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STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
The Tooele County School District Master Facilities/Capital Management Plan provides guidance to the TCSD Board of 
Education and District Administration as they ensure that students in Tooele County are served in school facilities that 
optimize learning opportunities.  The plan will provide the Board, the administration, and the community with data, 
analysis, and interpretation needed to make thoughtful, prudent, and cost effective decisions to provide school build-
ings for all students.  

The plan will also communicate to Tooele County citizens a clear understanding of the District’s intentions and prepara-
tions regarding school facilities planning.  The document will help citizens understand the Board and administration 
decision-making processes by providing the public with the same information available to the Board.  The document 

supports the thoughtful citizen participation necessary for effective civic 
discussions of school facilities planning. 

The plan accomplishes these purposes by describing the objectives for 
school facilities, by projecting future District enrollment, by quantifying 
District financial capacity, by cataloging current District facilities, and 
by describing and analyzing multiple options for meeting future school 
and support facility needs.  The plan is presented avoiding technical 
jargon so that it communicates to the general public the both the pro-
cesses used to arrive at the District’s plan, as well as the specific nature 
and impact of the plan. 
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PLAN FORMAT 
The Tooele County School District Master Facilities/Capital Management Plan is organized as follows: 

• District Enrollment History – a brief review of the District’s enrollment history relative to facilities planning and 
construction. 

• District Enrollment Projections – a presentation of data and statistics regarding Tooele County demographics, 
District enrollment, and future enrollment, accompanied by a description of the assumptions that were used to 
develop the projections. 

• Current District Facilities – an assessment of the District’s current facilities, and the future potential of each of 
these facilities. 

• District fiscal capacity – an analysis of the District’s capacity to provide the fiscal resources that may be required 
to fund capital needs. 

• Current District Debt – a review of outstanding general obligation and Municipal Building Authority debt. 
• Needs Assessment and Action Plan – analysis of District needs over a 10-year period (2014-2024) based on pro-

jected changes in District enrollment and the status of current District facilities.  
• Future Considerations – a list of possible future next steps in site acquisition and construction of facilities.  
• Five-Year Capital Budget Outlook – annualized projections of revenue and expenditure to meet the needs identi-

fied for the first five years of the plan.  
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DISTRICT ENROLLMENT HISTORY 
The Tooele County School District encompasses the entire geograph-
ic area of Tooele County. The District was formed in 1915, consoli-
dating ten small community school districts.  The District is gov-
erned by a seven-member Board of Education elected to four-year 
terms.  Each Board member represents a geographic area within the 
District of approximately equal population. 

For much of its history, the Tooele County School District was com-
prised of relatively rural schools, isolated both economically and geo-
graphically from the Wasatch Front communities.  Since the 1990’s, 
the economic and geographic integration of the much of Tooele 
County with the Salt Lake Valley has significantly changed the dy-
namics of the School District (Appendix A, Population, 1850-2010).  
The District experienced rapid growth beginning in 1994 (when en-
rollment was 7,564 students) and continuing unabated until the 
present time.  Current District enrollment is 14,016.  

At the same time enrollment has grown in the Tooele Valley, more 
remote parts of the District have decreased in enrollment. For example, in 1990, Dugway High School (grades 7-12) en-
rolled over 250 students, in the current school year; enrollment is fewer than 70 students.  Nevertheless, the district 
has remained committed to providing quality opportunities for all students in every geographic area of Tooele County.  
The District is currently constructing a new school building at the Dugway Proving Grounds as part of an historic part-
nership with the Department of Defense, and in the past ten years has undertaken major construction related to Wend-
over area schools. 
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To accommodate the growth over the 
last twenty years, the District has en-
gaged in a nearly continuous school 
building program.  During that period 
the district has constructed nine ele-
mentary schools, two high schools, 
one junior high school, and a commu-
nity learning center.  In addition, the 
district has made additions and im-
provements to existing buildings. 

Also during this time, the District has 
found economical solutions to provide 
for support services facilities.  In 2003, 
the District purchased an administra-
tive facility from Detroit Diesel at a 
cost of less than $40 per square foot.  
This compares to more than $150 per 

square foot for typical construction of similar space.  This District has similarly upgraded warehouse space that allows 
economical bulk purchasing for both general district supplies and the school food service program, along with space for 
district maintenance operations. 

The community support for carefully planned construction of additional school facilities has been manifest in a strong 
record of electoral support for General Obligation Bonds to finance the needed buildings.  Elections for citizen approval 
of Bonds were held in 1994, 2000, 2003, and 2007.   

The positive response of voters to the Board of Education in its requests for bonding authority has been achieved by 
creating a consistent record of high quality cost effective school construction guided by careful prudent planning with 
an eye to maintaining quality while limiting cost.  The Utah Taxpayers Association has supported recent bond elections 
in Tooele County because of this record, and frequently cites the TCSD as an example of an effective model for high 
quality AND economical school building construction.  
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DISTRICT DEMOGRAPHICS AND ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 
Accurate projections of future enrollment are vital to the planning process.  Without accurate projections, no meaning-
ful plan can be developed or implemented.  To estimate future enrollment with the highest possible degree of confi-
dence, this plan relies on data and statistics that have been thoroughly reviewed and audited. 

OCTOBER 1/BIRTH METHOD – This method relies of the development of patterns from past enrollment records.  These 
patterns are then used to project future enrollment. 

Enrollment data for past years is taken from annual reports submitted 
to and audited by the Utah State Office of Education.  These enrollment 
data are collected each fall on October 1 by the USOE according to rig-
orous standards established in State Board of Education rules.  The 
consistent use of the October 1 enrollment (rather than unaudited first-
day or end-of-year enrollment) ensures that the trends of the past that 
are a critical part of the future projections are as accurate as possible.  

An additional data set for the October 1/Birth Method is the number of 
births each year to Tooele County residents.  The projected birth rates 
provided by the Utah Bureau of Vital Statistics are found in Appendix 
B.  The data are specifically by county of residence rather than the local 
where the birth occurred.  The number of births in a given year pro-
vides a leading indicator of kindergarten enrollment five years later.  

Together, these data form the basis of the October 1/Birth Method projection of enrollment.  Factors are added annually 
to each cohort to account for in-migration.  The accuracy of the October 1/Birth Method is very high in the short term.  
As updated on a year-to-year basis, it accounts for changes in circumstance.  For example, the pending or past impact 
of the opening of a charter school within the District’s boundaries can be incorporated into this model. 
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The complete October 1/Birth Method projection is found in Appendix C.  The following chart depicts data actuals and 
projections from 1991 to 2024. 

 

 

TOTAL POPULATION METHOD – This method relies on population distribution and enrollment ratios using U.S. Census 
Bureau estimates. 

Total Utah and Tooele County population, determined every ten years by the U. S. Census Bureau and updated annual-
ly by the Utah Bureau of Vital Statistics, provides a useful data set to project future enrollment.  Tooele County popula-
tion is a predictable percentage total Utah population, and School District enrollment is a predictable percentage (within 
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a narrow range) of overall county population.  Calculation of enrollment as a percentage of projected future overall 
county population provides a check as to the reasonableness of other methods of projections. 

Over the past two decades, the percentage of the overall Utah 
population residing in Tooele County has increased.  Between 
2000 and 2008, the percentage of Utah’s population residing 
increased from 1.8 percent to 2.1 percent.  This percentage in-
creased as Tooele County grew faster than the rest of the state.  
However, since 2008, Tooele County has grown as about the 
same rate as the rest of the state.     

Future projections of County population are based on projec-
tions made by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget.  
Projections of county population have been made using the cur-
rent percentage of overall state population residing in Tooele 
County. 

During that time, the total enrollment in the Tooele County 
School District has been consistently between 21.75 % and 23.64 % of the total County population.  Factors that have 
affected this percentage are the opening of charter and private schools, changing demographics of in-migrating families, 
and home-school participation. 

Because of the high level of reliability of the Census projections, the accuracy of the total the total population method is 
high, provided that the percentages of population distribution remain constant.  However, this method cannot account 
for specific enrollment circumstances such as charter school start-ups, nor can it account for changes in economic 
conditions such as the relocation of major employers. 
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The complete Total Population Method projection is found in Appendix D.  The chart below illustrates the two projection 
methods and the median line. 

 

 

 

Combining these methods of provides a rational and reasonable range within which the District is able to plan.  The 
projection error potential increases as the time horizon becomes more distant.  The range projected for total District en-
rollment at the five-year point of this plan is 1,112.  The range projected for total District enrollment at the ten-year 
point in this plan is 2,975.  The differences between these two methods are illustrated in the next table.   
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ANALYSIS – The increases in District enrollment over the past twenty years has been driven by two distinct elements.  
The most visible to Tooele Valley residents has been the development of the County as a residential community linked to 
the Wasatch Front.  Overall Tooele County population over the past two decades has increased well in excess of 10,000 
residents per decade.  County population in 2000 was 41,548; in 2012 county population was 59,870. 

Over the past twenty years, a significant factor driving enrollment growth has been the size of the entering kindergarten 
classes when compared to the size of the graduation senior classes.  Because the growing population of Tooele County 
included many young families, the enrolling kindergarten classes have typically been much larger than the graduating 
senior classes, resulting in increased enrollment based on “internal growth” beyond any in-migration. The enrollment of 
a cohort of 1,000 kindergartners and the graduation of a cohort of 500 seniors results in a gain of enrollment of 500 
students.  

This “internal growth” dynamic will change dramatically beginning 
in 2014.  For the first time in decades, the size of the 2014 enrolling 
kindergarten cohort and the 2014 senior class will be approximate-
ly equal.  This signals a tipping point in the dynamics of the Dis-
trict’s growth.  The internal move-up factor becomes insignificant.  
Unless there is a change in the current in-migration pattern, with a 
large new influx of very young families, it appears that the District 
is entering a period of slower, though still steady, growth. 

In the near term, projections also account for immediate factors 
that impact growth: housing starts, opening of new private schools 
or public charter schools, and general economic conditions.  How-
ever, as the time horizon moves forward, these elements become far 
less predictable, and changes in conditions are certain to have an 
effect on the accuracy of projections.  Nonetheless, if the projections 
are updated, these unforeseen changes can be accounted for with 
sufficient time for plans to be adapted to new circumstances.  The 
October 1/ Birth Method will be the method used for budget plan-
ning purposes. 
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A breakdown of elementary and secondary enrollment projections based on the October 1/ Birth Method is shown in 
the following table. 

 

SUMMARY TABLE – ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY ENROLLMENT 

Year    Elementary        Secondary      Total 

2014   7,348   6,459   13,807 

2015   7,398   6,595   13,993 

2016   7,441   6,759   14,200 

2017   7,498   6,853   14,351 

2018   7,548   6,988   14,536 

2019   7,545   7,096   14,641 

2020   7,602   7,170   14,772 

2021   7,708   7,196   14,904 

2022   7,798   7,209   15,007 

2023   7,868   7,266   15,134 

 

For illustrative purposes, a chart showing the actual October 1, 2014 enrollment count was included as Appendix E.  
Appendix F shows the most recent Boundary Report for the District dated November 7, 2013.  This report provides data 
about Open Enrollment across the District.  
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CURRENT DISTRICT SCHOOLS AND FACILITIES 
A careful analysis of the capacity current facilities is a prerequisite to an effective plan.  The analysis that follows con-
siders a wide range of factors to determine building capacity.  These include building age, quality of original construc-
tion, current condition, capacity of the core facilities, size of building site, and adaptability. 

Building age – The District operates schools of varying ages.  Portions of Vernon Elementary School were constructed 
more than 100 years ago.  Most schools in the District are less than 50 years old and many have been built within the 
last decade.  It has been the consistent practice of the District to set construction standards for school buildings that 
will result in at least a 75 year life span for a building. 

Quality of original construction – Despite the District’s standard of constructing to a 75 year building life span, the con-
struction quality of some older facilities, or parts of some facilities, do not meet these standards.  The construction to 
lower standards may have been due to constraints imposed at the time by limited budgets. In some cases, the construc-
tion standards may be such than even efforts to make minor changes to the building would require significant con-
struction to meet current building standards. 

Adaptability – When older schools in the District were constructed, the current needs for computer networking and oth-
er technology could not be foreseen.  The degree to which buildings can be upgraded to meet modern educational needs 
is the measure of adaptability. 

Capacity – Determination of a buildings capacity is perhaps the most difficult consideration in a review of current facili-
ties.  The capacity of a building is dependent upon (at least) the following factors: 

Class size - The capacity can be varied greatly by manipulating the class size that is a key input in capacity cal-
culations.  For example, the calculated capacity of an elementary school with twenty-six classrooms can by in-
creased by one hundred students simply by increasing the anticipated class size by four.  Similarly, the calculat-
ed capacity of the same elementary school can be decreased by one hundred by decreasing the anticipated class 
size by four.  
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Site size - Some schools are limited in capacity by the size of the school site.  This may limit available parking, 
playground space, or the possibility of locating portable classroom buildings on the site.  Furthermore, a smaller 
site limits the potential for the construction of additions.  

Portables - The location of portable classrooms at a school may also increase school capacity.  The potential for 
portable location at a school is sometimes limited by the size of the school site and by the capacity of the school’s 
core facilities.  

Core facilities - A school may not have sufficient parking space to accommodate addition enrollment, or the re-
stroom facilities may already be at the capacity allowed by building and occupancy codes.    

Space utilization – some classroom spaces may have been converted, over time, to other uses such as office 
space, storage, or other non-instructional uses. Though these uses may be legitimate, they detract from the over-
all enrollment capacity of the school.  

A complete catalog of District facilities and capacities, as well as, a complete building and portable inventory and condi-
tion rating is found in Appendix G. 

Capacity may be increased by changes in school schedules and calendars.  These possibilities have not been considered 
in the determination of school capacities as listed in this plan, but should still be mentioned briefly.  Extended-day 
schedules are currently in use in Utah school districts that have increased building capacity as much as 15 percent.  
Extended-year calendars are currently in use in Utah school districts that have increased building capacity as much as 
33 percent.   

 
Extended-day and extended year plans are more common at the elementary grade level.  As of this time, there have not 
been successful full-scale demonstrations of year-round calendars at the secondary level, though the possibilities have 
been frequently discussed. 
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For this Master Facilities/Capital Management Plan, capacity has been determined at three levels: 

1. Ideal  
a. Elementary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, one classroom available, computer labs as designed/currently in 

use, no portables 
b. Secondary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, all classrooms available to assigned teachers during preparation 

periods, no portables 
2. Stretch 

a. Elementary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, all classrooms in use, not portables 
b. Secondary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, maximum deployment of portables on site 

3. Maximum  
a. Elementary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, all classrooms in use, maximum deployment of portables on site 
b. Secondary – 26:1 student teacher ratio, maximum deployment of portables on site, student use of all 

classrooms each period 
 
In practice, it is unlikely that schools will fill evenly, so that schools will be at different capacity levels.  Further, in prac-
tice, the strategies employed to achieve these capacities may not be in the specific order noted above, but may be com-
binations and variations of these. 

 
For the tables below, enrollment and capacity have been considered for the Tooele Valley elementary and secondary 
schools only.  Growth in the more remote areas of the District is not anticipated, so the enrollment in those schools 
(Wendover, Dugway, Vernon, Ibapah) has been subtracted from the totals, as also has the capacity of the school build-
ings in those areas.   
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SUMMARY TABLE – ELEMENTARY: 

School
Year 

Constructed
Site Size in 

Acres
Ideal1 

Capacity
Stretch2 

Capacity

Maximum3 

Capacity with 
Portables

Current 
Enrollment 
Oct 1, 2013

School 
Square 
Footage 
Without 

Portables

Current 
Number of 
Portables

Portable 
Square 
Footage

Total 
Square 
Footage

Maximum 
Number of 
Portables 
the Site 

Can 
Handle

Assessment 
Condition 

Score
50 Year 

Life Span

End of 
Useful 
Life 75 
Year 
Span

Copper Canyon Elementary 2004 8.13 650 675 775 620 55,293 0 55,293 4 81.5 2054 2079

East Elementary 1967 11.7 600 620 700 530 50,279 0 50,279 3 47.9 2017 2042

Grantsville Elementary 2011 10.6 850 900 1,050 761 73,159 0 73,159 6 90.1 2061 2086

Harris Elementary 1952 10.34 625 650 750 407 58,858 0 58,858 4 42.9 2002 2027

Middle Canyon Elementary 2002 8 675 700 800 493 55,263 0 55,263 4 79.6 2052 2077

Northlake Elementary 1993 11.18 775 800 950 521 72,590 0 72,590 6 72.5 2043 2068

Overlake Elementary 2002 8.9 650 675 825 584 55,293 0 55,293 6 80.3 2052 2077

Rose Springs Elementary 2005 8.61 650 675 875 841 55,293 3 Doubles    
2 Singles

7,200 62,493 8 80.4 2055 2080

Stansbury Park Elementary 1978 8.4 775 800 900 900 59,896 1 Double     
1 Single

2,800 62,696 6 63.8 2028 2053

Settlement Canyon Elementary 2008 4.85 675 700 700 673 57,268 0 57,268 0 84.6 2058 2083

West Elementary 1960 15.63 535 560 660 386 65,170 1 900 66,070 4 51.5 2010 2035

Willow Elementary 2002 10.57 675 700 800 657 55,293 0 55,293 6 79.3 2052 2077

TOTAL 8,135 8,455 9,785 7,373 713,655 724,555 71.2

School capacities are figured on a classroom size of 26 students and special education classroom size of 15 students per space.

Tooele County School District
Tooele Valley Elementary Schools

Average Score

1Each school has one open classroom to use for special programs in that school.

3Maximum capacity with the addition of portables on the site.

2Every classroom space is used full time as a classroom.
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SUMMARY TABLE – SECONDARY: 
 

School
Year 

Constructed
Site size 
in acres

Ideal1 

Capacity
Stretch2 

Capacity
Maximum3 

Capacity 

Current 
Enrollment 
Oct 1, 2013

School 
Square 
Footage 
Without 

Portables

Current 
Number 

of 
Portables

Portable 
Square 
Footage

Total 
Square 
Footage

Maximum 
number of 
Portables 
the Site 

Can Handle

Assessment 
Condition 

Score

50 Year 
Life 

Span

End of 
Useful 
Life 75 
Year 
Span

Blue Peak High 2010 115 140 165 98 0 1

Community Learning Center 2010 8.32 469 585 775 0 6 90.2 2060 2085

Clarke N. Johnsen Jr. High 2006 15.53 825 942 1,250 880 126,588 0 126,588 6 83.1 2056 2081

Grantsville High 1985 23.39 978 1,050 1,300 755 184,664 2 Singles 1,800 186,464 4 66.1 2035 2060

Grantsville Jr High 1980 12 675 750 1,000 391 83,037 0 83,037 4 60.3 2030 2055

Stansbury High School 2009 37.29 1,313 1,547 1,850 1597 241,984 2 Doubles     
1 Single

4,500 246,484 12 89.8 2059 2084

Tooele High School 2003 27.19 1,317 1,551 1,850 1500 241,495 6 Doubles 10,800 252,295 12 74.7 2053 2078

Tooele Jr. High 1963 14.8 600 834 1,100 846 95,189 6 Doubles 10,800 105,989 12 53.9 2013 2038

TOTAL 138.52 6,292 7,399 9,290 6,067 972,957 1,000,857 74.0

3Every classroom and portable space is used full time as a classroom  

Tooele County School District

Tooele Valley Secondary Schools

Average score

School Capacities are figured on a classroom size of 26 students and special education classroom size of 15 students per space

1Each classroom is only used by one teacher and the teachers uses the classroom for prep period

2Ideal capacity with the addition of portables on the site
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FISCAL CAPACITY 
The authority to impose property taxes for educational purposes has been assigned in Utah law to District Boards of 
Education.  The Board is required to impose a certain minimal level of property taxation in order to participate in State 
funding that is distributed from state personal and corporate income tax collections.  There are some property taxes 
that may only be levied by the Board with approval of the district’s voters.  Other taxes may be levies with the approval 
of a simple majority of the Board. 

Within the statutory fiscal structure that governs the operations of school districts, the responsibility for funding school 
buildings and associated support facilities lies largely with the districts.  School buildings are expensive investments 
made by communities to provide for the education of children within those communities.  The capacity to make this in-
vestment is a function of the value of taxable property, both real and personal, within that community.   

The amount of revenue generated by property taxes levied by the Board of Education is a function of the overall “taxable 
value” within the County.  The taxable value for Tooele County in Fiscal Year 2013 was $2,835,936,096.  This amount 

grows as the County grows.  The total taxable value in Tooele 
County has more than doubled since 2004. It is anticipated that 
total taxable value in Tooele County will grow at a 3 percent an-
nual rate. This is a conservative estimate of growth based on his-
torical patterns. 

Taxes are levied based on “tax rates.”  In Tooele County, a tax 
rate of .0001 yields a revenue of $283, 594, assuming a collec-
tion rate of 100 percent.  

The effort required to fund the education programs within school 
districts varies between communities. The most meaningful 
measure that shows this difference is the “assessed value per 
student.”  The Utah average assessed value per student in 2013 
was $338,076.  Tooele County’s assessed value per student of 

0.004754 
0.004839 

District Property Tax Rates 

Maintenance and operations Capital and Debt
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$206, 466 (2013) is well below that average.   The lower the assessed value per student, the higher the tax rate needed 
to produce the same amount of revenue per student.  Typically, districts with lower value per student have higher over-
all tax rates (see Appendix H.) 

The total levy imposed within the Tooele County School District is expressed by a number that, when multiplied by a 
taxable value, results in the required tax payment.  For the 2014 fiscal year the total tax rate levied under the District’s 
authority is .009593.  For an individual property owner in the district, a tax rate of .0095 means that for every $1,000 
of taxable value, a property tax of $9.50 is due in property tax.    

Of this total rate, .004754 is levied for operations and mainte-
nance; .004839 is levied for capital purposes. More than half of 
the total tax rate levied by the Board is committed to capital pur-
poses.   The discussion in this document will be on the manage-
ment and allocation of the tax rate imposed for capital purposes.  
However, even as this document is limited to that half of the rate, 
the issue of the appropriate balance between taxes levied for on-
going operations and taxes levied for capital purposes is one that 
merits careful consideration by the Board.  The current balance 
between these two portions of the total tax levy is not typical of 
Utah school districts. 

Within the capital portion of the levy are two distinct rates.  The 
first, the “debt service levy,” is a tax rate to generate revenue to 
pay the principle and interest on general obligation (GO) bonds 
that have been issued by the District.  The current “debt service” 
rate levied by the Board is .00385. 

The tax rate for the debt service levy is set by formula: it must generate the amount required to pay principal and inter-
est on general obligation debt during the fiscal year – no more, no less.  The current debt service levy imposed by the 
Board is expected to generate $10,918,354 in FY2014. 

0.00385, 
80% 

0.000989, 
20% 

District Capital Tax Rates 

Debt Service Local Capital
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The District is limited in the amount of general obligation debt it can incur.  Because general obligation debt must be 
approved by voters, there is a political limit.  The District may only incur as much debt as the voters will approve.  
There is also a limit based on prudent management.  The District should incur only as much debt as can be repayed 
within prudent budgetary limits.  And finally, there is a statutory limit.  The District may not incur general obligation 
debt greater than 4 percent of the total taxable value of property within its boundaries. 

The other portion of the overall capital levy is the “local capital” levy This levy provides the revenue for all capital 
expenditures in the district (with the exception of general obligation bond debt service). The current “local capital’ levy 
imposed by the Board is .000989.  The total revenue anticipated from this rate in FY2014 is $2,482,721. Of that 
revenue, $2,482,721 is commited to repayment of Municipal Building Authority debt. 

When most of the local capital levy revenue is committed to service of the Municipal Building Authority debt, only a 
small amount is left or all the other capital needs of the District.  These include purchases  such as school busses and 
major repair projects  such as parking lot repaving and roof replacements. 

The “local capital” rate is capped by statute at .0024, well above the current rate.  

The Board has wisely set aside funds for unanticipated or future needs in a “capital reserve” account.  The current bal-
ance in this account is $9,872,439 million.  The revenue source for these funds are generally the local capital levy, but 
may include other sources, including rents collected on leased district property and sale of surplus real estate owned by 
the district.   

It should be noted that in recent fiscal years, the Board has drawn from the capital reserve fund to meet current capital 
expenses. The capital reserve account balance as fallen from more than $18 million in 2007 to just over $9.8 million, 
which is approaching a reduction of about one-half of the historical balances.  There are ample reasons for this, includ-
ing the needed reconstruction of Grantsville Elementary.  However, a reserve fund cannot be a perpetual source of reve-
nue for ongoing expense.  This is an area of particular concern that must be urgently addresses.  Failure to address this 
trend can lead to financial insolvency. 

The reliance on the capital reserve fund as an annual revenue source has, to some extent, been the result of a reduction 
in state revenue that was designated for local capital purposes.  In 2008, Tooele County School District received 
$5,319,248 from the state for capital purposes.  During years of budget cuts at the state level, the appropriation made 
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for this purpose by the Legislature was reduced and has not increased.  The 2013 allocation to the District is $430,094, 
a reduction of more than 90 percent. 

An effective plan ensures that tax revenue is sufficient to provide for a judicious, prudent plan for school facilities.  It 
should contain both careful borrowing through the issuance of general obligation debt and a program of limiting debt by 
accumulations of capital reserves to fund some part of needed construction. 

The citizens of the Tooele School District are best served when the Board manages the capital taxation as a single unit 
(with revenues to be distributed as needed to debt service, on-going capital projects, and capital reserves) rather than 
separately.  By managing the capital taxation as a single unit, the Board can provide the public the assurance that the 
revenue is adequate is adequate to fund a carefully developed plan while not being in excess of what is precisely needed. 
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CURRENT DEBT 
The Board of Education appropriately borrows for capital needs in various ways, the two most common being the sale of 
general obligation bonds and the sale of Municipal Building Authority (MBA) bonds.   

Both forms of Board debt (general obligation and municipal building authority) provide a mechanism to allow more ben-
eficiaries of school buildings, present and future, to bear a portion of the cost of the building.  While school buildings 
are generally constructed with an intended useful life of fifty to seventy-five years, most school bonds have a term of 
less than twenty years.  Nevertheless, the use of long term debt distributes the cost across a larger population of benefi-
ciaries.   

General Obligation  (GO) bonds are backed by the “full faith and credit” of the residents of the county.  To incur general 
obligation debt, the Board of Education must have the approval of the citizens of the county, thus the need for bond 
elections. The voters are limited in the total general obligation debt that they may authorize the Board of Education to 
incur; general obligation debt may not exceed 4 percent of the total market value of the County (property taxes are lev-
ied on taxable value; the debt limit is set based on market value).  Because of the nature of general obligation debt, 
bonds of this type sold by the Board carry very low interest rates. 

The Board currently has $71,575,000 of outstanding general obligation debt, which is 1.376 percent of the total taxable 
value of the county, well below the statutory limit.  

Authority to incur debt through the sale of Municipal Building Authority bonds does not require approval by the citi-
zens.  Rather, the Board of Education has statutory authority to issue this debt with a simple majority vote of the 
Board, and with that vote commits revenue generated by its local capital levy to make the payments on that debt.  

Because MBA debt is not backed by the “full faith and credit” of the voters, it is generally subject to a higher interest 
rate (because it is thought to carry higher risk). However, some MBA debt has been given special consideration for fed-
eral tax purposes.  Interest on debt issued under the Qualified School Construction Bond (QSCB) program is highly 
subsidized, yielding a very low practical interest rate.  

The Board currently has $27,450,000 in outstanding municipal building authority debt.  Of this debt, approximately 
$6,000,000 was issued under the QSCB program. 
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NEEDS ASSESSMENT AND ACTION PLANS 
Every decision made in determining a needs assessment is a choice between costs and benefits.  One way to think of 
this is as a balance on a “pain versus gain” scale.  Each decision the Board makes has some benefit, that is “gain,” and 
some cost, that is “pain.”   

An example of the “pain” versus “gain” balance is the use of school attendance boundaries.  State law gives the Board 
ample authority to establish and enforce school attendance boundaries.  However, as is widely known, changing school 
boundaries can be a time consuming and controversial process.  While frequent boundary changes might add to effi-
ciency, it may also create unacceptable levels of parent and student uncertainty and frustration. 

Another example of the “pain” versus “gain” balance is in class size.  The capacity of any elementary school could be 
immediately be increased simply by increasing class size.  The “gain” in such a decision would surely by off-set by the 
“pain” of resulting losses in educational effectiveness.   

A full understanding of the benefits and costs requires thorough analysis and it should be understood that individual 
perceptions and circumstances among school district patrons may result in very different judgments regarding the ap-
propriate weighting and balance of costs and benefits.    

NEED 1 – Effective utilization of capacity. 

Goal 1 – Achieve more than 90 percent efficiency use of district “max” capacity in the elementary grades (all 
Tooele Valley buildings combined) and 90 percent efficiency use of the district “stretch” capacity in the secondary 
grades (all Tooele Valley buildings combined) before considering new school construction. 

Rationale – Each building the district operates carries with it fixed costs. These costs include administration, 
maintenances and custodial services, utilities, and transportation. Each additional elementary building adds ap-
proximately $500,000 to these fixed costs.  Each additional secondary school building adds approximately 
$1,000,000 to these costs.  These fixed costs are incurred without the generation of any new revenue. 

While fixed costs are necessary to support instruction, they are not directly instructional.  Each additional school 
building increases these costs, so operating the current schools to capacity focuses resources on instruction.  

24 | P a g e  
 



 

Of course, in addition to the fixed cost noted above, each new building requires a large expenditure for construc-
tion.  At current construction rates, a new elementary with a capacity of 750 students costs approximately 
$15,000,000, while a high school with a capacity of 1,800 students may cost as much as $50,000,000.   

Achievement of 100 percent efficiency may require excessive intervention in school boundaries, family choice, 
and community convenience.  However, 90 percent is a reasonable goal that seeks to ensure that public assets 
are well used.   

At the present time, the District has ample student capacity in the current school buildings.  If the District can 
achieve the target utilization levels, neither the projected elementary 90 percent enrollment nor the projected 
secondary enrollment will not exceed the capacity of existing school buildings prior to 2024. 

Action 1a – To communicate to the public this fact and to educate the community as to the District’s need 
to use this capacity effectively, continue the recently begun boundary committee and enlarge the participa-
tion. 

Action 1b – Conduct community meetings to ensure public understanding of projected enrollment and the 
plans to fully utilize current facilities.  Additionally, other avenues of communication should be employed 
to ensure public understanding of and support for Board actions. 

Action 1c – To maximize the use of current buildings, the District will need to acquire and deploy portable 
classrooms as a tool to manage capacity between schools.  Judicious use of portables may also have the 
effect of ameliorating some boundary issues.   

Action 1d – Some limits on open enrollment will be needed.  The Board must ensure that clear policies 
and procedures are in place to close schools to out of boundary attendance. Advertise and follow statutory 
timelines for school closure to out-of-boundary enrollment. 

NEED 2 – Management of the capital tax rate and revenue. 

Goal 2 – Establish and maintain a constant capital block (debt service and local capital levy) tax rate of at least 
.0046. 
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Rationale – The Tooele County Board of Education’s capacity to levy taxes is a grant of authority from the Utah 
Legislature with the expectation that the Board acts in the public’s interest, applying sound principals of man-
agement and planning.  The goal of a long-range tax plan is to create a stable tax rate that generates sufficient 
revenue to sustain a frugal, prudent, and judicious capital maintenance and improvement program. 

Action 2a – Establish and maintain a consistent overall capital tax rate once the .0046 goal is achieved.  It 
is typical that as the county population grows, the tax rate needed to provide the revenue to pay general 
obligation debt will fall.  The Board should maintain a constant overall capital tax rate by increasing the 
local capital levy a corresponding amount.  The local capital levy is capped by statute at .0024, but the 
district will not reach that cap in the foreseeable future.   

Action 2b – Build capital reserves to maintain a minimum balance 5 million – maximum $20 million.  The 
purpose of the capital reserve fund is to provide resources in the event of emergency needs (school fire, 
other unforeseeable needs) and to lower (though not completely eliminate) the amount that will need to be 
borrowed in the future through general obligation bonds for future school construction. 

Action 2c – Plan budget calendars and procedures to ensure that all statutory requirements are met to 
maintain a constant or level tax rate within the capital rate block.  This strategy will require an annual 
“truth in taxation” public hearing. 

NEED 3 – Restructuring and lowering of current capital debt. 

Goal 3 – Rebalance capital expenditures to lower the overall capital tax rate to .0046 over the next five years and 
to ensure taxing capacity to provide adequate local capital revenue.   

Rationale – the current level of debt service (general obligation and municipal building authority debt) places ex-
cessive demands on the capital revenue stream.  Additionally, restructuring of the debt may facilitate lower inter-
est rates. 

Action 3a – Convert existing municipal building authority bonds to general obligation bonds.  This action 
will require voter approval.   It is recommended that the Board and administration conduct a series of 
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community meetings preparing the public for a vote in November 2014.  This will require immediate plan-
ning and action (see Appendix J). 

Action 3b – Restructure existing general obligation debt to create a repayment schedule that will allow the 
transferred municipal building authority debt to be included without increasing the overall general obliga-
tion annual expense and that will take advantage of lower current interest rates. 

NEED 4 – Invest in needed school reconstruction and support facilities improvements. 

Goal 4 – Appropriate $1million annually to current capital needs, and make appropriate expenditures from capi-
tal reserves. 

Rationale – Capital investment is a critical on-going part of school district success.  Current buildings need to be 
improved and some inadequate buildings need to be replaced.  Even though the pattern of district growth has 
changed, there will come a time that additional capacity (i.e. new schools) will be required. 

Action 4a – Replace Dugway High School and Dugway Elementary School with one K-12 school building. 

Action 4b – Acquire future school sites.  Of particular importance is the purchase of a future high school 
site. 

Action 4c – Replace current school transportation facilities. 

Action 4d – After 2020, begin planning for new construction as data directs. 
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FUTURE CONSIDERATIONS 
1. Boundary & Open Enrollment Management 

 
2. Address Building Closure/Retirement & Useful Life Issues 

 
3. Site Needs 

a. Transportation department relocation and possible CNG fueling site with public side (12–15 acres) 
b. Junior high site in Stansbury area (20 acres) 
c. High school site in Overlake area (40 acres) 

 
4. Site Selection Considerations 

a. Access to utilities 
b. Access for transportation services (proximity & 

location) 
c. Soils (cannot overlook collapsible issues)  
d. Slope 
e. Ground water considerations/rights 
f. Cost 

 
5. Building Needs 

a. Elementary school in Millpond/Benson Grist 
Mill area 

b. High school in Overlake Area 
c. Middle school in Stansbury area 
d. East/Harris remodel or replacement 
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FIVE-YEAR CAPITAL BUDGET OUTLOOK 

Anticipated Annual Revenues – Total Capital Levy (debt service and local capital): 

Year Total Debt Service Local Capital
FY2015 29,856,439    12,454,444      17,401,995      
FY2016 16,854,444    12,454,444      4,400,000        
FY2017 16,954,444    12,454,444     4,500,000        
FY2018 17,154,444    12,454,444      4,700,000        
FY2019 17,254,444    12,454,444      4,800,000         

 

Anticipated Annual Distributions: 

Year Total Debt Service Capital Expenditures Capital Reserve
FY2015 34,028,432   12,454,444     21,573,988                  5,628,007            
FY2016 16,547,054   12,454,444     4,092,610                    5,935,397            
FY2017 16,553,527   12,454,444     4,099,083                    6,336,314            
FY2018 16,563,940   12,454,444     4,109,496                    6,926,818            
FY2019 16,583,214   12,454,444     4,128,770                    7,598,048             

 

For more detailed information on the District’s complete budget and/or capital budget, there is a page on the website at 
www.tooeleschools.org dedicated to fiscal accountability and transparency (or your can contact the District Office).  The entire budget 
package is found online, as well, as the annual Independent Auditor’s Report.  
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