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Urban renewal is one of the only local
economic development tools available in
Idaho.
•
•
•

•

Boundaries of urban renewal district are
established.
Value of each parcel of real property
within district is set (Base Value).
Property values in the district increase
and generate additional property tax
proceeds.
Property taxes generated by
incremental increase above the Base
Value are used to pay for public
improvements and other revitalization
activities in the district.

Tax Increment Financing

Increment = Assessed Value - Base Value
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How Urban Renewal Areas (URA) are
funded

Base Value

Assessed Value
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2015 Legislative Session


Fall 2014, Group of legislators, lobbyists, and representatives of Idaho urban renewal agencies traveled to
Utah to learn about Utah’s economic development incentives, including urban renewal. Trip and workup
prompted by concerns over introduction of legislation that would severely limit urban renewal authority.
Though significant legislative changes were made in 2011; primarily “reform” measures. Additional efforts
made in 2012, 2013 and 2014 were not approved.



January 2015, At direction of House Speaker Bedke, creation of a working group to generate
comprehensive urban renewal legislation. Working group included legislators (House and Senate),
lobbyists, representatives of urban renewal agencies, representatives from the banking industry, and
urban renewal critics. Rep. Youngblood (Nampa) was the ad hoc working group chairman.



Working group met weekly. Goal was to have a bill drafted by the first week of March.



Overall, working group discussion focused more on continued reform and limitation than modernization.



Several bills were drafted and presented including HB 239 seeking to limit the use of revenue allocation
funds for the construction of public buildings. None passed. Instead, legislature adopted House
Concurrent Resolution 17 (HCR 17) authorizing the appointment of an interim committee on urban
renewal.
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HCR 17, Authorizing Paragraph
•

***

•

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the members of the First Regular Session of the
Sixty-third Idaho Legislature, the House of Representatives and the Senate concurring
therein, that the Legislative Council is authorized to appoint a committee to undertake
and complete a study of the statutes and laws regarding urban renewal agencies, revenue
allocation areas and the Economic Development Act contained in Chapters 20 and 29, Title
50, Idaho Code, and make recommendations for necessary changes to those and other
related statutes, and if necessary to state statutes and the state constitution. The
Legislative Council shall determine the number of legislators and membership from each
house appointed to the committee and shall authorize the committee to receive input,
advice and assistance from interested and affected parties who are not members of the
Legislature.

•

***
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Urban Renewal Interim Committee


The 2015 legislature adopted HCR 17 authorizing the Legislative Council to appoint a committee to
study urban renewal and urban renewal agencies.



The committee gathered plans from the urban renewal agencies, met five times between the 2015
and 2016 legislative sessions, and met four times during the 2016 session. Coeur d’Alene committee
members held at least one “Urban Renewal Forum” in Coeur d’Alene.



The committee was comprised of the following Senators and Representatives:
Senators

Representatives

Dan Johnson (Co-chair, Lewiston)

Rick Youngblood (Co-Chair, Nampa)

Jeff Siddoway (Terreton)

Kathy Sims (Coeur d’Alene)

Chuck Winder (Boise)

Robert Anderst (Nampa)

Mary Souza (Coeur d’Alene)

Lance Clow (Twin Falls)

Maryanne Jordan (Boise)

Hy Kloc (Boise)
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Urban Renewal Interim Committee Agendas
August 10, 2015

September 21, 2015



URA Best Practices





Coeur d’Alene – setting fact from
fiction

Public testimony from mayors, county
commissioners, developers, and
individuals



GBAD v Frazier, Ida.Sup. Ct. decision

What the Caldwell URA is up to



Attorney General oversight of UR



Association of Idaho Cities



Depository for UR Plans

Alternatives to UR

Cost and timing of election for UR



Transparency and accountability

Assessor concerns on Idaho UR
statutes

Ada County Courthouse/Idaho Water
Center discussion







What URA’s do correctly



Public buildings, grants and agreements



Accountability



Discussion of HB 567 (2010) does it fit and
possible addition of Utah-like community
development piece



Possible legislation



UR Working group findings leading to
HCR 17



Review of Idaho UR statutes



Review of UR legislation





Idaho and Utah Public Finance options






October 19, 2015

Idaho Law Review article on Tax
Increment Financing – “What’s the Tiff
about TIF?”
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Urban Renewal Interim Committee Agendas
November 16, 2015

December 14, 2015

January 14, 2016



Board makeup.



Draft legislation



Finalizing recommendations



Issue of public buildings – What can
URA funds be used for?



Attorney General’s opinion (base
assessment roll)



Re-drafted legislation



“Merging” of Chapters 20 and 29, Title
50, Idaho Code



Introduction of “community
development concept”



Public building limitations



Filing, compliance, enforcement,
penalty



Election of board option



Resetting of the base upon
amendment



Consolidate blight and community
development



Accountability



Finance



Central repository



Enforcement – AG? Private action?
County prosecutor?



Modification of plans
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Urban Renewal Interim Committee Agendas
February 10, 2016



Discussion of draft legislation


Board Composition



Conflict of interest of agency board
members/employees



Resetting of the base



More specificity of plan content



Public building limitation



Additional reporting requirements



Technical change to new value
reporting requirement

February 18, 2016



Discussion of revised draft legislation

Public Buildings

URA fund no more than 50% of the
cost to construct a public building.

Voter approval if city or other public
entity wnts to use its funding
sources or borrow money for other
50% of public building.

If the agency seeks to fund more
than 50%, it must seek voter
approval (55%).

Public buildings within definition:
Libraries, City Halls, Jails,
Courthouses, School facilities

Additional provisions:

Base re-set upon modification;
exceptions

Board makeup: city officials,
including the mayor, should make
up less than 50% of a board.

Option to allow local governments
to change their boards from
appointed to elected positions

Identifies Tax Commission as a
repository for urban renewal plans,
and further sets forth penalties for
non-compliance

Recommendations approved with unanimous
Committee support (7-0)

March 8, 2016



Convened as result of introduction of
HB 572 which did not match Interim
Committee proposal made on
2/18/2016



Meeting to approve changes made to
recommendations approved at
2/18/2016 meeting.



Significant concerns:


No ability to amend an existing plan
to identify projects in support of
unanticipated economic development
opportunities



No “grandfather clause” for existing
plans



Increased voter approval from 55% to
60%
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Attorney General Opinion,
November 12, 2015
•

Question by Senator Dan Johnson of Lewiston:


Based on the definition of "base assessment roll" found in Idaho Code § 50-2903, does the
base value of a Revenue Allocation Area ("RAA'') reset to current market value when an urban
renewal plan is modified?

Answer by Attorney General:


The direct answer to your question is yes, applying that statute and no others, the
modification of an urban renewal plan should result in the base value of any associated RAA
being "reset" to the market value as of January I of the year of the modification. The current
status of the urban renewal statutes, however, does not allow for a definitive answer of your
question because other statutes also address the issue. Other Idaho code sections and
Property Tax Administrative rules based upon those other code sections may be in tension
with § 50-2903 or indicate a legislative departure from § 50-2903, that there is probably no
administrative apparatus in place to track all the conditions that could result in a "reset" of
base value, and that the common practice is not to reset value for changes to urban renewal
plans whether revenue allocation areas are being modified or not.
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Idaho State Tax Commission
Property Tax Rule 804


Idaho Property Tax Administrative Rule 804, section 4, covers tax levy certifications in situations
involving modification of an urban renewal plan, and states, in pertinent part:




04. Modification of an Urban Renewal Plan. When an authorized municipality passes an ordinance
modifying an urban renewal plan containing a revenue allocation financing provision, the current value
of property in the RAA shall be determined as if the modification had not occurred.

Justification for no reset:


Idaho Code sections 50-2033 and 50-2904
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BASE RE-SET UPON MODIFICATION
•

Issue:
•
•

(1) Maintain the status quo – What happens if the base re-set issue is not addressed this
Session?
(2) What is the fix?
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What happens if the Base Assessment
Roll is reset when a plan is modified?

No reset upon plan modification

Reset upon plan modification

Plan Amended in 2014: Base Value Stays at 2005 Assessed Value
(property tax revenue is sufficient to service bond debt)

Property Tax Revenue Received (based on prior year increment
value)
Total Debt Service on Bonds for Year

Property Tax Revenue Received (based on prior year increment
value)
Total Debt Service on Bonds for Year
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$0.00
2025

$0.00
2024

$200,000.00
2023

$200,000.00
2021

$400,000.00

2022

$400,000.00

2020

$600,000.00

2019

$600,000.00

2017

$800,000.00

2018

$800,000.00

2016

$1,000,000.00

2015

$1,000,000.00

2014

$1,200,000.00

2013

$1,200,000.00

2012

$1,400,000.00

2011

$1,400,000.00

2010

$1,600,000.00

2009

$1,600,000.00

2007

$1,800,000.00

2008

$1,800,000.00

2006

$2,000,000.00

2005

$2,000,000.00

2006

Plan Amended in 2014: Base Value Reset to 2014 Assessed Value
(in 2015 property tax revenue not sufficient to service bond debt)

Another Impact of Base Reset


Without curative amendment – taxing entities will lose new construction value
and will be unable to increase budget.



Without curative amendment – would be subject to patchwork result by local
county assessors or Tax Commission.



Hoping for exceptions which would not trigger re-set:

Technical modifications not increasing use of revenue allocation funds
 Increase in the revenue allocation area boundary as already allowed (I.C. § 50-2033)
 De-annexation of parcels from a revenue allocation area
 Unanticipated economic development opportunity including a commercial or industrial
enterprise promoting creation or retention of jobs increasing increment value
[Hoped for exceptions accepted by Interim Committee]
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Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday

Friday

MARCH 1

MARCH 2

MARCH 3 -UR Bill Introduced;
different than bill presented at
prior UR Interim Com meeting

MARCH 7

MARCH 8 -House Rev & Tax Com
Hearing Re HB 572 Cancelled;
Interim UR Com met to discuss
changes

MARCH 9 -9:15 a.m.
H Rev & Tax Com Agenda for
3/10/16 Posted - HB 572 only
agenda item, 11:30 a.m. H Rev &
Tax Com 3/10/16 Hearing
Cancelled

MARCH 10

MARCH 11

MARCH 14

MARCH 15 -New UR Bill
introduced

MARCH 16 -HB 606 printed &
referred to H Rev & Tax Com

MARCH 17 -H Rev & Tax Com
hearing; HB 606 reported out of
committee; placed on General
Orders

MARCH 18 -HB 606 amended by
House to include grandfather
clause but also included expanded
list of public buildings subject to
funding limitations

MARCH 21 -Engrossed bill read by
House and filed for 2nd reading

MARCH 22 -2nd & 3rd Reading by
House; HB 606 passed House;
introduced in Senate; Referred to
S Local Gov & Tax Com

MARCH 23 -S Local Gov & Tax
Com hearing; HB 606 reported out
of committee to 14th Order for
amendment; amended by Senate;
1st reading; filed for 2nd reading;
amendment reinstated economic
development exception to
resetting of the base

MARCH 24 -HB 606 to 14th Order
for amendment; 3/23/16
amendment removed; filed for 1st
& 2nd readings; rules suspended;
HB 606passed Senate

MARCH 25 -HB 606 returned to
House from Senate; House
concurred in Senate amendment;
HB 606 passed the House;
Legislature adjourned Sine Die

MARCH 4 -HB 572 Printed and
Referred to House Rev & Tax Com;
House Rev & Tax Com Hearing
Scheduled for 3/8/16

JOURNEY OF URBAN RENEWAL LEGISLATION DURING
THE FINAL FOUR WEEKS OF THE 2016 IDAHO LEGISLATIVE SESSION
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ANALYSIS OF
HOUSE BILL 606

As Amended, As Amended in the Senate,
As Amended in the Senate
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Section 1: Idaho Code § 50-2006
Amendments: Changes to board
composition.

a. I.C. § 50-2006(b)(2) [P.2, ll:17-29]: Board vacancies prior to the expiration of a
term shall be filled by the mayor, by and with the consent of the local governing
body. Currently, as the result of an amendment in 2011, a vacancy occurring prior to
expiration of a term is filled by a majority vote of the board.
b. I.C. § 50-2006(b)(3) [P.2, ll:30-42]: Members of the local governing body shall
constitute less than a majority of the agency board members.
c. I.C. § 50-2006(b)(4) [P.2, ll:43-46]: Allows the local governing body to terminate
the appointed agency board and designate itself as the board “for not more than
one (1) calendar year.” Presumably would allow a local governing body (the full City
Council) the ability to take control from a rogue agency board and allow time to
appoint a new board with less than a majority elected officials of the city.
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Section 1: Idaho Code § 50-2006
Amendments (continued)

d. I.C. § 50-2006(b)(5) [P.2, ll:47-50, P.3, ll:1-18]: By enactment of an ordinance, the
local governing body may provide the agency board members shall stand for
election.
e. I.C. § 50-2006(b)(6) [P.3, ll:19-21]: Requires board members to be residents of the
county where the agency is located. [unintended consequences]
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Section 2: Idaho Code § 50-2033
Amendment

Idaho Code § 50-2033 is amended to provide primarily technical changes and
references to other statutes.
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Section 3: Idaho Code § 50-2903
Amendment

Definition of “base assessment roll” includes a “grandfather clause” intending to
protect plans adopted or modified prior to July 1, 2016. Additionally, subsequent
modifications to plans adopted prior to July 1, 2016, are not subject to the new “base
re-set” limitations as further described in new Section 50-2903A.
This language is intended to respond to the Attorney General opinion issued in November
2015, indicating the base assessment roll values of a RAA should be re-set to the current
values upon the year of modification.
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Section 4: Idaho Code § 50-2903A
A New Section: Plans adopted post-July 1,
2016, are subject to base re-set upon
modification except in limited
circumstances.

The effect of a base reset is the loss of the increment value resulting in an
immediate loss of revenue to an urban renewal agency leading to default on
existing obligations. This statute will impact plans adopted post-July 1, 2016,
and subsequent modifications to those plans.
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Section 4: Idaho Code § 50-2903A
A New Section (continued)

a.
A modification shall not be deemed to occur in the following limited
circumstances:
(1)

To make technical or ministerial plan amendments (P.9, ll:32-35)

(2)
To make a plan amendment that increases the revenue allocation area
boundary by up to 10% (P.9, ll:36-38)
(3)
To de-annex parcels from a revenue allocation area (P.9, ll:39-40). Provides
statutory justification and process though the Tax Commission had considered this
process.
Issue: What happens to plan amendments processed before HB 606 becomes effective on July 1,
2016.
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Section 4: Idaho Code § 50-2903A
A New Section (continued)
a.

A modification shall not be deemed to occur in the following limited circumstances:

***

(4)
To make a plan amendment to support growth of an existing commercial or industrial
project in an existing revenue allocation area (P.9, ll:41-44)
Issue: This is a significant shift from the language contemplated in the Urban Renewal Interim
Committee recommendations dated February 18, 2016, which specifically allowed amendments
without risk of a base reset to identify additional urban renewal projects supporting an
unanticipated new economic development opportunity in an existing RAA. An economic
development opportunity was defined as the development of a commercial or industrial
enterprise either by promoting the creation or retention of jobs within the state or by increasing
the increment value within the RAA.

The language ultimately adopted could only be used in limited circumstances, is subject to
varying interpretations, and does not promote economic development.
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Section 4: Idaho Code § 50-2903A
A New Section (continued)

b.
Requires that the State Tax Commission, the county clerk, and the county assessor be
notified of any urban renewal plan amendments.
c.
If a plan modification is deemed to have occurred, the base assessment value will be reset
and accrued tax increment will be lost.
d.
Upon certification by the agency of outstanding indebtedness that cannot be repaid prior to
termination, a reset does not occur; however, the agency is required to rebate to the taxing districts
any amount that exceeds the amount necessary to pay the indebtedness as certified.
Issue: The agency has the ability to protect indebtedness and “all expenses necessary to comply
with all covenants related to the indebtedness” but is silent on retaining funds for agency
operations and other related expenses. Further, it is our understanding this language will require
specific disclosure by an agency seeking to borrow funds and may result in negative responses
from those sources, higher financing costs, or more burdensome loan covenants. Undoubtedly,
this new language will make it more difficult to secure financing for future projects.
Issue: What happens if certification not made?
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Section 5: Idaho Code § 50-2905
Amendment
5.
plan

Section 5: Idaho Code § 50-2905 is amended to address the contents of a

a.
Requires that a revenue allocation area plan must state with specificity
details about the types of projects that are contemplated.
Issue: Requiring specificity limits an agency’s ability to respond to new
economic development opportunities. Additionally, as projects materialize,
sometimes changes in location of improvements are required. At what point
does a change deviate from the specificity requirement to require a plan
amendment?
b.
Requires that any changes to an urban renewal plan be noticed and
completed in an open public meeting.
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Section 6: Idaho Code § 50-2905A
A New Section: Limits use of TIF to fund
construction of public buildings.

Idaho Code § 50-2905A is a new section of Idaho Code limiting the
use of revenue allocation funds to fund the construction of
certain municipal buildings.
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Section 6: Idaho Code § 50-2905A
A New Section (continued)

a.
Allows the use of revenue allocation funds to fund up to 50% of the costs to construct
municipal buildings.
b.
If 51% or more of project costs to construct a municipal building are to be funded by revenue
allocation funds, the project must be approved by 60% of the participating qualified electors.
This is also a significant change from the recommendations of the Urban Renewal Interim
Committee, dated February 18, 2016, which provided for 55% voter approval.
c.
By virtue of House amendment, municipal building is defined as, and therefore, the voting
provisions only apply to the construction of: an administrative building, a city hall, a library, a
courthouse, public safety or law enforcement buildings, other judicial buildings, fire stations, jails and
detention facilities.
d.
Public parking structures are not defined as “municipal buildings”, and therefore, no voter
approval is required.
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Section 7: Idaho Code § 50-2913
A New Section

Idaho Code § 50-2913 is a new section to establish urban renewal
reporting requirements and penalties for non-compliance. This
section would not be in full force and effect until January 1, 2017.
(see P.16, ll:20-22)
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Section 7: Idaho Code § 50-2913
A New Section (continued)

a.
Establishes a central repository to be managed by the State Tax Commission for urban
renewal agencies to upload urban renewal plans and urban renewal plan amendments.
b.
Urban renewal agencies that fail to comply with reporting requirements will experience,
among other penalties, loss of new increment and a temporary loss of property tax replacement
revenues. (P.13, ll:14-32)
Issue: There are no protections for outstanding indebtedness, plus this language will require
specific disclosure by an agency seeking to borrow funds and may result in negative responses
from those sources, higher financing costs, or more burdensome loan covenants. Undoubtedly,
this new language will make it more difficult to secure financing for future projects.
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Section 8: Idaho Code § 63-301A
Amendment

8.
Section 8: Amends Section 63-301A, Idaho Code, relating to the new
construction roll.
a.
Clarifies that in the event of a base reset due to a plan amendment
(assuming an exception to modification does not apply), the overlapping taxing
districts will be able to capture the increment for new construction to increase their
budget capacity.
b.
Clarifies that in the event of an amendment to de-annex parcels from within
a revenue allocation area, the overlapping taxing districts will be able to capture the
increment for those parcels as new construction to increase their budget capacity.
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URBAN RENEWAL
IN IDAHO

A Valuable Tool Worth Preserving
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Twin Falls
Post Falls

URBAN RENEWAL
PROJECTS FOUND
IN
IDAHO
Moscow

Boise
Idaho Falls

Lewiston

Pocatello

Coeur d’Alene

Driggs
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