Draft Minutes
State Finance Review Commission
Friday, December 12, 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) – Zoom 
	
Others Present:
	Kirt Slaugh (Office of State Treasurer)
	Diana Artica (Office of State Treasurer)
Japheth McGee (Zions Public Finance)
	Brook McCarrick (Attorney General Office Assigned to SFRC) – Zoom
	Aaron Waite (Attorney General Office) – Zoom
Randy Larsen (Gilmore & Bell)
Ariane Gibson (UIPA) – Zoom 
Sam Elder – (D.A. Davidson)
	Connie Gonzalez (D.A. Davidson)
Drake Howell (BZI Innovation Park) 
Matt Ence (General Counsel for BZI) – Zoom 
Amy Brown Coffin (UIPA) – Zoom 
Daniel Stewart (UIPA) – Zoom 
Amy Chantal Yxay (UIPA) – Zoom 
Steve Erickson (UIPA) – Zoom 

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

1. Prior Meeting Minutes

The meeting minutes from October 24, 2025, were presented for review and approval. Ms. DiCaro made a motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Butterfield seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously, with all Commission members voting in favor.

2. Discussion and review of a proposed issuance by BZI Innovation Park Public Infrastructure District #1 of up to $20,000,000 in Tax Differential Bonds and related matters. 

Mr. McGee described the BZI Innovation Park Public Infrastructure District, a 313-acre light and heavy industrial development located in Iron County, south of Enoch and west of Cedar City. The project lies within an inland port project area, which requires review by the State Finance Review Commission.

He noted that the development is rail-served and received an AIB loan from the state approximately one year ago to support rail infrastructure. While not all parcels are rail-served, the project is primarily an industrial park. Some development has already occurred, and additional tenants are expected.

Mr. McGee stated that the project is anticipated to absorb approximately 100,000 to 200,000 square feet of industrial space annually over a 21-year build-out period. At full build-out, the total assessed valuation is projected to be approximately $800 million, representing a significant investment in the Iron County area. The development timeline reflects gradual absorption consistent with market demand and is supported by an EPS market study. Several tenants are already planned, and any additional development beyond projections would be incremental.

Regarding financing, Mr. McGee explained that the proposal involves a general obligation sponsor reimbursement bond. BZI has already installed substantial horizontal infrastructure and plans to complete additional improvements over time. Issuing market debt at this stage is not considered efficient, so the sponsor intends to hold the bonds internally at an 8 percent interest rate until sufficient development occurs to support market financing.

Mr. McGee emphasized that issuing the bonds now allows the Public Infrastructure District to levy a five-mill property tax, which cannot be imposed without an associated debt obligation. Establishing the mill levy early provides transparency for incoming tenants and avoids imposing unexpected tax increases in later years. The bonds would include a one- to three-year call period to allow for future refinancing once development and tax increment revenues stabilize.

Mr. Ward asked whether the warehousing and real estate within the Innovation Park would be sold to individual property owners or retained by the developer team and leased to tenants.

Mr. Howell responded that the majority of the property would be sold through purchase-and-sale transactions, while a smaller portion would be retained by the development team as a long-term investment hold. He emphasized that most of the development would be sold, with only a minority held over the long term.

Mr. Larsen explained that issuing debt now both triggers the property tax, providing clear notice to property owners, and preserves flexibility to issue tax-exempt bonds in the future, which could reduce project costs. He noted that while reimbursement intent has time limits, outstanding debt maintains this flexibility. He also emphasized that the Public Infrastructure District is fully separate from other governmental entities and relies solely on its own property tax. In this context, “general obligation” refers to a limited property tax pledge subject to the mill levy cap.

Mr. Slaugh asked about the status of the AIB loan, specifically whether the funds had been fully deployed and expended during the initial phase of the project.

Mr. Howell responded that the AIB loan has been fully deployed and that repayment is scheduled to begin in 2027. Mr. McGee clarified that the source of repayment for the AIB loan is the property tax increment from the inland port project area, rather than the mill levy associated with the Public Infrastructure District.

Mr. Slaugh asked whether the current tax increment is sufficient to cover payments on the AIB loan. Mr. Howell responded that, to his understanding, the current increment is not yet sufficient to cover the loan payments. He noted that there is an agreement with the developer entity to cover any shortfall. Mr. Howell added that the repayment is approximately a year and a half away, with payments expected to begin in mid-2027.

Ms. DiCaro asked what the plans are for Phases 2 and 3 of the project. Mr. Howell explained that Phase 2 will begin when the project is ready. He noted that he recently hired a civil engineer to start mass grading and master utility planning for this approximately 200-acre phase. Within Phase 2, a 60-acre parcel will be retained by BZI for its heavy-line fabrication and processing facility.

Mr. Howell emphasized that planning and design have been initiated, but development will remain market-driven. Mr. Howell described his efforts to recruit manufacturers and industries nationwide to locate at BZI Innovation Park, highlighting that, unlike typical residential or commercial projects, the development pace depends on the tenants attracted.

Mr. Elder added clarification, noting that there may only be a single Public Infrastructure District and that additional PIDs might not be necessary. However, he explained that there would likely be multiple bond issuances throughout the course of the development.

Mr. Butterfield asked a more visionary question, inquiring whether there is a model guiding the Innovation Park and what has inspired the overall vision for the project. Mr. Howell explained that the project draws inspiration from multiple sources, particularly rail-served industrial parks both across the country and globally. He specifically mentioned Camp Hall, near Charleston, as a model the team hopes to replicate as much as possible in southwestern Utah, while acknowledging local differences.

Mr. Howell added that shortly after acquiring the property—nearly two and a half years ago—the team began developing rail infrastructure. Since then, they have been actively transloading rail, handling over 800 railcars and approximately 150 million pounds of material, primarily raw steel and lumber, establishing the site as a regional hub for lumber distribution.

Mr. Butterfield asked whether the project partners with a specific railroad or operates its own rail spur. Mr. Howell explained that the project has its own rail operator. The Union Pacific, a Class 1 railroad, serves the branch line to Cedar City, and the park has built two mainline switches off the Union Pacific mainline. Having an internal rail operator differentiates the park, he noted, because while Union Pacific provides service only two days per week currently, the park can perform internal switching on the other days. This capability, he added, provides a significant operational advantage for industries locating within the park.

Auditor Cannon noted that the entity is not registered with the State Auditor’s Office and asked if there is a reason for this. She explained that the State Auditor’s Office has oversight over public infrastructure districts, but this particular entity is not registered.

Mr. Howell stated that, to his knowledge, he was not aware of that. He noted that just a few months ago—either in June or July—they had the Utah Inland Port Authority resolution, and he acknowledged that not being registered was likely an oversight on their part.

Mr. Ence stated that, although the district was established several months ago, it only recently held its first board meeting, during which several required actions were taken. He emphasized that the district remains in the early stages of development. He also noted that the district is actively addressing a range of tasks to prepare for the bond issuance, including administrative matters, which are a key part of the ongoing process. Mr. Howell added that the district has not received any funds, nor has it levied any taxes or assessments.

Auditor Cannon stated that, before proceeding with the presentation and consideration by the commission, she would appreciate confirmation that this issue has been addressed. She emphasized that registration of a Public Infrastructure District with the State Auditor’s Office is mandatory, not voluntary, and must be completed. Acknowledging her role in raising the concern again, she urged legal counsel to ensure the district is fully compliant before moving forward.

Ms. Gibson asked a clarifying question, stating that she believed Mr. Stewart had already assisted with registering the entity with the Lieutenant Governor’s Office. She inquired how that registration translates to the state transparency site and whether an additional step is required to complete that process.

Auditor Cannon stated that registration with the State Auditor’s Office is required and that the registration should be reflected accordingly. She emphasized that the registration must be completed with the State Auditor’s Office prior to issuing any debt.

Mr. Slaugh asked whether anyone with UIPA could provide a commitment to that requirement. Mr. Howell stated that he would commit to fulfilling the requirement. He apologized as the developer, explaining that he was not aware of the registration requirement with the Auditor’s Office, and confirmed that they would proceed with registration immediately. He added that they would welcome guidance from the Auditor’s Office or would coordinate internally to determine the appropriate contacts to complete the process, noting that they would have taken the step earlier had they known it was required.

Auditor Cannon identified Steph Overson as her local government manager and a point of contact to assist with the registration of the Public Infrastructure District.

Mr. Larsen expressed confidence that Mr. Ence, general counsel, shared that view and supported the need for registration. Mr. Larsen suggested that the registration should be completed as part of the application process and indicated that having the registration in place prior to appearing before the State Finance Review Commission would be appropriate.

Auditor Cannon noted that the entity is among a group that remains non-compliant, though she observed that only about 54 percent fall into that category. She added that such issues are typically resolved prior to bond issuance and stated that she would appreciate that being done in this case as well.

Ms. DiCaro asked whether a checklist or similar protocol should be implemented to ensure requirements are addressed before matters are brought before the Commission, noting that such a process would be important.

Mr. Slaugh asked Ms. Artica to take note of the issue. Ms. Artica acknowledged and stated that PID registrations/compliance would be checked with the State Auditor’s Office before being presented to the State Finance Review Commission.

Mr. Elder stated that there is still work to be done in preparing the necessary documentation to properly place the bond in the market. He noted that they are targeting mid-January for the actual debt issuance.

Mr. Larsen explained that, in many cases, the treasurer might suggest a review timeline—often by January 15th—for council members to provide comments, which would then be reported. He acknowledged that some projects have tighter timelines, but agreed that this one is not as urgent. He encouraged submission of comments before proceeding, noting that doing so is required. He also recognized the upcoming holidays, expressing hope that everyone is able to take time off and enjoy the season.

Treasurer Oaks stated that there is no reason to unnecessarily delay the process, noting that setting a distant deadline can lead to people forgetting the details and needing extra time to catch up. He recommended that any comments be submitted by the end of the day on December 19th, expressing his belief that there are unlikely to be any substantive comments. He invited questions or additional remarks but suggested moving forward with that timeline unless someone disagreed.

3. Other Items of Business:

There were no other items of business to discuss.

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

The meeting was adjourned 
