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Digest of
A Performance Audit on the Use

Of Mineral-Related Funds in
Uintah Basin

Uintah and Duchesne counties’ use of federal and state mineral-related
funding does not clearly support the need for supplemental state
transportation funding, a need asserted by both Uintah Basin counties.  It
appears that the Uintah Basin counties, particularly Uintah, could allocate
a higher percentage of mineral-related money to roads, but they have used
their funding in other areas they have deemed impacted by their industrial
growth.

Additionally, funds are available for road projects, as evidenced by the
general growth in each county’s transportation special service district
(SSD) unrestricted fund balance.  County officials claim much of their
fund balances are earmarked for future projects.  Rather than adjusting
expenditures or using their existing fund balances, the Uintah Basin
counties have requested additional state transportation support.

This audit was to examine the amount of mineral-related funding flowing
into the Uintah Basin counties and to determine how the money received
was spent.  In addition, the audit was to provide comparable data on how
much money flowed into other counties in order to provide a reference
point.

Uintah and Duchesne Are Among the Top Five Beneficiaries of Mineral-
Related Money.  Between fiscal years 2003 and 2007, Uintah County was
the leading beneficiary of mineral-related money.  Duchesne was the fifth-
leading beneficiary while Carbon, Sevier, and Emery counties were
second, third, and fourth, respectively.  During this time period, the state
returned around $498 million in mineral-related revenues to the counties;
68 percent of this mineral-related revenue flowed into these five counties. 
Cumulatively, $172 million of this $498 million (34 percent) benefitted
the Uintah Basin counties, with $134.6 million (78 percent) flowing into
Uintah County and $36.9 million (22 percent) flowing into Duchesne
County.
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Overall, Mineral-Related Money Is Not Heavily Allocated to
Transportation.  Of the $134.6 million that Uintah County entities
received during the five-year review period, approximately $56.4 million
(42 percent) was allocated to transportation.  Of the $36.9 million that
Duchesne County entities received during this same time period,
approximately $15.3 million (42 percent) was allocated to transportation.

Transportation Discretionary Income Is Available in Uintah Basin
Counties.  The discretionary income available within the Uintah County
Transportation SSD is somewhat large ($15 million in 2007) and, until
2007, was increasing every year.  The discretionary income in Duchesne
County SSD #2 is more modest ($5 million in 2007), but has increased
every year.

When viewed in total, Uintah and Duchesne counties have not offered a
compelling argument to support their request for additional state
transportation funds.  If the Legislature wants counties to prioritize
transportation needs higher when allocating mineral-related money, it
would be useful to codify that intent.  Toward this end, the Legislature
could prioritize transportation for federal mineral lease money channeled
through the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) by codifying
the intent language that accompanies the mineral lease appropriation to
UDOT.

We recommend the Legislature consider prioritizing 
transportation for the federal mineral lease money channeled
through UDOT by codifying the intent language that
accompanies the UDOT federal mineral lease appropriation.

Recommendation
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Chapter I
Introduction

Historical allocation and expenditure patterns of federal and state
mineral-related money in Uintah and Duchesne counties do not clearly
support the need for supplemental state transportation funding, a need
asserted by both Uintah Basin counties.  It appears that the Uintah Basin
counties, particularly Uintah, could allocate a higher percentage of
mineral-related money to roads, but they have used their funding in other
areas and have generally increased their transportation fund balances. 
Funds are available for road projects, as evidenced by the unrestricted
fund balances in each county’s transportation special service district. 
Rather than adjusting expenditures or using their existing fund balances,
the Uintah Basin counties have requested additional state transportation
support.

If the Legislature wants counties to prioritize transportation needs first
when allocating mineral-related money, it would be useful to codify that
intent.  Toward this end, the Legislature could codify the intent language
that accompanies federal mineral lease money channeled through the Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT).

Mineral-Related Money Includes
Federal and State Sources

Mineral-related money encompasses two basic sources: federal mineral
lease and state severance tax.  Federal mineral lease amounts are large and
geographically widespread while state severance amounts are much
smaller and more narrowly focused.  Both are directed toward areas 
impacted by oil and gas development but neither need to be spent directly
mitigating damage to impacted areas.

Federal Mineral Lease

An opinion written by the Utah Attorney General’s Office (Opinion
92-003) provides the following general information.  The federal Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920 requires leaseholders on public lands to make royalty
payments to the federal government for the development and production
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of non-metalliferous minerals.  In Utah, the primary source of these
royalties is the commercial production of fossil fuels (bituminous coal,
crude oil, and natural gas) on federal land held by the U.S. Forest Service,
the Bureau of Land Management, and the various Indian tribes.

Currently, 48 percent of the royalty monies received by the federal
government shall be returned to the state where the lease lands are
located.   The 1992 Attorney General opinion notes this money is to be
used

 by such State and its subdivisions, as the legislature of the State
may direct giving priority to those subdivisions of the State socially
and economically impacted by the development of minerals leased
under this chapter, for (i) planning, (ii) construction and
maintenance of public facilities and (iii) provision of public service
(Mineral Leasing Act, 30 U.S.C. 191 (1988)).

Federal mineral lease payments to Utah can be one of two types:
bonus or royalty.  Bonus payments can be thought of as signing bonuses. 
Companies pay a fee to the federal government for each new or renewed
lease.  Royalty payments are paid to the federal government on actual
production or extraction.  Utah Code 59-21-1 and 59-21-2 specify how
bonus money and royalty money shall be allocated with the majority of
the money returned to impacted counties.

Mineral lease money is provided directly to county entities through
two primary sources:

C UDOT, which receives 40 percent of the federal mineral lease
royalty money

C The Permanent Community Impact Fund (PCIF), which receives
32.5 percent of the mineral lease royalty money and 70 percent of
the mineral lease bonus money

Utah Code 59-21-2-(2)(h)(ii) requires UDOT to distribute the federal
mineral lease monies channeled through the department in amounts
proportionate to the amount of federal mineral lease money generated by
the county.  The PCIF, on the other hand, does not distribute its money
by formula.  Instead, grants and loans from the PCIF are awarded to
eligible entities through an application process overseen by the Permanent
Community Impact Board (PCIB).  While awards are not based on a

Federal mineral
lease money is to be
used for planning,
construction and
maintenance of
public facilities, and
provision of public
service.
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formula, Utah Code 9-4-307(2)(a) instructs the PCIB to consider mineral
production when determining funding eligibility.

According to information published by the PCIB, during fiscal years
2003 through 2007, Uintah County was the leading generator of mineral
lease money for the state while Duchesne County was the fifth-leading
generator.  Carbon, Emery, and Sevier counties were the second, third,
and fourth leading generators of mineral lease money, respectively. 
Figure 1.1 identifies the total amount of state mineral lease revenue
generated by these five counties during fiscal years 2003 through 2007.

Figure 1.1 The Top Five Generators of Mineral Lease Money.  In total, Uintah
generated almost twice that of Carbon, the second-leading generator,
while Carbon generated over four times that of Duchesne, the fifth-leading
generator.

Uintah Carbon Emery Sevier Duchesne

$ 243,222,200 $ 127,322,193 $ 68,104,616 $ 45,934,470 $ 26,990,380

To see what each county has generated in mineral lease money for
fiscal years 2003 through 2007, see Appendix A.  To see what each
county has received in federal mineral lease money through UDOT and
the PCIB for fiscal years 2003 through 2007, see Appendix B.

State Severance Tax

County access to state severance tax by agreement is much more
restricted.  A portion of state severance tax collected from oil and gas
development on the Uintah and Ouray reservations and the Navajo
reservation is used to fund both the Uintah Basin Revitalization Fund and
the Navajo Revitalization Fund, respectively.  Both funds provide grants
or loans to qualified entities.  Money in the Uintah Basin fund benefits the
Ute Tribe and two counties: Uintah and Duchesne.  The Navajo
Revitalization Fund benefits county or tribal government in San Juan
County.

Yearly deposits of state severance tax into both funds are capped. 
Prior to and including fiscal year 2006, the maximum yearly deposit into
the Uintah Basin Fund was $3 million.  This maximum deposit was
increased to $5 million for fiscal year 2007 and then to $6 million for

Uintah County was
the leading
generator of mineral
lease money,
generating $243
million during fiscal
years 2003 through
2007.

The Uintah Basin
and Navajo
Revitalization Funds
provide Uintah,
Duchesne, and San
Juan counties
access to a portion
of state severance
tax.
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fiscal years 2008 and 2009.  The maximum deposit into the Navajo fund
was $2 million prior to and including fiscal year 2007; the amount
increased to $3 million beginning in fiscal year 2008.

Audit Scope and Objectives

This audit was requested by Senator Lyle Hillyard.  In his audit
request letter, he noted that the Legislature has had several requests for
state funding to help alleviate the Uintah Basin’s expenses for roads and
other issues created by the recent economic impact of business in the
counties.  He requested an audit of the funding available and provided to
the Uintah Basin from federal mineral leases, state severance taxes, and/or
community impact funds.  The audit was to examine the amount of
funding received from each source over, at least, a four-year period and to
determine how the money received was spent.  Finally, the audit was to
provide comparable data on how much money other counties received in
order to provide a reference point.

Consequently, this audit had these objectives:

C Identify how much money the Uintah Basin counties received in
federal mineral lease money and state severance tax money for fiscal
years 2003 through 2007.

C Identify how the Uintah Basin counties allocated the money received
during fiscal years 2003 through 2007.

C Identify how much money other counties received from these sources
during fiscal years 2003 through 2007.
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Chapter II
Uintah Basin Legislative Assertions

for Additional Road Money 
Are Not Very Compelling

The justification has not been very compelling for supporting past
Uintah Basin counties’ assertions that more money is needed to mitigate
damage to county roads.  First, Uintah County entities received $134.6
million during the five years reviewed, making Uintah County the largest
beneficiary of mineral-related money; Duchesne County entities received
$36.9 million, making Duchesne County the fifth-largest beneficiary. 
Second, the use of mineral-related money within the counties is not
heavily allocated toward roads.  Around 42 percent of all mineral-related
money within both Uintah and Duchesne counties were devoted to roads. 
Finally, the fund balance discretionary income available within two
Uintah Basin transportation special service districts (SSDs) appears
relatively large and, for the most part, rising.

 If the Legislature intends counties to make roads a top priority for
mineral-related funding, then it would be useful to codify that intent.  As
a start, the intent language accompanying the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) federal mineral lease allocation could be put in
the Utah Code.

In the discussion that follows, it is helpful to remember two points:

C First, mineral-related money is supplemental to other state funding
a county receives.  For example, the amount of state money
provided to counties for roads (i.e., B&C road money) is in no
way impacted by a county SSD’s simultaneous receipt of mineral-
related money that can also be used for roads.

C Second, the county commissioners determine what percentage of
mineral lease money channeled through UDOT will be allocated to
SSDs within the county.  For example, if a county transportation
SSD receives 50 percent of the UDOT federal mineral lease
money, it is because the county commissioners made that choice.

 

Mineral-related
money is
supplemental to
other state funding a
county receives.

County
commissioners
determine how
federal mineral lease
money channeled
through UDOT will
be allocated among
county SSDs.
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Uintah and Duchesne Are Among the Top Five
Beneficiaries of Mineral-Related Money

Since receipt of mineral-related money is related to production, Uintah
County was the leading beneficiary of mineral-related money between
fiscal years 2003 through 2007.   Duchesne County was the fifth-leading
beneficiary while Carbon, Sevier, and Emery counties were second, third,
and fourth, respectively.  Figure 2.1 identifies the top five beneficiaries of
mineral-related money, the source of the money, and the total amount of
money received during fiscal years 2003 through 2007.

Figure 2.1  The Top Five Beneficiaries of Mineral-Related Money.  In total,
Uintah’s benefit was almost twice that of Carbon’s, the second-leading
beneficiary, while Carbon’s benefit was almost twice that of Duchesne’s, the
fifth-leading beneficiary.

County

Mineral Lease
Through

Transportation
Department

(FY 2003-2007)

Mineral Lease
Through

Permanent
Community

Impact Board
(FY 2003-2007)

Severance
Through Uintah
Revitalization
(FY 2003-2007)

Total 
(FY 2003-

2007)

Uintah $   90,045,000 $  41,945,000 $  2,587,000 $ 134,577,000 

Carbon      34,251,000     35,024,000     69,275,000

Sevier       14,157,000     41,876,000     56,033,000

Emery      15,938,000     27,096,000     43,034,000

Duchesne        9,415,000     25,306,000     2,187,000     36,908,000

   Total $ 163,806,000 $ 171,247,000 $  4,774,000 $ 339,827,000 

During this time period, the state returned around $498 million in
mineral-related money to the counties; 68 percent (340 million) flowed
into these five counties.  Cumulatively, $172 million of this $498 million
(34 percent) benefitted the Uintah Basin counties, with $134.6 million
(78 percent) flowing into Uintah County and $36.9 million (22 percent)
flowing into Duchesne County. 

During fiscal years
2003 through 2007,
Uintah Basin county
entities received
$172 million, or 34
percent, of all
statewide mineral-
related revenues.
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Overall, Mineral-Related Money Is Not 
Heavily Allocated to Transportation

Of the $134.6 million that Uintah County entities received during the
five-year review period, approximately $56.4 million (42 percent) was
allocated to transportation. Of the $36.9 million that Duchesne County
entities received during this same time period, approximately $15.3
million (42 percent) was allocated to transportation.

Uintah County Entities Devoted Less than Half 
Of Mineral-Related Money to Transportation

Overall, 42 percent of all mineral-related money was allocated by
Uintah County entities to transportation.  As noted earlier, mineral-
related money for Uintah County entities can come through three
avenues: UDOT, the Permanent Community Impact Board (PCIB), and
the Revitalization Fund.  Senator Hillyard requested that we review the
revenues and allocation patterns of all three sources.  For the five-year
period reviewed, Uintah County entities allocated:

C 59 percent of federal mineral lease money received through UDOT to
transportation,

C 8 percent of federal mineral lease money received through the PCIB to
transportation, and

C 2 percent of state severance tax received through the Uintah Basin
Revitalization Fund to transportation.

UDOT Federal Mineral Lease Funds.  Uintah County SSDs
received approximately $90 million from this source during fiscal years
2003 through 2007.  Of this $90 million, around $53.2 million was used
for transportation.  When the Legislature appropriates mineral lease
money to UDOT, the appropriation is generally accompanied by the
following legislative intent language:

The Legislature intends that the funds appropriated from the
Federal Mineral Lease Account shall be used for improvement or
reconstruction of highways that have been heavily impacted by
energy development.  The Legislature intends that if private
industries engaged in developing the State’s natural resources are
willing to participate in the cost of the construction of highways 

Uintah County
entities allocated 42
percent of all
mineral-related
money to
transportation.

The Legislature
intends that UDOT
federal mineral lease
money shall be used
to improve or
reconstruct
highways heavily
impacted by energy
development.
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leading to their facilities, that local governments consider that highway as
a higher priority.

Of the three sources for mineral-related money, the UDOT source is
the only one providing any guidance on how these mineral lease funds
should be prioritized.  Given this intent language, it appears that counties
should first use this money to cover transportation needs.  Once
transportation needs have been reasonably satisfied, then other needs as
allowed by the Utah Code 59-21-2 (2)(h)(i) could be funded.

Over time, Uintah County has used more of the UDOT federal
mineral lease funds for other purposes.  In fiscal year 2003, Uintah
County allocated UDOT federal mineral lease money between two Uintah
County SSDs.  In fiscal years 2006 and 2007, this money was allocated
among six Uintah County SSDs, as Figure 2.2 shows.

Figure 2.2  Uintah County Historical Allocations Among SSDs.  Over
time, Uintah County has chosen to create additional SSDs to which UDOT
federal mineral lease money has been allocated.

FY 2003* FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Transport. $4,343,000 $7,296,000 $10,357,000 $16,225,000 $14,948,000

Recreation   2,550,000   4,472,000     6,348,000     8,250,000     5,436,000

Impact
Mitigation

 - - -     1,375,000     3,261,000

Fire
Suppression

- - -        825,000     1,903,000

Healthcare - - -        550,000     1,087,000

Animal
Control

- - -        275,000        544,000

Total $6,893,000 $11,768,000 $16,705,000 $27,500,000 $27,179,000

Percent
Transport.
Of Total

63% 62% 62% 59% 55%

*  Fiscal year appropriations were obtained from UDOT records.  Fiscal year allocations among SSDs    
   were estimated, for the most part, using audited financial calendar year information.

During this five-year time period, the Uintah Transportation SSD was
never the sole beneficiary of UDOT federal mineral lease money.  Rather,
this money was always shared with the Uintah Recreation SSD.  Further,

During our five-year
review period, the
Uintah
Transportation SSD
was never the sole
beneficiary of UDOT
federal mineral lease
money.
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in 2006, three new SSDs were formed and funded with UDOT federal
mineral lease money—impact mitigation, fire suppression, and animal
control—while one older SSD, health care, began to receive mineral lease
funding.

Not only has Uintah County spread UDOT federal mineral lease
money among an increasing number of SSDs, the overall percentage
allocated to transportation has also fallen.  In fiscal year 2003, the
percentage of UDOT federal mineral lease money allocated to
transportation was 63 percent; by fiscal year 2007, this percentage had
fallen to 55 percent.

The legislative intent language—priority given to transportation
needs—coupled with this five-year allocation pattern leads to the
conclusion that Uintah County’s transportation needs were being
satisfactorily met.  As noted earlier, the county commissioners choose
what percentage each SSD receives.  Therefore, if Uintah County
commissioners believed more funding was necessary for transportation, a
higher percentage of mineral-related money would have been directed to
transportation.

PCIB Federal Mineral Lease Funds.  Uintah County entities
received approximately $42 million from this source during fiscal years
2003 through 2007.  As mentioned earlier, an application process is used
to award PCIB funds to county entities.  To be eligible for funding, a
project must incorporate one of the following:

C Provision of public services
C Construction and maintenance of public facilities
C Planning

With this general guidance, the Uintah Basin Association of Government
members develop and prioritize a list of projects for consideration by the
PCIB.

During the five-year review period, Uintah County entities received
around $3.2 million (8 percent) in PCIB funding for roads, as shown in
Figure 2.3.  The remaining $39 million was used primarily for water
projects and government buildings.

The Uintah Basin
Association of
Government
members develop
and prioritize a list
of projects for
consideration by the
PCIB.
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Figure 2.3  Uintah County Historical PCIB Transportation Awards. 
The percent of PCIB funding awarded to roads is less than half of the total
award in each year.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Funding for
Roads

$ 1,700,000 $  180,000 $ 290,000 $ 0 $ 1,000,000

Total PCIB
Funding

5,410,000 1,858,000 4,812,000 1,734,000 27,820,000

Percent of
Total

  31.4%
 

9.7% 6% 0% 3.6 %

Based on these percentages, Uintah County entities have either not been
successful or have not emphasized transportation projects with the PCIB.

Uintah Basin Revitalization Severance Funds.  Uintah County
entities received approximately $2.6 million from this source during fiscal
years 2003 through 2007.  Capital projects, including subsidized and low-
income housing and other one-time-need projects, are eligible for
consideration.  For a county entity to receive project funding, four of the
five Revitalization Board members must approve the project.

During the five-year review period, Uintah County entities used
$44,500 (2 percent) of Uintah County’s $2.6 million in Revitalization
funds for transportation projects as shown in Figure 2.4.

Figure 2.4  Uintah County Historical Revitalization Transportation
Awards.  The percent of Revitalization funding awarded to road projects is
very small.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Funding for
Roads

$ 0 $ 0 $  10,000 $ 0 $   34,500

Total
Revitalization
Funding

423,000 207,000   368,000 369,000 1,221,000

Percent of
Total

  0%   0%   2.7%   0%   2.8%

Buildings and water
projects were Uintah
County entities’
primary emphasis
for PCIB funding.
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Uintah County entities do not use much of Revitalization’s severance
money to fund transportation projects.  Most of the $2.6 million was
spent on public safety projects (e.g., jail design and equipment),
cultural/recreational projects (e.g., museum architecture and new director
orientation, hockey dasher board system), and social service projects (e.g.,
emergency shelter).

Duchesne County Entities Devoted Less than Half
Of Mineral-Related Money to Transportation

Overall, less than half (42 percent) of all mineral-related money was
allocated by Duchesne County entities to transportation.  As noted earlier,
mineral-related money for Duchesne County can come through three
avenues:  UDOT, the PCIB, and the Revitalization Fund.  When the
three specific funding sources are considered separately, Duchesne
County’s transportation allocation choices appear more favorable for
transportation than Uintah County’s choices.  Nonetheless, while
Duchesne’s County’s argument that they need more money for
transportation is better supported than Uintah’s, it is not strongly
compelling given their spending in other areas.

For the five-year period reviewed, Duchesne County entities allocated:

C 100 percent of federal mineral lease money received through UDOT
to transportation,

C 23 percent of federal mineral lease money received through the PCIB
to transportation, and

C 5 percent of state severance tax received through the Uintah Basin
Revitalization Fund to transportation.

UDOT Federal Mineral Lease Funds.  Duchesne County’s SSD
received approximately $9.4 million from this source during fiscal years
2003 through 2007.  As noted earlier, this appropriation is generally
accompanied by legislative intent language encouraging the prioritization
of transportation projects.

During the five-year review period, Duchesne County allocated 100
percent of UDOT federal mineral lease funding to the Duchesne SSD #2,
Duchesne’s transportation district, as shown in Figure 2.5.

Uintah County
entities emphasized
public safety,
cultural/recreational,
and social service
projects for
Revitalization
funding.

Duchesne County
entities allocated 42
percent of all
mineral-related
money to
transportation.

Duchesne County
allocated 100
percent of UDOT
federal mineral-lease
money to
transportation.
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Figure 2.5  Duchesne County Historical UDOT Allocations.  Duchesne
County allocates all of its UDOT federal mineral lease money to transportation.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Transportation $ 679,000 $ 931,000 $ 1,903,000 $ 2,750,000 $ 3,152,000

*  Fiscal year appropriations were obtained from UDOT records.

Based on these historical allocations, Duchesne County provides evidence
that transportation is the county’s highest priority for UDOT federal
mineral lease funding.

PCIB Federal Mineral Lease Funds.  Duchesne County entities
received approximately $25.3 million from this source during fiscal years
2003 through 2007.  Of this amount, Duchesne County entities received
around $5.8 million (23 percent) in PCIB funding for roads, as shown in
Figure 2.6.

Figure 2.6  Duchesne County Historical PCIB Transportation Awards. 
The percent of PCIB funding awarded to roads is less than half of the total
award in each year.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Funding for
Roads

$ 110,000 $   470,000  $ 0 $  175,000 $  5,041,000 

Total PCIB
Funding

   538,000 3,061,000 3,960,000 7,452,000   10,296,000

Percent of
Total

   20.4%   15.4%   0%    2.3%    48.9%

While fiscal year 2007 indicates strong emphasis by Duchesne County on
transportation, the percentages otherwise indicate that transportation
projects were not Duchesne County’s primary emphasis with the PCIB. 
Approximately $16.6 million of the remaining $19.5 million went toward
various building and water projects.

Uintah Basin Revitalization Severance Funds.  Duchesne County
entities received approximately $2.2 million from this source during fiscal
years 2003 through 2007.  During our five-year review period, Duchesne 

Buildings and water
projects were
Duchesne County
entities’ primary
emphasis for PCIB
funding.
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County entities used $112,500 (5 percent) of Duchesne County’s
revitalization funds for transportation projects, as shown in Figure 2.7.

Figure 2.7  Duchesne County Historical Revitalization Transportation
Awards.  Duchesne County used Revitalization funds for roads in FY 2007
only.

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007

Funding for
Roads

$ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $   112,500  

Total
Revitalization
Funding

195,000 186,000 444,000 351,000 1,011,000

Percent of
Total

   0%    0%    0%    0%   11.1%

Duchesne County entities appears to use very little of Duchesne County’s
Revitalization severance money to fund transportation projects. 
Cultural/recreational projects (e.g., Westside library, park concession stand
at Neola) were the most emphasized with approximately $1 million (47
percent) awarded in this area.

Transportation Discretionary Income Is Available
In Uintah Basin Counties

The discretionary income available within the Uintah County
Transportation SSD is somewhat large and, until 2007, was increasing
every year.  The discretionary income in Duchesne County SSD #2 is
more modest but has increased every year.

Discretionary income is funding contained in an entity’s unrestricted
fund balance and represents funding available for discretionary spending.  
A restricted fund balance, on the other hand, represents funding that is
legally obligated or limited to a particular use.  Together, the unrestricted
and restricted fund balance make up an entity’s total fund balance.

Duchesne County
entities emphasized
cultural/recreational
projects for
Revitalization
funding.
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Uintah Transportation SSD’s Discretionary Income Is
Somewhat Large and Mostly Increasing

Within the Uintah Transportation SSD, revenues, fund balances, and,
in particular, unrestricted fund balances grew between calendar years 2003
and 2006.  Calendar year 2007 was the first year to show a decrease. 
Uintah’s funding is shown in Figure 2.8.

Figure 2.8  Revenue, Expenditure, and Fund Balance Trends for Uintah
Transportation SSD.  In CY 2007, mineral lease revenues decreased $4.2
million, and the restricted fund balance increased significantly while the
unrestricted fund balance declined below CY 2005 levels.

CY 2003* CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2007

Revenues $ 6,011,000 $ 8,815,000 $ 15,699,000 $18,817,000 $14,152,000 

Expenditures    3,316,000    3,796,000     8,387,000   14,321,000  15,174,000

Fund Balance    7,214,000  12,233,000   19,545,000   24,042,000  23,020,000

Restricted       825,000       814,000     1,014,000     1,051,000    8,011,000

 Unrestricted     6,389,000  11,419,000   18,531,000   22,991,000  15,009,000

*  All of the information in this figure was compiled using audited financial reports that present                  
    information on a calendar year, rather than a fiscal year, basis.  Numbers may not add due to               
    rounding.

In calendar year 2007, mineral lease funds provided to the district
decreased by $4.2 million due to diversion of funds to three new SSDs in
Uintah County.  As a result, the Transportation SSD’s overall fund balance
fell for the first time in this five-year period.  Also of interest, in 2007 the
proportion of restricted to unrestricted funding within the overall fund
balance changed dramatically.

Previous to 2007, the unrestricted fund balance grew to $23 million, a
260 percent increase from 2003 to 2006.  Discretionary funds made up 96
percent of the total fund balance in 2006.  This situation changed in 2007
when the overall fund balance decreased by about $1 million, and restricted
and unrestricted fund balances changed.  The restricted fund balance grew
by almost $7 million, while the unrestricted fund balance declined almost
$8 million compared to 2006 levels.  The transportation SSD director
indicated that unrestricted balances were high in previous years because
Uintah was having trouble attracting contractors to county road
construction projects and was also having problems obtaining rights-of-

At the close of CY
2007, the Uintah
Transportation SSD
had $15 million in
unrestricted funds
available for road
projects.

The transportation
SSD director stated
that unrestricted
balances were high
because Uintah had
been unable to
attract contractors
to county road
projects.
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way and environmental statements.  At the end of calendar year 2007, the
Uintah Transportation SSD had $15 million of discretionary funding
available for transportation projects.  Uintah County representatives
maintain that, with construction costs per mile around $2.5 million, the
fund balance is not large.  Uintah County’s stated construction cost is
higher than UDOT’s latest construction cost estimate of $1.5 million per
mile.

Duchesne’s SSD #2 Discretionary Income More Modest
But Increasing Every Year

The revenues and fund balances of the Duchesne SSD #2 increased
every year within the five-year review period; this growth is shown in
Figure 2.9.

Figure 2.9  Revenue, Expenditure, and Fund Balance Trends for
Duchesne SSD #2.  Revenues and fund balances have increased 328
percent and 662 percent, respectively.

CY2003* CY 2004 CY 2005 CY 2006 CY 2007

Revenues $ 959,000 $1,487,000 $2,323,000 $3,233,000 $4,105,000

Expenditures 844,000 966,000 1,957,000 1,200,000 2,505,000

Fund
Balance 682,000 1,203,000 1,569,000 3,602,000 5,201,000

Restricted - - - - -

Unrestricted 682,000 1,203,000 1,569,000 3,602,000 5,201,000

*  All of the information in this figure was compiled using audited financial reports that present                   
   information on a calendar year, rather than a fiscal year, basis.  Numbers may not add due to                
   rounding.

As can be seen in Figure 2.9, while expenditures have increased, they have
not kept up with revenue increases.  As a result, the fund balance has
increased.  All of the fund balance is classified as unrestricted; therefore, at
the close of 2007,  Duchesne SSD #2 had $5.2 million available to spend
on transportation projects.   Duchesne County representatives indicated
that the fund balance has increased because oil was unavailable for their
construction projects.   Further, these representatives also maintain that the
fund balance is not large when compared to their construction costs per
mile ($2.5 million). Again, Duchesne County’s stated cost is higher than
UDOT’s construction cost estimate of $1.5 million per mile.

At the close of CY
2007, Duchesne SSD
#2 had $5.2 million
available to spend
on road projects.
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When viewed in total, the information on Uintah and Duchesne
counties does not offer a compelling argument supporting the need for
additional state transportation funding for Uintah Basin counties.  Both
counties and county entities have historically allocated their mineral-related
money toward a variety of needs, transportation being one of many.

If the Legislature intends counties to make roads a top priority for
mineral-related funding, then it would be useful to codify that intent. 
Toward this end, the Legislature could prioritize transportation for federal
mineral lease money channeled through the Utah Department of
Transportation (UDOT) by codifying the intent language that
accompanies the federal mineral lease appropriation to UDOT.  This intent
language instructs that transportation needs should be addressed with
UDOT federal mineral lease money before other county needs are
addressed.

Recommendations

1. We recommend the Legislature consider prioritizing transportation
for the federal mineral lease money channeled through UDOT by
codifying the intent language that accompanies the UDOT federal
mineral lease appropriation.
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APPENDIX A

Federal mineral lease money generated by county for fiscal years 2003 through 2007. 

County Mineral Lease Money Generated

Uintah $ 243,222,200

Carbon 127,322,193

Emery 68,104,616

Sevier 45,934,470

Duchesne 26,990,380

San Juan 16,424,916

Grand 12,858,486

Sanpete 9,855,620

Juab 4,273,753

Iron 3,081,114

Beaver 2,793,724

Daggett 2,428,488

Garfield 2,165,514

Summit 1,532,147

Piute 1,034,065

Tooele 887,516

Utah 744,284

Millard 493,157

Wasatch 350,362

Kane 277,661

Rich 193,623

Wayne 84,246

Morgan 52,545

Salt Lake 34,036

Washington 30,726

Davis 2,760

Box Elder 795

Cache 0

Weber 0

Total $ 571,173,397
*Total does not include $473,198 of unallocated money.
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APPENDIX B

Federal mineral lease money received for fiscal years 2003 through 2007, displayed by
county. 

County Mineral Lease (UDOT) Mineral Lease* (PCIB) Total

Uintah $ 90,045,220 $ 41,944,859 $ 131,990,079

Carbon  34,250,667 35,023,900 69,274,567

Sevier 14,157,327 41,875,691 56,033,018

Emery 15,938,246 27,095,725 43,033,971

Duchesne 9,414,996 25,306,234 34,721,230

Sanpete 2,688 26,279,513 26,282,201

Beaver 241,287 18,904,000 19,145,287

Grand 3,004,942 10,795,725 13,800,667

Millard 1,694 11,345,566 11,347,260

San Juan 5,359,169 5,858,334 11,217,503

Iron 3,054 11,158,500 11,161,554

Washington 9,521 10,658,242 10,667,763

Daggett 554,251 9,576,682 10,130,933

Garfield 1,050,212 7,287,595 8,337,807

Kane 53 8,141,429 8,141,482

Utah 3,776 6,600,000 6,603,776

Summit 428,143 6,050,000 6,478,143

Davis 391 4,205,000 4,205,391

Wayne 0 3,121,700 3,121,700

Piute 2,626 2,615,608 2,618,234

Juab 8,810 2,280,000 2,288,810

Tooele 97,546 2,000,000 2,097,546

Wasatch 5,237 272,000 277,237

Rich 1,892 0 1,892

Salt Lake 1,674 0 1,674

Box Elder 316 0 316

Morgan 168 0 168

Cache 0 0 0

Weber 0 0 0

Total $ 174,583,906 $ 318,396,303 $ 492,980,209
*Total does not include $17.4 million allocated to regional rather than county entities.
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Agency Response


























































