
MODEL

The organizing framework for estimating government expenditure in the fiscal impact
model was developed during 1989 and 1990.* The approach has been to apply the estimated per
capita costs of providing government services for various age groups to estimated population
impacts by age group. The categories of expenditure and the relevant population group for each
category are asfollows:

1) state non-education, applies to entire population;

2) state public education, applies to population aged fiveto 17,

3) state higher education, applies to population aged 18 to 29;

4) county, appliesto entire population;

5) city, appliesto entire population;

6) special district, applies to entire population; and

7) school district, applies to population aged fiveto 17.

In any given analysis, the estimated state non-education expenditure impact, for instance, isthe
product of the estimated per capita cost of state non-education services and the estimated total
population impact. The other categories of expenditure are estimated in similar fashion. For the
purposes of documenting per capita cost estimates used in the FIM, population impacts can be

taken as given, but in the analysis of any given project, estimated expenditure impacts depend

The sources and methods originally used to estimate expenditure impacts in the FIM are documented in
Utah Office of Planning and Budget, Utah State and L ocal Government Fiscal Impact Model (Salt Lake City: Utah
Office of Planning and Budget, 1990), pages 22-27 and Appendix E.




crucially on the population impacts. The importance of population cannot be overemphasi zed:
once per capita costs have been incorporated into the FIM, the popul ation impact determines the
expenditure impact.2

[1.1 Adjusting Per Capita Cost Estimates for Inflation

Expenditure impacts, as well as al the monetary impacts, in the FIM are estimated in real
(i.e., adjusted to remove the effects of inflation) terms. The normal procedure isto estimate the
impacts in terms of the year the anaysisis being done. So, if the analysisis being done in 1996,
then the inputs to the FIM and the resulting estimated impacts are measured in real 1996 dollars.
Since a given analysis typically involves estimating impacts a number of years into the future, the
effect of this procedure is to measure the expenditure required to provide services to agiven
population in some future year, say 2002, in terms of what it costs to provide those servicesin
1996. Animplicit assumption of this procedure is that the composition of services does not
change through time. In other words, the share of expenditure going to a given function remains
constant relative to the year in which the per capita costs have been estimated and the nature of
the service remains constant.
11.1.1 Changing Composition of Expenditure

Since program objectives and the means used to achieve these objectives change through
time, the composition of spending changes through time. Analyzing historical trendsin law

enforcement illustrates how the changing composition of expenditure results in changing real per

2The sources and methods used to estimate population impacts are documented in Ibid., pages 20-22. The
method involves the Utah Process Economic and Demographic (UPED) model, which is documented in Reeve, T.
Ross and Perlich, Pam, State of Utah Demographic and Economic Projection Model System (Salt Lake City: Utah
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, 1995).




capita spending through time. Real per capita state law enforcement expenditures increased from
$65 in 1981 to $108 in 1995 (in 1995 dollars). During that same period, the imposition of
minimum mandatory sentencing combined with an increasing intolerance of socially destructive
behavior resulted in the incarceration rate more than doubling from 0.08 percent to 0.18 percent
of the population. Moreover, the share of the state budget devoted to law enforcement increased
amost 50 percent from 3.9 percent to 5.8 percent. Because the nature of law enforcement has
changed, real per capitalaw enforcement expenditures have changed.® Since examples of this sort
abound in government, it is clear that as the composition of government services changes, the real
per capita cost of providing those services will change.
[1.1.2 Base Y ear of 1996 for Per Capita Cost Estimates

The assumption of constant real per capita spending produces a baseline analysis of what
expenditure would be required to provide the same services to an incremental group of people as
were provided to the entire population during the year in which the per capita costs were
estimated. In other words, the marginal cost of providing service and the average cost are
assumed to be equal. Since per capita costsin the FIM have been estimated for 1996, the effect is
to analyze the real cost in future years of providing the level and type of services provided in
1996. Prior to the current revision of the FIM’s cost estimates, for the most part, these costs
were based on the level and type of services provided in 1989. For analyses done in years after
1989, the procedure was to adjust the costs by the growth in the state and local government price

deflator estimated by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. Thus, for example, if the analysis

*The calculations relati ng to law enforcement are based on data presented in Utah Foundation, “A Look at
Utah State Government Growth,” (Research Report 585), (Salt Lake City: Utah Foundation, 1995).



was being done in 1993, then the costs would be multiplied by the ratio of the value of this
deflator in 1993 to the value of this deflator in 1989, which is 1.230 over 1.086, or 1.113.* With
the current revision, the procedure will be to adjust the estimates by the growth in the deflator
between 1996 and the year of the analysis.

[1.2 Regions of the State

When the FIM was originaly built, different models were built for each of three regionsin
Utah: a southwestern region (Beaver, Garfield, Iron, Kane and Washington Counties), a
southeastern region (Grand and San Juan Counties), and a northern region (the balance of the
state). With the current revision, different models have been built for each of nine regionsin the
state. During the revision of the FIM’s economic component, the number of economic models
was increased from three to nine. The revision of the economic component involved retaining the
three main regions of the state discussed above, but refining the rather large northern region into
seven sub-regions.® Currently, there are models for each of the following regions:

1) Bear River (Box Elder, Cache and Rich Counties);

2) Carbon-Emery (Carbon and Emery Counties);

3) Central (Juab, Millard, Piute, Sanpete, Sevier, and Wayne Counties);

4) Southeast (Grand and San Juan Counties);

5) Southwest (Beaver, Garfield, Iron, Kane and Washington Counties);

“The state and local government price deflator for 1993 may be found in U.S. Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Survey of Current Business (July 1995) (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1995), page
20; and for 1989 in U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Business (August 1993) (Washington,
DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1993), page 99.

*The procedure used in refining the economic component is documented in Governor’ s Office of Planning
and Budget, FIM Working Paper 94-1, The Base Period 1992 Utah Multi-Regional Input-Output Model: Overview,
Data Sources, and Methods (Salt Lake City: Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, 1995).




6) Tooele (Tooele County);

7) Uintah Basin (Daggett, Duchesne and Uintah Counties);

8) Wasatch Front (Davis, Morgan, Salt Lake, Utah and Weber Counties);

9) Wasatch-Summit (Summit and Wasatch Counties).
Per capita costs have been estimated for each of these nine regions. Although state non-education
and higher education costs are the same between the regions, per capita costs for each of the
other expenditure categories vary across the regions.

[1.3 Operating Expenditure and Capital Expenditure

Conceptually, the FIM should estimate the incremental state and local government
expenditure associated with a given economic development. The most practical way to estimate
these expenditures is to use operating expenditure. For relatively small developments, this
approach should yield reasonable results. If citiesin agiven region of the state spend $300 per
resident to operate services, then another 100 residents should cost a city in the given region
around $30,000. If the city isrelatively large, say on the order of 100,000 residents, then it may
be able to absorb another 100 residents for less that $30,000. If the city is relatively small, say on
the order of 500 residents, then it may need more than $30,000 to provide services for another
100 residents. When the population impact is large, either in absolute or relative terms, then
operating expenditure is likely to understate the incremental expenditure required to provide
services. If agiven development causes the population of a certain region to increase by 10,000,
then additional infrastructure, or capital expenditure, will be required. More roads, schools and
water and sewer facilities may be needed. In this case, both operating and capital, or total,

expenditure should be used.



Until the current revision of the expenditure component, the distinction between operating
and capital expenditure in the FIM was somewhat blurred. With this revision, both per capita
operating and capital costs have been built into the model. The sources and methods will be
discussed in more detail below, but the guiding principal was to classify spending for purposes
such as personnel and current expense as operating expenditure and spending for purposes such
as equipment, land and buildings as capital expenditure. Interest payments and bond origination
fees are counted as capital expenditure, but payments of principal on bonds are not counted.
Since bond proceeds are used to purchase equipment, land and buildings, or other types of
infrastructure, and this spending is already counted as capital expenditure, counting principal

payments would be double-counting that component of capital expenditure.



[11. STATE GOVERNMENT PER CAPITA COST ESTIMATES

State government per capita cost estimates are based on the 1996 budget approved by the
Legislature during its 1995 general session.® Table 1 presents the appropriated 1996 budget by
state agency, with a subtotal for non-education services. As discussed above, the three categories
of state expenditure analyzed in the FIM are public education, higher education, and the remaining
expenditure for non-education functions of state government. As Table 1 suggests, the non-
education function includes human services, health, transportation, corrections and a host of other
activities. Public education is the only one of the three categories that can be estimated on a
regiona basis. Data simply cannot be readily tabulated to estimate state expenditure for higher
education and non-education on aregional basis. Thus, per capita cost estimates of higher
education and non-education are constant across the nine regions, while those for public
education vary.

[11.1 Operating Expenditure and Capital Expenditure

The budget for the State of Utah clearly distinguishes between operating and capital
expenditure. The state devel ops separate operating and capital budgets for the expenditure of
current revenue. For the most part, operating expenditure is funded from current revenue while
capital expenditure is funded from both current revenue and bond proceeds. Operating
expenditure as presented in Table 1 is ssimply the operations budget appropriated by the legidature
for the various functions of state government. In addition to current revenue and bond proceeds,

capital expenditure as presented in Table 1 includes interest payments the state budgeted during

®The source for this datais Governor’s Office of Planni ng and Budget, State of Utah Budget Summary:
Fiscal Year 1996 (Salt Lake City: Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, 1995).




1996 on its various outstanding bond issues.

[11.2 Public Education Funding

The FIM incorporates a somewhat artificial distinction between state public education
expenditures and school district expenditures. Public education in Utah islargely aloca
government activity. The Utah State Office of Education (SOE) sets standards, disburses
funding, and administers a few programs, but the construction, operation and maintenance of
public schoolsis the function of local school districts. While school districts operate the schools,
the state currently funds over 80 percent of these operations.” Though the distinction between the
state and the school districtsis somewhat artificial, this distinction is maintained because
economic growth requires the state to spend more money on education. So school districts
provide the service, but the state’ s budget is directly impacted. When economic growth occursin
agiven area, the school district will spend a certain amount of money to educate the additional
children attending school, but about 75 percent of this money will come from the state while the
remainder comes from other sources, primarily the property tax and the federal government.

The expenditure estimates presented in Table 2 are derived from data reported by SOE.®
These data are for the 1993-94 school year, but have been adjusted to match state expenditure on

public education during 1996. In an effort to insure reasonably equal educational opportunity, the

7By reducing the property tax rate levied by school districts, the 1995 General Session of the Legislature
reduced the local share of public education funding. Before the Legislature acted, the local share was about 25
percent of operating expenditures.

8Dataon state public education operating expenditure is reported in Utah State Office of Education,
Summary of Statistical and Financial Data of the Utah State Superintendent of Public Instruction 1993-94 (Salt
Lake City: Utah State Office of Education, 1995), page 161.




Utah Legidature established the minimum school program, which is overseen by SOE.° State
public education operating expenditure by region has been estimated based on the regional
distribution of spending under the minimum school program. Since the minimum school program
is about 85 percent of total state spending on public education, the regional distribution of this
program is a good basis to distribute total spending. Per capita costs are computed based on the

estimated population aged five to 17.%°

°The details of the minimum school program are documented in Utah State Office of Education, Utah
Schooal Finance Reference Manual 1994-95 (Salt Lake City: Utah State Office of Education, 1995).

OEgtimates of the population aged five to 17 have been obtained from Governor’ s Office of Planning and
Budget, State of Utah Economic and Demographic Projections 1994 (Salt Lake City: Utah Governor’s Office of
Planning and Budget, 1994).




V. LOCAL GOVERNMENT PER CAPITA COST ESTIMATES

Local government per capita cost estimates for counties, cities and specia districts are
based on data collected by the Utah State Auditor and tabulated and published by the Center for
Public Policy and Administration (CPPA) at the University of Utah."* Per capita cost estimates
for school districts are based on data from SOE and are discussed in more detail below.

V.1 CPPA Data

CPPA tabulates fairly detailed data concerning local government finances on an annual
basis. These data are the most accurate, comprehensive and standardized accounting of Utah
local government finances. During its 1994 survey, CPPA reported data for:

1) al 29 counties,

2) 204 of some 230 cities and towns; and

3) 257 of about 400 special districts.

The data contained in the 1994 survey are for the particular government’s 1993 fiscal year. The
Office of the State Auditor, which is statutorily charged with ensuring local governments meet a
certain standard of financial accounting, requires local governments to complete the CPPA
survey. According to the Auditor, some local governments do not complete the survey because
they do not have permanent staff. 1n the sense that a government does not function without
permanent staff, an unbiased estimate of expenditure can be developed without considering the
finances of governments which do not complete the CPPA survey. While an exact determination

has not been made, it appears that over 95 percent of local government expenditure is reported on

YThe tabulated data are contained in Center for Public Policy and Administration, 1994 Survey of Local
Government Finances (Salt Lake City: University of Utah, 1995).




the CPPA survey. In any given year, then, the CPPA data provides an essentialy complete
picture of local government expenditure.
IV.1.1 Updating the CPPA Data from 1993 to 1996

Because the CPPA data are for 1993, but thisrevision is intended to put expendituresin
terms of 1996, the CPPA data need to be updated from 1993 to 1996. This updating is
accomplished with the state and local government price deflator discussed in section 1.1.2 above.
The procedure is to multiply the 1993 per capita cost estimates by the ratio of the value of this
deflator in 1996 to the value of this deflator in 1993, which is 1.333 over 1.230, or 1.084.%
IV.1.2 Expenditure by Object and by Function in the CPPA Data

Data are reported for both expenditure by object and expenditure by function.
Expenditure by object includes:

1) personndl;

2) other current expense;

3) construction;

4) equipment, land, and buildings, and

5) interest on debt.
Expenditure by function for a given governmental entity is the budget for the entity’ s various
departments. In the case of Murray City, for instance, this covers police, streets, parks and
recreation, health and various other functions, as well as the city’s various enterprise funds.

Functional expenditures for municipal power systems and for county hospitals were excluded on

The 1996 value of the deflator has been projected by WEFA Group, Fourth Quarter 1995 U.S. Long-
Term Economic Outlook: Trend/Moderate Growth Scenario (Bala Cynwyd, Pennsylvanias WEFA Group, Inc.,
1995), page 5.4, while the 1993 deflator is from Survey of Current Business (July 1995), page 20.




the grounds that these services are predominantly provided by the private sector for the state as
whole.
IV.1.3 Operating and Capital Expenditure for Counties, Cities and Special Districts

Operating expenditure for counties, cities and special districts includes expenditures for
personnel and other current expense as detailed in the CPPA data. Estimating operating
expenditure by region requires that each local government entity be identified with a particular
region of the state. Once thisidentification is complete, operating expenditure in a given region
for a given type of government (i.e., county, city, or special district), is estimated as the total for
personnel and other current expense expenditures of entities in the region and of the governmental
type.

Capital expenditure includes expenditures for construction; equipment, land and buildings,
and interest payments. Estimating capital expenditure by region and type of government is
accomplished in the same fashion as operating expenditure.

V.2 School District Expenditure

As discussed above in section 1.2, the term school district expenditure can be confusing
because as used in discussing the FIM, the term means expenditure financed from the districts
own sources, principally the property tax. This amounts to about 20 percent of the districts
operating costs and essentially all of their capital costs. Estimates of school district expenditure
are based on data reported to SOE for the 1993-94 school year which have been adjusted from
1994 to 1996. Aswith the other units of local government, to develop regional expenditure
estimates, each school district isidentified with aregion in the state and the expenditures are

totaled for the region. Per capita costs are estimated by dividing the expenditure estimate by the



regional population aged fiveto 17.
1V.2.1 School District Operating Expenditure

Operating expenditures for each school district during 1994 are adjusted so that the share
of expenditure financed from the property tax, which was $312.8 million of $363.9, or 86.0
percent, remains constant between 1994 and 1996. For 1996, the Legidature appropriated
$263.2 million for school district operating expenditure, which, given the preceding discussion, is
estimated to be 86.0 percent of the school districts total operating expenditure. Thisimplies
estimated operating expenditures for 1996 are 306.1 million.*®
1V.2.2 School District Capital Expenditure

The procedure for estimating capital expenditure is similar to that for operating
expenditure, except the adjustment from 1994 to 1996 involves the state and local government
price deflator discussed in section 1.1.2 above. The procedure to update expendituresis to
multiply the 1994 per capita cost estimates by the ratio of the value of this deflator in 1996 to the
value of this deflator in 1994, which is 1.333 over 1.261, or 1.057. Capita expenditure includes

expenditures from the capital projects fund, interest, and miscellaneous bond charges.*

Bpataon the property tax revenue used by school districts to fund 1994 operating expenditures are from
Utah State Office of Education, Summary of Statistical and Financial Data, page 160; the 1996 property tax
appropriation is from Governor’ s Office of Planning and Budget, State of Utah Budget Summary: Fiscal Year
1996, page 71.

The 1996 value of the deflator has been projected by WEFA Group, Fourth Quarter 1995 U.S. Long-
Term Economic Outlook, page 5.4, while the 1994 deflator is from Survey of Current Business (July 1995), page
20. School district capital projects fund expenditures are from Utah State Office of Education, Summary of
Statistical and Financial Data, page 217, while interest and miscellaneous bond charges are from Ibid., page 210.




V. REGIONAL EXPENDITURE ESTIMATES

Figure 1 and Tables 3 through 11 present estimates of both the level of expenditure and
per capita expenditure for each of the nine regions presented in section 1.2 above. Not
surprisingly, with over 75 percent of the state’'s population, the Wasatch Front region, presented
in Table 10, has the highest level of expenditure in every category. On a per capita basis,
however, the Wasatch Front has none of the highest expenditure estimates, but, at $525, does
have the lowest school district capital expenditure. I1n general, considering al the expenditure
categories, the range between the lowest estimate and the highest tends to be fairly broad, with

the highest typically four or five times as great as the lowest.
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Tablel
Estimated Utah State Gover nment Expenditures by Function during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Function Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Totd
Business, Labor, Agriculture $89,742,200 $130,000 $89,872,200 1,991,811 $45 $0 $45
Community and Economic Development 78,629,800 0 78,629,800 1,991,811 39 0 39
Corrections 161,418,200 23,137,060 184,555,260 1,991,811 81 12 93
Courts 69,095,300 63,680,329 132,775,629 1,991,811 35 32 67
Elected Officials 41,406,600 0 41,406,600 1,991,811 21 0 21
Environmental Quality 68,818,500 400,000 69,218,500 1,991,811 35 0 35
General Government 110,000,600 16,804,885 126,805,485 1,991,811 55 8 64
Health 713,335,100 0 713,335,100 1,991,811 358 0 358
Human Services 491,116,700 7,454,047 498,570,747 1,991,811 247 4 250
Legislature 10,568,900 0 10,568,900 1,991,811 5 0 5
National Guard 8,194,200 1,920,619 10,114,819 1,991,811 4 1 5
Natural Resources 82,219,500 9,449,231 91,668,731 1,991,811 41 5 46
Public Safety 61,454,600 0 61,454,600 1,991,811 31 0 31
Transportation 167,760,500 225,359,600 393,120,100 1,991,811 84 113 197
Non-education Sub-total 2,153,760,700 348,335,773  2,502,096,473 1,991,811 1,081 175 1,256
Higher Education 590,770,100 42,163,117 632,933,217 386,602 1,528 109 1,637
Public Education 1,428,082,300 6,608,211  1,434,690,511 494,654 2,887 13 2,900
Total State Expenditure 4,172,613,100 397,107,100  4,569,720,200

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for non-education expenditure, this grou
population; for public education, this group is the population aged 5-17; for higher education, this group is the population aged 18-29.



Table2
Estimated State Funded Public Education Expenditur e by Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Region Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Tota
Bear River $99,217,807  $423,515 $99,641,322 31,702 $3,130 $13  $3,143
Carbon-Emery 20,885,961 113,166 20,999,127 8,471 2,466 13 2,479
Centra 51,238,886 217,769 51,456,656 16,301 3,143 13 3,157
Southeast 17,934,370 75,226 18,009,596 5,631 3,185 13 3,198
Southwest 84,058,814 362,089 84,420,903 27,104 3,101 13 3,115
Tooele 22,851,662 89,975 22,941,637 6,735 3,393 13 3,406
UintaBasin 34,238,757 152,135 34,390,892 11,388 3,007 13 3,020
Wasatch Front 1,081,368,367 5,061,022  1,086,429,389 378,840 2,854 13 2,868
Wasatch-Summit 16,287,677 113,313 16,400,990 8,482 1,920 13 1,934
State Total 1,428,082,300 6,608,211  1,434,690,511 494,654 2,887 13 2,900

Source: Utah State Office of Education and Governor's Office of Planning and Budget.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the given region aged fiveto 17.



Table3
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Bear River Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita

Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Totd

State Expenditure
Non-Education $132,264,484  $21,391,630 $153,656,114 122,319 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 99,217,807 423,515 99,641,322 31,702 3,130 13 3,143
Higher Education 38,412,083 2,741,461 41,153,544 25,137 1,528 109 1,637

Local Expenditure
County 19,478,916 3,177,216 22,656,132 122,319 159 26 185
City 39,069,782 12,503,839 51,573,621 122,319 319 102 422
Specia District 5,442,852 1,413,901 6,856,753 122,319 44 12 56
School District 15,537,867 58,361,337 73,899,203 31,702 490 1,841 2,331

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table4
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Carbon-Emery Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita

Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Totd

State Expenditure
Non-Education $34,362,879  $5,557,637  $39,920,516 31,779 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 20,885,961 113,166 20,999,127 8,471 2,466 13 2,479
Higher Education 8,270,127 590,237 8,860,364 5,412 1,528 109 1,637

Local Expenditure
County 19,148,995 676,943 19,825,938 31,779 603 21 624
City 10,557,587 3,614,503 14,172,090 31,779 332 114 446
Specia District 7,100,945 5,190,700 12,291,644 31,779 223 163 387
School District 10,028,719 5,765,229 15,793,948 8,471 1,184 681 1,864

1,184

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table5
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Central Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Totd
State Expenditure
Non-Education $63,407,887  $10,255,195 $73,663,082 58,640 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 51,238,886 217,769 51,456,656 16,301 3,143 13 3,157
Higher Education 16,013,057 1,142,848 17,155,905 10,479 1,528 109 1,637
Local Expenditure
County 22,426,826 3,987,184 26,414,011 58,640 382 68 450
City 18,967,061 11,111,785 30,078,846 58,640 323 189 513
Specia District 9,850,733 1,485,969 11,336,702 58,640 168 25 193
School District 14,478,447 15,581,030 30,059,477 16,301 888 956 1,844

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table6
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Southeast Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Tota
State Expenditure
Non-Education $23,522,769  $3,804,425 $27,327,195 21,754 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 17,934,370 75,226 18,009,596 5,631 3,185 13 3,198
Higher Education 5,825,153 415,740 6,240,892 3,812 1,528 109 1,637
Local Expenditure
County 13,240,393 6,170,860 19,411,252 21,754 609 284 892
City 5,718,613 2,496,318 8,214,931 21,754 263 115 378
Specia District 4,173,218 2,443,055 6,616,273 21,754 192 112 304
School District 4,423,643 3,062,866 7,486,509 5,631 786 544 1,330

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table7
Estimated State and L ocal Gover nment Expenditurein the Southwest Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita

Operating Capital Tota Population (1) Operating Capital Totd

State Expenditure
Non-Education $120,175,464  $19,436,427  $139,611,891 111,139 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 84,058,814 362,089 84,420,903 27,104 3,101 13 3,115
Higher Education 31,735,773 2,264,974 34,000,748 20,768 1,528 109 1,637

Local Expenditure
County 23,139,784 1,831,268 24,971,053 111,139 208 16 225
City 42,989,670 35,851,358 78,841,028 111,139 387 323 709
Specia District 8,633,371 3,271,694 11,905,065 111,139 78 29 107
School District 16,863,192 62,670,028 79,533,221 27,104 622 2312 2934

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table8
Estimated State and L ocal Gover nment Expenditurein the Tooele Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita

Operating Capital Tota Population (1) Operating Capital Totd

State Expenditure
Non-Education $29,123,943  $4,710,324  $33,834,268 26,934 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 22,851,662 89,975 22,941,637 6,735 3,393 13 3,406
Higher Education 7,218,788 515,203 7,733,991 4,724 1,528 109 1,637

Local Expenditure
County 8,734,975 3,905,767 12,640,741 26,934 324 145 469
City 8,163,394 1,211,424 9,374,818 26,934 303 45 348
Specia District 1,318,311 31,530 1,349,840 26,934 49 1 50
School District 3,504,750 9,497,155 13,001,905 6,735 520 1,410 1,930

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table9
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Uintah Basin Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita

Operating Capital Tota Population (1) Operating Capital Totd

State Expenditure
Non-Education $41,655,219 $6,737,054  $48,392,273 38,523 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 34,238,757 152,135 34,390,892 11,388 3,007 13 3,020
Higher Education 9,624,032 686,865 10,310,897 6,298 1,528 109 1,637

Local Expenditure
County 21,515,955 2,485,609 24,001,564 38,523 559 65 623
City 8,139,724 3,466,041 11,605,765 38,523 211 90 301
Specia District 3,792,912 3,225,315 7,018,227 38,523 98 84 182
School District 9,209,962 7,672,399 16,882,361 11,388 809 674 1,482

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table 10
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Wasatch Front Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Tota
State Expenditure
Non-Education $1,671,804,528  $270,387,198  $1,942,191,727 1,546,095 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 1,081,368,367 5,061,022 1,086,429,389 378,840 2,854 13 2,868
Higher Education 464,389,351 33,143,354 497,532,705 303,898 1,528 109 1,637
Local Expenditure
County 371,327,652 47,501,555 418,829,208 1,546,095 240 31 271
City 556,683,146 343,025,884 899,709,030 1,546,095 360 222 582
Specia District 243,481,074 106,567,837 350,048,911 1,546,095 157 69 226
School District 219,458,797 198,823,930 418,282,726 378,840 579 525 1,104

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



Table 11
Estimated State and L ocal Government Expenditurein the Wasatch-Summit Region during 1996

Leve Per Capita
Operating Capital Totd Population (1) Operating Capital Totd
State Expenditure
Non-Education $37,443525 $6,055,881  $43,499,407 34,628 $1,081 $175 $1,256
Public Education 16,287,677 113,313 16,400,990 8,482 1,920 13 1,934
Higher Education 9,281,736 662,435 9,944,171 6,074 1,528 109 1,637
Local Expenditure
County 16,525,584 1,805,081 18,330,665 34,628 477 52 529
City 18,742,757 8,549,165 27,291,922 34,628 541 247 788
Specia District 9,628,881 3,660,632 13,289,513 34,628 278 106 384
School District 12,742,481 13,791,109 26,533,590 8,482 1502 1626 3,128

Source: Governor's Office of Planning and Budget, State Office of Education, and Center for Public Policy and Administration.

(1) Population isthe number of personsin the relevant population group for the given category of expenditure; for state non-education and
county, city and special district expenditure, this group is the entire population in the region; for state public education and local school district
expenditure, this group is the population aged five to 17; for state higher education, this group is population aged 18-29.



