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ID District
# of TIF 
Projects

Total Increment 
Amount Paid

Total Revenues 
Retained

Total
% Paid as 

Increment
1 Alpine School District 27 31,501,819$        6,972,814$         38,474,633$    82%
2 Beaver County School District 10 1,807,151$          532,837$            2,339,988$      77%
3 Box Elder School District 12 5,662,632$          352,514$            6,015,145$      94%
4 Cache County School District 1 184,247$             -$                    184,247$         100%
5 Carbon County School District 2 769,593$             -$                    769,593$         100%
7 Davis County School District 41 9,464,737$          9,843,538$         19,308,274$    49%
9 Emery County School District 4 2,834,054$          -$                    2,834,054$      100%

12 Granite School District 40 18,484,881$        4,119,417$         22,604,298$    82%
13 Iron County School District 17 3,934,647$          303,063$            4,237,711$      93%
14 Jordan School District 18 17,277,695$        2,151,332$         19,429,027$    89%
15 Juab County School District 3 849,255$             8,190$                857,444$         99%
18 Morgan County School District 1 224,477$             -$                    224,477$         100%
19 Nebo School District 3 1,459,087$          536,703$            1,995,790$      73%
22 Park City School District 1 3,813,367$          2,542,245$         6,355,612$      60%
26 Sevier County School District 2 278,209$             69,552$              347,762$         80%
30 Tooele County School District 6 1,512,822$          518,862$            2,031,684$      74%
31 Uintah County School District 4 229,038$             47,524$              276,561$         83%
32 Wasatch County School District 4 4,665,727$          1,555,242$         6,220,969$      75%
33 Washington County School District 9 1,790,932$          383,512$            2,174,444$      82%
35 Weber County School District 22 3,771,724$          2,474,495$         6,246,219$      60%
36 Salt Lake City School District 18 37,003,202$        7,543,910$         44,547,112$    83%
37 Ogden City School District 12 4,916,034$          383,665$            5,299,699$      93%
38 Provo City School District 4 1,202,829$          398,670$            1,601,498$      75%
39 Logan City School District 2 258,260$             109,756$            368,016$         70%
40 Murray City School District 4 1,819,293$          12,391$              1,831,684$      99%
42 Canyons School District 15 13,859,930$        2,606,872$         16,466,802$    84%

282 169,575,640$     43,467,104$      213,042,744$ 80%

Utah TIFs that Impact Public Education - TY2025

Grand Total
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Total Increment 
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Increment
1 Alpine School District 27 31,501,819$        6,972,814$         38,474,633$    82%
2 Beaver County School District 10 1,807,151$          532,837$            2,339,988$      77%
3 Box Elder School District 12 5,662,632$          352,514$            6,015,145$      94%
4 Cache County School District 1 184,247$             -$                    184,247$         100%
5 Carbon County School District 2 769,593$             -$                    769,593$         100%
7 Davis County School District 41 9,464,737$          9,843,538$         19,308,274$    49%
9 Emery County School District 4 2,834,054$          -$                    2,834,054$      100%

12 Granite School District 40 18,484,881$        4,119,417$         22,604,298$    82%
13 Iron County School District 17 3,934,647$          303,063$            4,237,711$      93%
14 Jordan School District 18 17,277,695$        2,151,332$         19,429,027$    89%
15 Juab County School District 3 849,255$             8,190$                857,444$         99%
18 Morgan County School District 1 224,477$             -$                    224,477$         100%
19 Nebo School District 3 1,459,087$          536,703$            1,995,790$      73%
22 Park City School District 1 3,813,367$          2,542,245$         6,355,612$      60%
26 Sevier County School District 2 278,209$             69,552$              347,762$         80%
30 Tooele County School District 6 1,512,822$          518,862$            2,031,684$      74%
31 Uintah County School District 4 229,038$             47,524$              276,561$         83%
32 Wasatch County School District 4 4,665,727$          1,555,242$         6,220,969$      75%
33 Washington County School District 9 1,790,932$          383,512$            2,174,444$      82%
35 Weber County School District 22 3,771,724$          2,474,495$         6,246,219$      60%
36 Salt Lake City School District 18 37,003,202$        7,543,910$         44,547,112$    83%
37 Ogden City School District 12 4,916,034$          383,665$            5,299,699$      93%
38 Provo City School District 4 1,202,829$          398,670$            1,601,498$      75%
39 Logan City School District 2 258,260$             109,756$            368,016$         70%
40 Murray City School District 4 1,819,293$          12,391$              1,831,684$      99%
42 Canyons School District 15 13,859,930$        2,606,872$         16,466,802$    84%

282 169,575,640$     43,467,104$      213,042,744$ 80%
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Grand Total
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Projects

Total Increment 
Amount Paid

Total Revenues 
Retained

Total
% Paid as 

Increment
1 Alpine School District 27 31,501,819$        6,972,814$         38,474,633$    82%
2 Beaver County School District 10 1,807,151$          532,837$            2,339,988$      77%
3 Box Elder School District 12 5,662,632$          352,514$            6,015,145$      94%
4 Cache County School District 1 184,247$             -$                    184,247$         100%
5 Carbon County School District 2 769,593$             -$                    769,593$         100%
7 Davis County School District 41 9,464,737$          9,843,538$         19,308,274$    49%
9 Emery County School District 4 2,834,054$          -$                    2,834,054$      100%

12 Granite School District 40 18,484,881$        4,119,417$         22,604,298$    82%
13 Iron County School District 17 3,934,647$          303,063$            4,237,711$      93%
14 Jordan School District 18 17,277,695$        2,151,332$         19,429,027$    89%
15 Juab County School District 3 849,255$             8,190$                857,444$         99%
18 Morgan County School District 1 224,477$             -$                    224,477$         100%
19 Nebo School District 3 1,459,087$          536,703$            1,995,790$      73%
22 Park City School District 1 3,813,367$          2,542,245$         6,355,612$      60%
26 Sevier County School District 2 278,209$             69,552$              347,762$         80%
30 Tooele County School District 6 1,512,822$          518,862$            2,031,684$      74%
31 Uintah County School District 4 229,038$             47,524$              276,561$         83%
32 Wasatch County School District 4 4,665,727$          1,555,242$         6,220,969$      75%
33 Washington County School District 9 1,790,932$          383,512$            2,174,444$      82%
35 Weber County School District 22 3,771,724$          2,474,495$         6,246,219$      60%
36 Salt Lake City School District 18 37,003,202$        7,543,910$         44,547,112$    83%
37 Ogden City School District 12 4,916,034$          383,665$            5,299,699$      93%
38 Provo City School District 4 1,202,829$          398,670$            1,601,498$      75%
39 Logan City School District 2 258,260$             109,756$            368,016$         70%
40 Murray City School District 4 1,819,293$          12,391$              1,831,684$      99%
42 Canyons School District 15 13,859,930$        2,606,872$         16,466,802$    84%

282 169,575,640$     43,467,104$      213,042,744$  80%

Utah TIFs that Impact Public Education - TY2025

Grand Total



Understanding Property Tax Shifts

POLICY EVOLUTION  |  Broader authority made the “but-for” question more important, not less important.







Total Taxes: 
$33,000 

Total Taxes: 
$20,250

Graphic does not show 
the recipients of the 

property tax shift



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 350,000$        0.0% 364 55% 70,000,000$    700,000$        1,925$              0.0%
Residential - B 500,000$        0.0% 150 55% 41,250,000$    412,500$        2,750$              0.0%
Residential - C 1,000,000$    0.0% 25 55% 13,750,000$    137,500$        5,500$              0.0%
Business - A 500,000$        0.0% 50 100% 25,000,000$    250,000$        5,000$              0.0%
Business - B 1,000,000$    0.0% 25 100% 25,000,000$    250,000$        10,000$           0.0%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    250,000$        25,000$           0.0%

200,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 1



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 549,747$        20.8% 364 55% 109,949,375$ 872,614$        2,400$              15.1%
Residential - B 736,750$        15.5% 150 55% 60,781,875$    482,396$        3,216$              10.0%
Residential - C 1,155,000$    5.0% 25 55% 15,881,250$    126,042$        5,042$              0.0%
Business - A 665,500$        21.0% 50 100% 33,275,000$    264,087$        5,282$              15.2%
Business - B 1,150,000$    0.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    228,175$        9,127$              -4.8%
Business - C 2,256,250$    -9.8% 10 100% 22,562,500$    179,067$        17,907$           -14.0%
Business - D 4,050,000$    -19.0% 16 100% 64,800,000$    514,286$        32,143$           -22.9%

336,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 3 - Certified Tax Rate



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value TNT Property 
Taxes

TNT Taxes Per 
Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 549,747$        20.8% 364 55% 109,949,375$ 934,570$        2,570$              23.2%
Residential - B 736,750$        15.5% 150 55% 60,781,875$    516,646$        3,444$              17.8%
Residential - C 1,155,000$    5.0% 25 55% 15,881,250$    134,991$        5,400$              7.1%
Business - A 665,500$        21.0% 50 100% 33,275,000$    282,838$        5,657$              23.4%
Business - B 1,150,000$    0.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    244,375$        9,775$              2.0%
Business - C 2,256,250$    -9.8% 10 100% 22,562,500$    191,781$        19,178$           -7.9%
Business - D 4,050,000$    -19.0% 16 100% 64,800,000$    550,800$        34,425$           -17.4%

336,000,000$ 2,856,000$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 3 - Truth-In-Taxation



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 785,296$        42.8% 364 55% 157,059,250$ 1,026,926$   2,824$              9.9%
Residential - B 957,775$        30.0% 150 55% 79,016,438$    516,646$        3,444$              0.0%
Residential - C 1,827,223$    58.2% 25 55% 25,124,313$    164,274$        6,571$              21.7%
Business - A 1,000,000$    50.3% 50 100% 50,000,000$    326,923$        6,538$              15.6%
Business - B 1,400,000$    21.7% 25 100% 35,000,000$    228,846$        9,154$              -6.4%
Business - C 2,500,000$    10.8% 10 100% 25,000,000$    163,462$        16,346$           -14.8%
Business - D 4,100,000$    1.2% 16 100% 65,600,000$    428,923$        26,808$           -22.1%

436,800,000$ 2,856,000$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 4



Residential - A
Total Increase: $899, a 47% increase

Increase Due to TNT: $170



Residential - A
Total Increase: $899, a 47% increase

Increase Due to TNT: $170

Business - C
Total Decrease: $(8,654), a 35% decrease

Increase Due to TNT: $1,271















Tax Increment Financing

POLICY EVOLUTION  |  Broader authority made the “but-for” question more important, not less important.



Public Infrastructure 
Districts (PIDs)

Community 
Reinvestment Agencies 

(CRAs)

Redevelopment 
Agencies (RDAs)

Community Development 
and Renewal Agencies 

(CDRAs)

Housing and Transit 
Reinvestment Zones 

(HTRZs)

Tax Increment Financing Entities in Utah



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2

Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$     978,495$        2,691$              39.8%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$     565,860$        3,772$              37.2%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$     162,634$        6,505$              18.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$     295,699$        5,914$              18.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$     309,140$        12,366$           23.7%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$     268,817$        26,882$           7.5%

240,000,000$   2,580,645$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 10% 8,000,000$        86,022$          5,376$              100.0%
248,000,000$   2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2 - 90% TIF



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2

Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$     978,495$        2,691$              39.8%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$     565,860$        3,772$              37.2%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$     162,634$        6,505$              18.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$     295,699$        5,914$              18.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$     309,140$        12,366$           23.7%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$     268,817$        26,882$           7.5%

240,000,000$   2,580,645$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 10% 8,000,000$        86,022$          5,376$              100.0%
248,000,000$   2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2 - 90% TIF



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2

Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$     978,495$        2,691$              39.8%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$     565,860$        3,772$              37.2%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$     162,634$        6,505$              18.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$     295,699$        5,914$              18.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$     309,140$        12,366$           23.7%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$     268,817$        26,882$           7.5%

240,000,000$   2,580,645$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 10% 8,000,000$        86,022$          5,376$              100.0%
248,000,000$   2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2 - 90% TIF
In this alternate 

universe, the school 
district would need to 

go through TNT to 
generate the $2.67M



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$     994,536$        2,735$              42.1%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$     575,137$        3,834$              39.4%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$     165,301$        6,612$              20.2%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$     300,546$        6,011$              20.2%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$     314,208$        12,568$           25.7%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$     273,224$        27,322$           9.3%

240,000,000$   2,622,951$   

Business - D 250,000$        16 100% 4,000,000$        43,716$          2,732$              100.0%
244,000,000$   2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2 - No CRA - 5% Assessed Value for Business D

Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2



Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$     994,536$        2,735$              42.1%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$     575,137$        3,834$              39.4%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$     165,301$        6,612$              20.2%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$     300,546$        6,011$              20.2%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$     314,208$        12,568$           25.7%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$     273,224$        27,322$           9.3%

240,000,000$   2,622,951$   

Business - D 250,000$        16 100% 4,000,000$        43,716$          2,732$              100.0%
244,000,000$   2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2 - No CRA - 5% Assessed Value for Business D

Property Type Avg. Assessed 
Value Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

# of 
Units

% of Value 
Taxed

Taxable Value Total Property 
Taxes

Property 
Taxes Per Unit

YOY % 
Change

Residential - A 455,000$        30.0% 364 55% 91,000,000$    758,333$        2,085$              8.3%
Residential - B 637,879$        27.6% 150 55% 52,625,000$    438,542$        2,924$              6.3%
Residential - C 1,100,000$    10.0% 25 55% 15,125,000$    126,042$        5,042$              -8.3%
Business - A 550,000$        10.0% 50 100% 27,500,000$    229,167$        4,583$              -8.3%
Business - B 1,150,000$    15.0% 25 100% 28,750,000$    239,583$        9,583$              -4.2%
Business - C 2,500,000$    0.0% 10 100% 25,000,000$    208,333$        20,833$           -16.7%

240,000,000$ 2,000,000$   

Business - D 5,000,000$    16 100% 80,000,000$    666,667$        41,667$           100.0%
Total 320,000,000$ 2,666,667$   

Property Tax Shift Example - Year 2











The Story of Tax Increment Financing
From postwar redevelopment to the modern question of necessity

01

ORIGIN

Blight and 
urban renewal

02

MECHANISM

Future value 
finances 

present costs

03

EXPANSION

State adoption 
and broader 

uses

04

UTAH

Negotiated 
taxing-entity 
participation

05

ACCOUNTABILITY

The “but-for” 
test

THE ARC  |  TIF evolved from a redevelopment financing device into a broader policy choice.













Part I

Origins and Financing Logic
Why local governments connected postwar redevelopment 
costs to future property-value growth.

HISTORY  |  The original setting was physical redevelopment, not a general-purpose incentive program.



Why TIF Emerged After World War II

POSTWAR CHANGE

Suburban growth and 
shifting investment left 
many central-city areas 
with aging buildings, 
fragmented parcels, and 
obsolete infrastructure.

URBAN RENEWAL

Redevelopment agencies 
assembled land, cleared 
deteriorated sites, and 
installed streets, utilities, 
and other improvements 
needed for private 
reinvestment.

THE FINANCING GAP

Cities needed money before 
redevelopment could 
generate a stronger property-
tax base. TIF connected 
upfront public costs with 
expected future value 
growth.

HISTORICAL SETTING  |  Redevelopment authority supplied the intervention; TIF supplied the financing mechanism.



1951–1952: California Creates the Model

The central financing idea was to divide future property-tax revenue into a base and an increment.

BASE VALUE Continues to generate revenue from 
the pre-project tax base

TAX 
INCREMENT

Growth above the base can support 
eligible redevelopment costs

PUBLIC INVESTMENT
Land assembly, demolition, streets, 
utilities, and site preparation.

REPAYMENT SOURCE
A portion of future property-tax growth 
supports project costs.

ORIGINAL PURPOSE
Make distressed or underdeveloped 
areas investable when development 
would not otherwise occur.

ORIGINAL LOGIC  |  Redevelopment creates the future revenue used to help finance redevelopment.



From California Experiment to National Tool
The mechanism spread in stages as states adapted TIF to their own laws and fiscal systems.

1951–52

California creates 
the model.

By 1970

Six states had 
enacted TIF 
authority.

1970s–80s

Adoption 
accelerates as 
other funding 

recedes.

2000s

TIF becomes 
available in 
nearly every 

state.

NATIONAL DIFFUSION  |  TIF spread through state enabling laws rather than a single federal program.



Why TIF Became Fiscally Attractive
Its appeal rested as much on the financing narrative as on the redevelopment objective.

1 LOCAL FISCAL APPEAL

TIF generally redirects growth in 
property-tax revenue rather than 
imposing a separate tax rate. Local 
governments could pursue 
investment without depending 
entirely on federal redevelopment 
grants.

2 SELF-FINANCING NARRATIVE

Projects could be described as being 
repaid from the value growth they 
helped create. States retained control 
over eligible areas, costs, durations, 
and approval arrangements.

PLANNING FOCUS  |  Future growth became the repayment source for present investment.

FISCAL APPEAL  |  The tax rate was not the defining feature; the allocation of future growth was.



Part II

Broader Uses, Broader Questions
As TIF moved beyond classic blight removal, accountability shifted toward 
necessity, fiscal tradeoffs, and measurable results.

POLICY EVOLUTION  |  Broader authority made the “but-for” question more important, not less important.



The Purpose of TIF Changed as the Tool Matured
Early physical redevelopment gradually expanded into economic-development and community objectives.

REMEDIATION

Land assembly, demolition, 
environmental cleanup, and 
obsolete infrastructure.

ACCESS

Roads, utilities, parking, transit 
connections, and public spaces.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Commercial districts, 
employment centers, mixed-
use projects, and major sites.

COMMUNITY GOALS

Housing, main streets, parks, and public 
amenities.

POLICY EFFECT

The boundary between redevelopment and 
development incentives became less distinct.

POLICY EVOLUTION  |  Broader purposes required clearer evidence of public value and necessity.



Expansion Brought a New Era of Accountability
A flexible financing tool also created harder questions about causation and fiscal tradeoffs.

01 CAUSATION

Did public 
participation create 
development, 
accelerate it, change 
its location, or increase 
public benefits?

02 FISCAL TRADEOFF

Which taxing entities 
forgo incremental 
revenue, for how long, 
and what public-
service demands 
remain?

03
TARGETING & 
OVERSIGHT

Is assistance removing 
a genuine barrier? Are 
assumptions, eligible 
costs, commitments, 
and results clear 
enough for review?

MODERN GOVERNANCE  |  The “but-for” test is the response to a tool whose uses became broader and more discretionary.



Utah Followed the National Pattern
Utah moved from redevelopment and blight toward broader project areas and negotiated participation.

1 EARLY FRAMEWORK

Redevelopment agencies focused primarily on 
redevelopment and blight-related investment.

2 2001

The Redevelopment Agencies Act authorized TIF 
for redevelopment activities and housing 
provisions.

3 2006–2016

Urban renewal, community development, and 
economic development reflected a broader 
investment role.

4 2016–PRESENT

Community reinvestment agencies rely heavily on 
interlocal agreements with taxing entities.

UTAH CONTEXT  |  Participation became a negotiated fiscal choice for counties, school districts, and other taxing entities.









ID District
# of TIF 
Projects

Total Increment 
Amount Paid

Total Revenues 
Retained

Total
% Paid as 

Increment
1 Alpine School District 27 31,501,819$        6,972,814$         38,474,633$    82%
2 Beaver County School District 10 1,807,151$          532,837$            2,339,988$      77%
3 Box Elder School District 12 5,662,632$          352,514$            6,015,145$      94%
4 Cache County School District 1 184,247$             -$                    184,247$         100%
5 Carbon County School District 2 769,593$             -$                    769,593$         100%
7 Davis County School District 41 9,464,737$          9,843,538$         19,308,274$    49%
9 Emery County School District 4 2,834,054$          -$                    2,834,054$      100%

12 Granite School District 40 18,484,881$        4,119,417$         22,604,298$    82%
13 Iron County School District 17 3,934,647$          303,063$            4,237,711$      93%
14 Jordan School District 18 17,277,695$        2,151,332$         19,429,027$    89%
15 Juab County School District 3 849,255$             8,190$                857,444$         99%
18 Morgan County School District 1 224,477$             -$                    224,477$         100%
19 Nebo School District 3 1,459,087$          536,703$            1,995,790$      73%
22 Park City School District 1 3,813,367$          2,542,245$         6,355,612$      60%
26 Sevier County School District 2 278,209$             69,552$              347,762$         80%
30 Tooele County School District 6 1,512,822$          518,862$            2,031,684$      74%
31 Uintah County School District 4 229,038$             47,524$              276,561$         83%
32 Wasatch County School District 4 4,665,727$          1,555,242$         6,220,969$      75%
33 Washington County School District 9 1,790,932$          383,512$            2,174,444$      82%
35 Weber County School District 22 3,771,724$          2,474,495$         6,246,219$      60%
36 Salt Lake City School District 18 37,003,202$        7,543,910$         44,547,112$    83%
37 Ogden City School District 12 4,916,034$          383,665$            5,299,699$      93%
38 Provo City School District 4 1,202,829$          398,670$            1,601,498$      75%
39 Logan City School District 2 258,260$             109,756$            368,016$         70%
40 Murray City School District 4 1,819,293$          12,391$              1,831,684$      99%
42 Canyons School District 15 13,859,930$        2,606,872$         16,466,802$    84%

282 169,575,640$     43,467,104$      213,042,744$ 80%

Utah TIFs that Impact Public Education - TY2025

Grand Total









How much of the 
$81.8M in additional 

value would have 
happened without 

the CDRA?







How much of the $584.4M 
in additional value would 
have happened without 

the RDA?



Next Steps?



Dale Frost
MSP Administrator

dale.frost@schools.utah.gov

Nestor Rodriguez
USBE Economist

nestor.rodriguez@schools.utah.gov

Contact Us

mailto:dale.frost@schools.utah.gov
mailto:nestor.rodriguez@schools.utah.gov
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