HB 208 - Modification of Exemption from Nonresident Tuition
Opposition Arguments
1. This is a punitive bill.  According to the logic of this argument, this bill punishes students by denying them the opportunity to commit multiple felonies in order to pay for their education.   Those who put forth this argument would continue to offer an incentive for students unlawfully in the United States to go to college without making any provision for them to legally pay their tuition.  If proponents of illegal tuition really cared about these students, they would step up and help them legally cover their tuition and living expenses.
2. Forcing students to obey the law will reduce the amount of tuition collected by universities.  The executive branch argues that students must be allowed to commit felonies so they can continue to pay heavily taxpayer subsidized in-state tuition that goes into the universities’ coffers.  According to the fiscal note, if students are not allowed to commit felonies, a few will drop out and this will result in a loss of revenue for colleges and universities.  
3. The bill has a fiscal note.  It appears that the executive branch has attached a politically motivated fiscal note to the bill in an attempt to kill it.  Why is the fiscal note politically motivated?  Because last year, there was no fiscal note on a bill that would have done exactly the same thing or even on one that would have totally abolished in-state tuition.   A number of other points are unintentionally made by the fiscal note.  First, the note acknowledges that students are working otherwise there would not be a reported loss in revenue.  Second, if the note is correct, then the total cost to groups supporting in-state tuition would be quite moderate.  
4. This is a racist bill.  The bill applies equally to anyone who is illegally in the United States regardless of race or national origin and it encourages all students to respect and obey the law.  
5. This is a backdoor attempt to abolish in-state tuition.  The in-state tuition benefit remains in place.  Proponents can voluntarily help students cover their costs.  Therefore, there is no reason that students unlawfully in the U.S. cannot continue to take advantage of this program as long as proponents step up and help them out.  
6. Utah’s in-state tuition program violates foreign law and it should be rescinded outright.  Many people supporting this bill agree that Utah’s statute does violate federal law and that Utah is exposed to substantial liability should in-state tuition be overturned by the courts.  However, the Attorney General’s office has issued and continues to stand by an opinion that the statute does not violate federal law and the Governor’s office adamantly supports in-state tuition.  This bill, therefore, addresses the clear cut issue of illegal employment while agreeing to disagree on the legality of the statute.  It also gives the courts time to determine the legality of various state statutes and the federal government to pass the Dream Act.    
7. If students can’t work they will drop out of college and join gangs.  This argument seems to say that we should let students commit employment related felonies.  It overlooks the fact that students can still attend college without committing felonies if the advocates for in-state tuition will just voluntarily step up to help them out until federal law is changed.  
