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Metro Mayors Caucus & Metro Area County Commissioners 
Urban Renewal Authorities/Tax Increment Financing Dialogue 

March 12, 2015 — 1:00 PM to 3:00 PM 
Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce 

 
 

AGENDA 
 1:00 PM Welcome Introductions 
 
 1:05 PM Base Calculation 
 
 1:20 PM Review and compare concepts, proposals and legislation  
 
 1:35 PM Discussion of concepts — Do We Have a Framework for Continuing 
 
 2:30 PM Next Steps 
   
 3:00 PM Adjourn



 

 
 
 
 
MMC/MACC 
Urban Renewal and Tax Increment Finance Dialogue 
March 12, 2015 
Denver Metro Chamber of Commerce 
 
Attending: 

● Mayor Sue Horn, Bennett  
● Mayor Heidi Williams, Thornton 
● Commissioner Erik Hansen, Adams County 
● Mayor Mike Waid, Parker 
● Commissioner Roger Partridge, Douglas County 
● Mayor Marc Williams, Arvada 
● Commissioner Don Rosier, Jefferson County 
● Mayor Matt Appelbaum, Boulder 
● Commissioner Cindy Domenico, Boulder County 
● Mayor Cathy Noon, Centennial 
● Mayor Randy Ahrens, Broomfield 
● Joyce Hunt, Thornton 
● Mark Ruzzin, Boulder County 
● Chip Taylor, CCI 
● Gini Pingenot, CCI 
● Kevin Bommer, CML 
● Jennifer Hoffman, Broomfield Staff 
● Michael Valdez, Special Districts Association 
● Catherine Marinelli, Civic Results/MMC  
● Peter Kenney, Civic Results/MMC 
● Paul Alexander, Regis University 
● Jody Eriksen, Regis University 

Absent: 
● Commissioner Steve Johnson 
● Mayor Steve Hogan, Aurora 
● Sam Mamet, CML 
● Mark Radtke, CML 
● Ann Terry, Special Districts Association 
● Commissioner Nancy Sharpe, Arapahoe County 

 
 



March 12. 2015 MMC/MACC URA/TIF Dialogue — Page 2 
  

Notes: 
Base Calculations: 

● Much misunderstanding about base and whether it is fixed or adjusts with assessments 
● Division of Property Taxation recognizes level of confusion about the base & are going 

to rewrite the Assessor's Manual following the session 
○ DOPT will engage stakeholders through summer to consider changes 

● The attached PPT Slides show how assessors are required to calculate and adjust base 
○ TIF uses property and sales tax revenue  
○ Revenue increases resulting from redevelopment used to pay the bonds 
○ Base begins with the value of the property as it is assessed before 

redevelopment 
○ In odd number years assessors recalculate assessed value of the county 
○ Base equals total value less project related improvements  

■ Reappraisal year total value 
■ Non-reassessment changes are added to the increment in a 

reassessment year 
● Physical improvements, legal changes, changes of use 

■ Changes to the base and increment valuation are made administratively 
not statutorily 

■ The statute suggests that the increase (or decrease) in valuation not 
directly related to the project be divided between base and increment 
proportionately  

○ Base responds to market conditions (increases and decreases)  
○ New development can create need for new services 
○ Change in type of development can cause increased demand for services 

■ mall to mall - no change 
■ vacant to mixed - use would create demand for water, fire, schools - etc. 

● Key Points 
○ TIF - Base valuation is not frozen - it can change 
○ Changes in type of development can trigger additional demand for services 

 
March 12 Concepts 

● Overview of Concepts 
○ Study to identify new methodologies to guide measurement, negotiation and 

arbitration 
○ Increased Representation & Consultation 
○ Arbitration 

● How does the Project Based Subcommittee work when there is not a specific project?  
○ Project Based Subcommittee would be reconvened if plan is substantially 

modified 
● Binding arbitration? 

○ As currently in statute arbitration is binding 
○ Proposed change is giving arbiters the authority to hand down findings and 

recommendations related to impacts 
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● School Districts as a taxing entity would be included (and are currently in statute) 
● URA Board - adding two representative (for county and special district) would not give 

them a majority 
● How robust is the current arbitration system? 

○ Statute - defines what areas can be addressed and is currently binding 
○ Current outcome is that plan is either approved or sent back to governing body 
○ Recommended change from city attorney in Centennial is that it be made more 

robust with the inclusion of written findings and recommendations as to 
addressing impacts 

 
 
CCI Bill:  

● 1 appointee to URA on behalf of impacted county or counties 
● 1 for school districts (only 1 for multiples) 
● 1 for all Special Districts 
● Requires local negotiation between jurisdiction and county and other impacted entities 

regarding commitment of property tax (as is currently the practice) 
● A single entity cannot hold up the entire negotiation - each agreement is separate 
● Also allows for county sales tax increment to be put into projects (gives county 

commissioners authority to do this) 
● Default is negotiation 
● 90 days for negotiation (can be expanded) or else the maximum amount of property tax 

that can be used is equal to the percentage of the sales tax contributed (0-100%) 
○ If there is an city exemption, rebate or repayment - this $$ amount needs to be 

figured in 
○ Cannot take credit for $$ being paid back, but can back out any costs that are not 

repaid 
Questions 

● How does this representation logistically work when one URA has multiple Plans? 
○ Appointment would be to the plan area – different appointees for each plan area 

as necessary 
○ This may not be workable due to possibility of multiple plans - appointees would 

need to do due diligence in reaching out to the affected entities 
● Reimbursements, Exemptions & Rebates on page 9 

○ How does a performance based rebate - ex. 5 years no sales tax 
■ Idea is that if the county is out money - that should be quantified as long 

as it is not reimbursed 
■ Similar to business personal property exemptions - county based 

incentive 
○ This is not collected and rebated 

● Counties want everyone to have “skin in the game” 
● Concept of equitable contribution 
● City concern that sales tax and property tax is an apples to oranges comparison 

● Is this something we could figure out? 
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● Are soft costs counted in this?  
○ Staff time and dedication of resources? 

○ Yes those could be counted 
 
Is there enough here to continue meeting? 

● Reality is that there are two bills 
● SB -135 is in both the CCI bill and the Draft Concepts 
● Counties believe that SB 135 is the sleeves out of CML’s vest 
● If you believe one size fits all then there is no study that will create “the right answer” 
● Issue for counties is that the current statute gives cities unilateral authority over other 

entities tax increment 
● Counties are in untenable situation when they cannot be accountable for funds going 

into a development 
● Want to be able to negotiate governing body to governing body on equal footing 
● Study provides a set of metrics and framework within which to have the conversation - 

each project would still be different - it would not be a one size fits all  
● What is the nexus between property tax and sales tax other than symbolism - no 

connection to impacts or dollars raised - one size fits all  
● Need to have a nexus between impacts and funding 
● If you cannot negotiate then you need rational methodology to determine impacts and 

take them to an arbiter 
● No agreement yet on what the problem is - equitable financial contribution, equal footing 

 
Observation 

● Need data to negotiate answer 
● Let the people who know best do the negotiation 
● Backstop for cities is arbitration 
● Backstop for counties is the equitable contribution 

 
Comments: 

● We don’t have data to answer very fundamental questions? 
● What is the harm in having a case study of a number of different projects 
● Counties believe that study is code for status quo 
● Everyone will tear apart a study 
● Metrics will provide foundation for negotiation 
● Larimer County hired BBC to do study - everyone tore apart underlying assumptions  
● To agree to study counties would require a moratorium on creation of new urban 

renewal districts 
● Cities and counties share constituents and share responsibility for the money that they 

spend on their behalf 
● If we don’t have a shared belief that data drives good decision making, then there might 

not be room for comprise 
● We can work out process and representation - is there flexibility around the table to talk 

about money? 
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● Is arbitration removed from statute in CCI proposal – yes – backstop is matched % 
● CML bill was proposed with no communication 
● CCI will not pull bill, but is still open to conversations 
● Both bills will continue to move forward 
● Facilitator willing to have conversations one on one with participants to see if there is 

middle ground 
● Sitting around the table and hearing the other side has been incredibly helpful to mayors 
● Troubling to talk about “right backstop” but thinks it might be arbitration 
● Broomfield has basic metrics to share as a template to look at for identifying impacts 

○ Jennifer Hoffman will share it 
○ Concept developed based on types of development and the default impact 

● If both 100% sales and 100% of property taxes are contributed to the increment to pay 
off debt, and the base is recalculated during reassessment, then the property tax related 
to the project is increasing while the sales tax is not. This creates an imbalance in both 
risk and reward from the project – it is not equitable 

 
 
Next Meeting Key Questions - Doodle Poll April 1, 2 and 3 

● How do you define equitable contribution? 
● What is the “backstop” (e.g., arbitration, default $ amount, default %, other)? 
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URA/TIF Concepts Comparison

Sources                                          March 12 
Concepts South Metro Chamber HB 14-1375 SB 15-135

REPRESENTATION & CONSULTATION
Counties on URA Board

✔ ✔ ✔

Special Districts on URA Board 
✔

Project based subcommittee of affected 
taxing entities ✔

RISK AND REVENUE SHARING 
Matching percentages — property tax and 
sales tax unless otherwise agreed ✔

Automatic cap on percentage of property tax 
without negotiation ✔

New methodologies to guide measurement, 
reporting, and negotiation ✔
ENHANCED ARBITRATION
Arbitration of unresolved issues with 
findings and recommendations for impact 
mitigation

✔

�1

!!
 



Tax Increm
ent Financing

Colorado D
epartm

ent of Local Affairs
D

ivision of Property Taxation

G
reg Schroeder

303-866-2681
greg.schroeder@

state.co.us

June 29, 2010



W
hat is Tax Increm

ent 
Financing?

Tax increm
ent 

financing (TIF) is a 
m

ethod of using 
property or sales 
tax reven

u
e

to pay 
debt service on bonds 
issued to fund 
developm

ent.



TIF Procedures

�
TIF procedures for assessors are published 
by the D

ivision of Property Taxation in 
Chapter 12 of the Assessor’s R

eference 
Library Volum

e 2.

�
http://w

w
w

.dola.state.co.us/dpt/publicatio
ns/arl_index.htm



Tax Increm
ent Financing

Property Tax

�
The property tax revenue is generated 
from

 the m
ill levies of the taxing 

entities that overlap the tax increm
ent 

financing area.



Increm
ent and Base Values

�
Each year, the county assessor m

ust calculate 
the BASE and IN

CR
EM

EN
T values.

Sim
ple definitions:

�
BASE –

The assessed value of the property that 
existed prior to the developm

ent 

�
IN

CR
EM

EN
T –

The assessed value of the 
property added after the TIF area w

as form
ed



R
evenue from

 Increm
ent and 

Base

�
R
evenue generated from

 the increm
ent 

value goes to the developm
ent project.

�
R
evenue generated from

 the base value 
goes to the taxing entities in proportion 
to their m

ill levies.



Assessor Calculates N
ew

 
Base/Increm

ent Split Each Year

�
Each year the assessor calculates a new

 
base/increm

ent split and provides it to the 
treasurer.

�
The treasurer uses the split to apportion the 
tax revenue betw

een the funds of the 
taxing entities and the special fund of the 
authority.



�
Entity

M
ill Levy

Franklin County
20.000

S.D
. #

2
50.000

Fire D
istrict

5.000
Sun Shine City

15.000
Total

90.000

School D
istrict #

2

Fire D
istrict

Sun Shine City

School D
istrict #

1

Sun Shine D
.D

.A
.

Fran
klin

 C
ou

n
ty

2010 taxable assessed value:
$14,255,540   100.0000%

2010 Base Value:
$  9,822,030    68.8997%

2010 Increm
ent Value:

$  4,433,510     31.1003%



D
istribution of R

evenue

�
Total Tax collected for area:         
�

Total 
$14,255,540 x .090000 =

 
$
1,28

2,99
8.60

�
D

istribution to taxing entities: 
�

County
$9,822,030 x .020000

=
 

$196,440.70
�

SD
 #

2
$9,822,030 x .050000 

=
 

$491,101.50
�

Fire
$9,822,030 x .005000 

=
 

$  49,110.15
�

City
$9,822,030 x .015000 

=
 

$147,330.45
�

Total
$9,822,030 x .090000 

=
 

$
88
3,98

2.70

�
Tax paid into special fund of U

RA or D
D

A: 
�

TIF R
ev.

$4,433,510 x .090000 
=

 
$
39
9,01

5.90



�
H

an
dou

t A

�
Values certified 
August 25

�
Values re-certified 
D

ecem
ber 10 

�
M

ill levy calculated 
from

 net AV



�
Colorado has approxim

ately 88 
developm

ent projects that use property 
tax TIF.

�
See H

an
dou

t B

Colorado TIFs



N
ew

 TIF Form
ed

Assessor R
esponsibilities 

�
Create one or m

ore new
 tax areas

�
Identify each parcel/schedule in TIF area

�
D

eterm
ine the date on w

hich values w
ere last 

certified
�

Confirm
 accuracy of valuation/classification 

�
Ensure correct distribution of state assessed values

�
Establish the initial base value

�
Com

m
unicate w

ith authority/city



Initial Base Value

�
Base represents values as last certified:
�

In D
ecem

ber (prior tax year)
O

R
 

�
In August (current tax year):

�
If values w

ere last certified in D
ecem

ber, an 
increm

ent is possible in the year the TIF w
as 

established.



Adjustm
ents to the Base in 

Subsequent Years

�
G

eneral R
eassessm

ent 
�

§§
31-25-107(9)(e) and 31-25-807(3)(e), C.R

.S.

�
Value reduction for prior reappraisal year from

 
abatem

ent or decision by an appeals board or court 
�

§§
31-25-107(9)(e) and 31-25-807(3)(e), C.R

.S.

�
Exception: The boundaries of the TIF area are 
changed 
�

§§
31-25-107(9)(a)(I) and 31-25-807(3)(a)(I), C.R

.S.



Increm
ent

�
The increm

ent value is the am
ount of total 

value that exceeds the base for any given 
year.
�

G
enerally sim

ple to calculate during the 
intervening year

�
M

ore difficult to calculate during a year of 
reappraisal



Intervening year procedure

�
Any change in value for 2010 is added to or 
subtracted from

 the prior year increm
ent.

�
Prior year
�

2009 total valuation
$5,000,000

100.0000%
�

2009 base valuation
-

4,750,000
95.0000%

�
2009 increm

ent
$   250,000

5.0000%

�
Current year
�

2010 total valuation
$5,300,000

100.0000%
�

2009 base valuation
-

4,750,000
89.6226%

�
2010 increm

ent
$   550,000

10.3774%



Adjustm
ent to Base/Increm

ent D
uring 

Year of G
eneral R

eassessm
ent

�
Base and increm

ent proportionately 
adjusted first to reflect the reappraisal

�
Then, the increm

ent is adjusted to account 
for the grow

th value

�
Intent of law

:  to ensure that only those 
increases in property tax proceeds occurring 
because of redevelopm

ent are used to pay 
project revenue bonds



Value attributable to non-
reassessm

ent changes

�
The assessor m

ust identify value resulting 
from

 the follow
ing changes:

�
Changes to the physical characteristics of 
properties

�
Changes to the legal characteristics of properties

�
Changes to the use of properties



Exam
ples

�
N

ew
 construction real and associated personal

�
N

ew
 personal property located to TIF area as a result of 

developm
ent project

�
Classification changes

�
D

em
olished/destroyed property

�
Changes in land use entitlem

ents (includes platting)
�

Assem
blage or splitting of land parcels

�
―U

nusual conditions‖
�

Installation of streets, curbs, sidew
alks and utilities, the 

m
itigation of contam

ination, m
itigation of unusual 

topography, or sim
ilar site im

provem
ents



Step #
1: Value attributable to non-

reassessm
ent changes –

Tax Year 2011

�
N

ew
 construction (real/personal)

$198,000

�
Prior exem

pt, now
 taxable

$  40,000

�
R
eclassification from

 agricultural                        
to vacant

$105,000

�
D

em
olition

$ (22,000)

�
Prior taxable, now

 exem
pt

$  (5,000)

�
Total value attributable to                                  
non-reassessm

ent changes
$316,000



Step #
2: Percentages Attributable to Prior 

Base and to Prior Increm
ent:

�
2010 total valuation

$3,623,370
�

2010 base valuation
-

3,079,865
�

2010 increm
ent

$   543,505

$3,079,865 (10 base valuation)
�

2010 base percentage
----------------

=
 .850000 (8

5.00
00
%
)

$3,623,370 (10 total valuation)

$543,505 (10 increm
ent)

�
2010 increm

ent percentage
----------------

=
 .150000 (1

5.0000%
)

$3,623,370 (10 total valuation)



Step #
3: D

eterm
ine Adjusted 

R
eappraisal Valuation

�
2011 total valuation after reappraisal

$5,000,000

�
Less increase due to redevelopm

ent
-

316,000

�
Adjusted reappraisal valuation

$4,684,000



Step #
4: Apportionm

ent for 
Adjusted Base and Increm

ent

�
2011 adjusted reappraised valuation 

=
 $4,684,000

�
Current year Base ($4,684,000 x .850000)   =

 $3,981,400

�
Adjusted increm

ent ($4,684,000 x .150000) =
 $  702,600



Step #
5: D

eterm
ine Total 

Increm
ent for 2011

�
Adjusted increm

ent (Step 4)
$   702,600

�
Plus increm

ent due to 
non-reassessm

ent changes 
+

   316,000 

�
Current year Increm

ent 
$ 1,018,600

�
Current year Base

$ 3,981,400

�
Current year Increm

ent  
+

 1,018,600

�
Total TIF area valuation for 2011

$ 5,000,000
























