Draft Minutes
State Finance Review Commission
Thursday, September 18, 2025
Office of State Treasurer, C170 State Capitol Complex and
Electronic Meeting via Zoom

Members of the Commission Present:
	Marlo M. Oaks (Utah State Treasurer, Chair) 
	Tina Cannon (Utah State Auditor)
	Sophia DiCaro (Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget) 
	Van Christensen (Director of State Finance) – Zoom  
Blake Wade (Governor’s Office designee from Gilmore & Bell) – Zoom
	Cleon Butterfield (Governor’s Office designee)
	Jonathan Ward (Zions Public Finance)
	
Others Present:
	Kirt Slaugh (Office of State Treasurer)
	Diana Artica (Office of State Treasurer) 
	Brook McCarrick (Attorney General Office Assigned to SFRC) – Zoom
	Aaron Waite (Attorney General Office) – Zoom
Aaron Wade (Gilmore & Bell) 
Marcus Keller (Crews & Associates, Inc.)
Benj Becker (Piper Sandler)
Craig Thorsen (Piper Sandler) – Zoom 
Ariane Gibson (UIPA) – Zoom 
Stephen Smith (UIPA) – Zoom 

Meeting called to order by Treasurer Oaks at 2:00 p.m.

1. Prior Meeting Minutes

The meeting minutes from May 12, 2025, were presented for discussion and approval. Auditor Cannon proposed an amendment to item 3, paragraphs 7 and 9, to clarify that Mr. Overson was speaking as a representative of the State Auditor’s Office. Mr. Blake Wade moved to approve the minutes with the proposed amendment. Ms. DiCaro seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously, with all Commission members voting in favor.

2. Review and provide comments on the proposed issuance by the Board of Trustees of the NWQ Public Infrastructure District (PID) of up to $30,000,000 in Tax Differential Bonds and related matters

Mr. Becker provided an overview of the Northwest Quadrant Public Infrastructure District (PID), located west of Salt Lake International Airport within the Utah Inland Port boundaries. Established several months ago by the Utah Inland Port Authority, the district’s purpose is to issue tax-exempt bonds to finance public infrastructure improvements.

The bond issuance will be supported by an added mill levy paid by the developer, with no tax increment financing involved. The development includes four industrial buildings totaling approximately 4.5 million square feet. Two buildings are already occupied, the third is nearing completion with occupancy expected soon, and the fourth is currently under development. Nearby buildings of similar scale include Amazon warehouses.

Covering 234 acres north of I-80, the district plans to use the bond proceeds both to reimburse prior infrastructure expenses and to finance additional work related to the fourth building. The district is managed by The Ritchie Group, a prominent Utah developer known for projects statewide. Several key members of The Ritchie Group also serve on the district board.

Approximately 75% of the development is complete. The first two buildings are fully leased, while the third is in the Request for Proposals (RFP) stage. Full lease-up is anticipated by year-end. Public infrastructure costs total roughly $20 million, with about 80% already expended.

The proposed bond issuance includes $19.36 million in senior current interest bonds and $4.25 million in subordinate bonds. The pledged revenue comes solely from an additional 0.003 (3 mills) property tax levy. The bonds are expected to be issued in October 2025, with total proceeds estimated at $23.6 million and net funding of $18.3 million. The financing package includes two years of capitalized interest, a 1.30x debt service coverage ratio, and a 1.7x reserve fund. The property is sufficiently developed to generate revenue immediately upon tax implementation.

The executive summary also includes detailed debt service schedules for both the senior and subordinate bonds covering the full 30-year term.

Mr. Ward asked about the estimated tax rate and noted the advantage provided by the development’s progress and current building valuations.

Mr. Becker responded that as of two weeks prior, the estimated interest rates were approximately 6.25% for the senior bonds and 8.25% for the subordinate bonds. He noted that recent market fluctuations might put downward pressure on these rates. While there remains some risk due to the industrial nature of the project, it is significantly lower than many other PIDs previously reviewed because roughly 75% to 80% of construction is complete and substantial infrastructure investment has already been made.

Mr. Ward inquired about the types of public infrastructure being constructed and whether these would connect to broader systems in the surrounding area.

Mr. Becker confirmed the infrastructure connects to existing systems, including nearby, which extends west toward the state prison area. The public infrastructure includes sewer, secondary water, and other typical horizontal improvements.

When asked about landscaping, Mr. Becker explained that irrigated landscaping is limited due to regional constraints. Most vegetation consists of low-water-use plants such as native grasses and hardy species like roses.

Mr. Butterfield asked what the interest rate would be on the senior bonds if issued as taxable bonds. Mr. Becker estimated the rate would be closer to 8.5%, based on his analysis and market conversion estimates.

Ms. DiCaro asked what would happen to the revenue after the bonds are fully paid, specifically if any funds would continue to be collected and, if so, where those would be allocated.

Mr. Aaron Wade explained that the property tax rate is set to match the debt service requirements as bonds mature. The subordinate bonds absorb all excess revenues until they are fully retired. These subordinate bonds have no scheduled maturity but are paid based on available revenues.

Once subordinate bonds are paid off, the tax rate will be adjusted in accordance with the scheduled debt service calculated from the assessed property value and amount due. Although the current rate is set at 3 mills, it is expected to decline over time as property values increase. There is no anticipated excess revenue beyond what is needed for debt service. Ultimately, when all bonds are retired, the district will dissolve as its purpose will have been fulfilled.

Auditor Cannon noted this scenario remains theoretical, as no bonds have yet matured. She expressed concern from the State Auditor’s Office about the lack of a clear mechanism for bond retirement in some cases. She highlighted ongoing discussions with auditors from other states facing similar issues regarding proper bond retirement and safeguarding against misuse of funds. Auditor Cannon appreciated the question as important to addressing these concerns.

Mr. Aaron Wade further explained that for most PIDs, the property tax levy is strictly structured to cover debt service. Some districts created by development authorities like MIDA or the Inland Port may also fund operational improvements, but typically the mill levy is dedicated solely to debt repayment.

Under the PID Act, levying the tax requires both outstanding debt and electoral authorization. Since no registered voters reside within this district, the property owners’ consent legally constitutes an election authorizing the property tax.

Treasurer Oaks noted that net proceeds for the 2025A bonds are approximately $5 million less than the principal amount and asked for clarification. Mr. Becker explained that capitalized interest accounts for $2.5 million, with $1.7 million allocated to the debt service reserve fund, in addition to issuance costs.

Mr. Keller added that the Debt Service Reserve Fund will eventually be returned to the district either through a future bond refunding—where it will reduce the outstanding bond amount—or be applied toward the final payment. He anticipated that once the bonds become callable and refinancing occurs, the reserve fund will be used to reduce the bond size, and the reserve fund requirement will likely no longer apply due to the improved credit profile.

Mr. Blake Wade asked whether the district collects 1.3 times the annual debt service, as indicated by the stated coverage ratio.

Mr. Aaron Wade clarified that 30% of the revenue is allocated specifically to pay subordinate bonds, and that figure relates only to the senior bonds.

Mr. Blake Wade acknowledged the clarification, stating the full 130% coverage represents combined senior and subordinate debt service. He explained that senior debt is paid first; if there is a shortfall, subordinate debt holders may not be paid fully or at all. However, after senior debt is covered, remaining funds flow to subordinate debt. He confirmed there is no specific coverage requirement for subordinate bonds.

Mr. DiCaro asked if it is customary for PID board members to be the same as the developer.

Mr. Aaron Wade explained that state law generally requires PID board members to be registered voters or property owners within the district. Since most PIDs lack registered voters at issuance, boards typically consist entirely of property owners. Exceptions exist for development authorities such as MIDA, whose PIDs are subsidiaries with boards including representatives from MIDA and the developer. Some Inland Port PIDs have similar mixed representation. In contrast, the current PID board consists solely of property owners.

Ms. DiCaro mentioned concerns from the last meeting about contacting PID members and asked if the contact listed on documents was a PID representative.

Mr. Aaron Wade explained that the indenture typically includes a notice provision. Such legal notices are usually sent to the District General Counsel, who handles communications like trustee notices. In this case, the legal counsel is a firm called White Bear. He also noted that the Lieutenant Governor’s office maintains a registry of districts, and the public notice website likely includes board member contact information.

Auditor Cannon noted that financial reporting requirements to the State Auditor’s Office often face challenges, including difficulty obtaining current board member information and timely financial reports. While she was speaking generally, she emphasized that these requirements must still be met.

Ms. Gibson commented on the Inland Port’s public infrastructure districts, including the one they sponsor. She explained their internal monitoring includes the Chief Compliance and Risk Officer reviewing the State Auditor’s dashboard to track delinquencies. She offered to collaborate with Auditor Cannon’s office to help ensure PIDs connected to the Utah Inland Port Authority provide accurate contact and transparency information.

Mr. Slaugh asked if any proceeds would be used for environmental remediation, noting the site was formerly the Salt Lake City dump.

Mr. Aaron Wade responded that this particular area is not involved in environmental remediation. The improvements focus on infrastructure such as roads, sewer, and storm drain systems.

Mr. Ward noted that the Inland Port used bond proceeds from a 2021 issue for environmental remediation at a different site. Ms. Gibson clarified that the Crossroads PID, a component unit of the Utah Inland Port Authority, is financing remediation of the North Temple Landfill site. The Northwest Quadrant PID property lies just north but is unrelated and has separate funds.

Ms. DiCaro asked how many PIDs the Inland Port Authority currently has.

Mr. Aaron Wade replied there are five PIDs: one each in Washington County, Utah County, and Tooele County, and two in Salt Lake County.

Mr. Keller addressed concerns about dissolving the PIDs, noting the districts incur ongoing operating costs. He expected that developers and PID boards would be motivated to dissolve the PIDs quickly once revenues cease, to avoid continued expenses.

Auditor Cannon agreed in principle on districts that are developer-owned but noted that in other cases, where PIDs serve as established financing vehicles, the situation is more complex and can be tempting for stakeholders.

Finally, Treasurer Oaks asked if there were any further questions and suggested setting the deadline for comments as the following Friday, the 26th, noting there did not appear to be a strong need for additional input. 

3. Other Items of Business:

There were no other items of business to discuss.

Mr. Butterfield made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Auditor Cannon seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

The meeting was adjourned
