
 
 

 
 
“State of the City Report - 2013”  -  by Cedar Hills City  
 
Analysis Part One:  CEDAR HILLS CITIZENS FOR RESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT 
 
 
CHCRG’s Financial experts have reviewed the “State of the City Report” and found it 
disappointing.  So much is missing that should have been published.  It’s like being an 
investor or share holder, and getting a fancy report that leaves out the most critical 
information necessary to determine whether our enterprise is profitable or not.  But the 
Report’s pictures sure are pretty!  Being partially transparent is not transparent at all. 
 
Here’s our experts’ review and commentary.  Follow along with a copy of the report at 
http://www.cedarhills.org/sites/default/files/state-of-the-city-report-2013.pdf : 
 
• City is finally recognizing that Cedar Hills’ residents are paying the highest property 

tax rate in North Utah County.  However, the attempt to recast it by normalizing 
the tax rates by the number of residents is totally misleading.  Due to the 
demographics, Cedar Hills has a young population and therefore many residents per 
household.  Dividing tax rates by the number of residents is totally bogus.  Property 
taxes are calculated on the value of each residence, not the number of people 
in the residence.  Shame on the City for twisting around statistics to try to portray 
an erroneous perspective. 
 

• Transferring the events revenues and expenses out of the golf course fund is a 
step in the right direction (recommended a year ago).  Unfortunately the actual 
financial status of the events business is still not transparent as it is now hidden in 
the general fund. 
 

• Glad to see that the “grill” was shut down.  Sammy’s is a for-profit business and the 
only reason they would agree to operate out of the Golf Course Club House would 
be if the rents they would pay the City would allow them to be profitable.  Thus the 
question: are the rents being charged Sammy’s covering the actual capital and 



operating cost of the use of the building space?  If the rents do not cover the 
actual costs, then the citizens of Cedar Hills are subsidizing Sammy’s.   
 

• City admits general fund transfer to cover losses not covered by property tax.  Now 
the transfer will not be disguised as a loan and hidden by an obscure accounting 
manipulation. 
 

• The explanation that the budgeted revenues were over estimated and therefore 
lead to a higher losses because budgeted subsidy was under estimated is 
misleading.  The golf course is losing more money than anticipated because 
not enough golfers are paying to golf in Cedar Hills.  It is not a budgeting 
problem.  
 

• Budgets do not provide an indication of the financial status of the City.  
Residents should be given a summary of the audited financials that show the 
operating revenue and expenses along with all subsidies for all years, current and 
past.   
 

• Golf course financial details still add property tax subsidy to revenues.   
 
• Revenues (not including subsidies) less expenditures (including depreciation and 

amortization) is still not calculated to show the actual cost of the golf course. 
 

• FY2012 estimate has operating revenue of $885K.  Expenditures of $1467K or net 
loss of $582K.  Subsidies are $385K from property taxes and although not shown, 
$197K that would have to be transferred from the general fund.  
 

• Percentages are meaningless without $ figures. 
 
 

Financials provided by Councilman Zappala: 
Home Page: 
• Most of the golf course revenues (reported FY 2012) were not from operating 

revenues.   Capital dollars to build the golf club house (for some strange 
accounting reason) were counted as revenues.  Very misleading! 
 

• Also, please note that nowhere does he provide a way to see total taxpayer 
subsidy to the golf course.  At least the City is consistent in withholding the most 
critical financial information from its citizens.   
 

• Uninformed Council = Uninformed Voters = Poor decisions 
 
 

Golf Course Fund: 
• 10 year financials are one-line revenue and expenditure graphs that provide 

minimal data.  Since revenues include property tax subsidy and general fund 
subsidy there is not way to track actual cost of the golf course.  Golf operating 



revenue less golf operating costs should be $667K - $721K (at least, probably 
more) = negative $54K (probably more negative). 
 

• The FY 2012 data of revenues and budget and expenditures and budget provide 
a cute way to show that the City is better at budgeting revenues than expenses.  
The total for the year do not add up.  I am sure that the golf course did not take in 
$10.5 million in revenues and expended $11.6 million.  Hidden in the details may 
be that the golf course really lost $1.1 million in FY 2012. 

 
 
_________________ 
 
Additional Explanation: 
 

[1] In the State of the City Report you will find financial budget data.   (This is 
UNPROFESSIONAL & MISLEADING:  How about providing actual data, and not 
what they thought was going to happen!!  ) 
 
[2] On page 26 one is directed to http://www.cedarhills.org/finance-
documents/budget 
 a) Within Financial Statements, no 2013 Financials (fiscal year 2013 is complete!) 
 
 b) 2012 Financial Statement and Audit is shown on page 20  
      (between Water and Enterprise financials -- no comparison with prior years) 
     Operating Loss (negative)         $464,565 
     Interest Expenses (negative)     $255,026 
              sub-total (negative)           $719,591 (total cost/subsidy) 
     Add-in Property Tax (positive)   $396,862 
             Net Income or Loss           $322,729 (additional subsidy needed) 
 
 c)  Golf Fund Financial Summry 2004-2011  
  (2012 was not included, why?  Probably do not want to show the trend?) 
  2012 financials show downward trend from 2011 with total cost to tax payers of  
      (negative) $604,434 
  Net of (negative) $239,216 
 
 d) We have a problem with the Understanding the Golf Fund Financial Statements, 
a two page document 
  On page two, the statement is made:  
  "This tells you how much the City actually earned or lost during the accounting 
period."   
   "This" refers to "Net Income or Loss". 
  Totally misleading statement as the City subsidized the golf course with property 
taxes.  The statement completely ignores the $390K+ that the City annually 
contributes in calculating the annual net income or loss. 
 
[3] On page 27 one is directed to Zappala's "helpful financials" at 
http://budget.cedarhills.org 



   a) Within this document you will find two tabs: HOME and FUNDS 
   b) Again, few numbers and lots of graphs without detail. 
   c) Looking at the FUNDS, one can select GOLF COURSE 
 
  Within this fund, there is some detail (three categories) and the total is not for 
Golf Course, but for all the Funds Resulting in figures that are not very clear.  The 
obfuscation behind budgets and minimal detail is disappointing. 

 
 
 
 
For more information on this and related subjects,  
see…  www.CedarHillsCitizens.org  
 


