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This issue provides an update on several urban renewal-related bills discussed in prior issues.  
This issue also covers a few bills not specifically related to urban renewal or tax increment 
financing, but which may be of interest to the development community. 
 
As always, feel free to contact us if you would like a more detailed analysis of any of this 
legislation in relation to a specific project. 
 
 

 
Bill # Description 
SB 08-103 
Requiring that TIF be shared with 
other Local Governments 
Status: Killed 

The Senate Local Government Committee postponed this bill 
indefinitely on February 21, 2008. This legislation would have 
significantly reduced, and, in some cases, redistributed, tax 
increment revenue by requiring that 25% of all TIF revenue be 
distributed back to counties, school districts, and other taxing 
authorities. 

HB 08-1163 
Fire District Exemption from TIF 
Status: Killed 

The House Finance Committee postponed this bill indefinitely 
on February 2, 2008. It would have exempted fire districts and 
other emergency service providing districts from tax increment 
payments that would otherwise be payable to the urban 
renewal. 

SB 08-94 
“Community Development Areas” 
Status: Killed but may be 
resurrected 
 

Sponsored by Sen. Bob Bacon (D-Fort Collins) Rep. Jack 
Pommer (D-Boulder). The Senate Local Government 
Committee postponed this bill indefinitely at the request of the 
sponsor, in order to work out differences between the 
proponents of the bill, the Colorado Municipal League (CML), 
and the primary opponents, Colorado Counties, Inc. (CCI). 
 
As noted in prior issues, this bill would completely prohibit the 
use of traditional urban renewal in so-called “greenfield” or 
agricultural areas, while at the same time creating a new tax 
increment financing tool, called  “Community Development 
Areas,” (CDA) for use in such areas. A municipality could 
designate a CDA using the same process as the creation of an 
urban renewal authority, but instead of finding that blight exists, 
the municipality would have to find that the project meets two of 
eight goals set forth in the new bill, such as creating tax 
revenue or jobs. 
 
As of this issue, the bill remains dead, but talks are continuing 
regarding the potential for resurrection. The counties continue 
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Bill # Description 
to oppose such legislation based on their position that counties 
should have veto power over any use of incremental revenue 
generated by the county mill levy, and their desire to have the 
right to challenge urban renewal plans under the existing urban 
renewal legislation. 

HB 08-1349 
TIF Abatement Bill 
Status: Pending first hearing 

This bill, sponsored by Rep. Sara Gagliardi, (D-Arvada), and 
Sen. Sue Windels, (D-Arvada), was introduced to address a 
situation which occurs occasionally, when a successful property 
tax protest or board of assessment appeal and refunds are due 
to a property owner. The bill requires that special districts and 
urban renewal authorities create reserve accounts and set 
aside tax increment revenues to fund such rebates. In 
particular, with respect to urban renewal authorities, the 
legislation requires county treasurers to withhold a portion of 
the tax increment that would otherwise be payable to the urban 
renewal authority under the statute, in order to create a reserve 
account in the event of a tax abatement. 
 
The bill has been assigned to the House Finance Committee, 
and is scheduled for hearing on March 25, 2008, though this is 
expected to slip due to the budget. 
 
The Colorado Municipal League is opposing the bill unless 
amended, and is working with the bill sponsors on legislation.  
Some bond counsel have opined that the mechanism provided 
in the bill as introduced could threaten bond opinions for urban 
renewal and special district bonds. 

SB 08-158 
Allow urban renewal in 
unincorporated areas 
Status: Awaiting Governor’s 
signature 

Sponsored by Sen. Lois Tochtrop (D-Arvada) and Rep. Mary 
Hodge (D-Brighton). This bill authorizes an urban renewal 
authority to include in an urban renewal area unincorporated 
territory which is outside the municipal boundary, but 
contiguous to the portion of the urban renewal area located 
within the municipality. 
 
Designed principally to address a specific situation in Denver 
and Adams County, this bill may have utility for other projects 
as well. 
 
Consent of the county in which the unincorporated territory is 
required, as well as the consent of each owner of property in 
the unincorporated territory. Once a plan including 
unincorporated territory is approved, further modifications to the 
plan also require the approval of the county. Also, the county 
must make the same findings that a municipality would make in 
creating the urban renewal area – namely that the property is 
blighted (must specifically find that the unincorporated territory 
is blighted), and that the urban renewal plan is in accordance 
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Bill # Description 
with the comprehensive or master plan of the county. 
 
This bill was introduced on February 11, 2008, and was passed 
by both houses after a concurrence on March 11, 2003. It is 
now awaiting the Governor's for signature. The legislation takes 
effect July 1, 2008. 

 
 
Other Development-Related Bills. 
 
Bill # Description 
HB 08-1350 
Municipal Financing Tools for 
Renewable Energy Infrastructure 
and Energy Efficient Retrofits 
 
Status: Awaiting first hearing 

As introduced, this bill, introduced by Rep. Alice Madden, (D-
Boulder), and Rep. Chris Romer, (D-Denver), provides 
additional financing tools for municipalities and counties for 
renewable energy infrastructure (such as photovoltaic solar 
arrays and geothermal loops) or energy efficient retrofits (such 
as double-paned windows or caulking windows and doors). 
Supported primarily by municipalities, counties, and 
Environment Colorado, the bill uses the existing tools of local 
improvement districts (LIDs) and special improvement districts 
(SIDs) in existing statute, simply expanding the existing 
authority of such districts to include this type of capital 
improvement. 
 
This firm represents development interests proposing that the 
bill be expanded to allow Title 32 metropolitan districts to use 
their existing bonding and taxing authority to finance renewable 
energy infrastructure. This would greatly expand the 
effectiveness of the bill, and provide a tool for those developers 
who so desire to make their projects greener, using tax-exempt 
municipal bond financing. Proposed language amendments to 
that effect are being circulated. Feedback from the bill 
proponents as well as the development community so far has 
been positive. Please contact us if you would like further 
information about this amendment. 
 
The bill has been tentatively scheduled for a hearing in the 
House Transportation Committee on April 1, 2008. 

HB 08-1259 
Increased Accountability 
Requirements for Special 
Districts 

Sponsored by Rep. Morgan Carroll, (D-Denver) and Sen. Steve 
Ward, (R-Arapahoe County). As originally introduced, this bill 
would have prohibited special districts from providing services 
outside their boundaries, and required existing special districts 
to modify existing service plans to conform to this requirement 
within one year. The bill also imposed several additional 
procedural requirements related to special district elections, and 
eliminated one of the potential special district election dates. 
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Bill # Description 
 
The bill has been significantly amended as it made its way 
through the House; it is now pending a hearing before the 
Senate Local Government Committee. 
 
The bill was strongly opposed by the Special District 
Association (SDA), which was successful in promoting several 
amendments to the bill. 
 
The bill now requires that special districts post information 
regarding their compliance with existing audit and budget 
requirements “in plain language” on their web sites; maintain a 
list of eligible voters who have requested mail-in voter status; 
and provide certain notice to voters regarding special district 
elections. 

 
 
 
Our Brownstein Public Policy Team is pleased to provide you with updates on legislative topics 
on an as frequent a basis as would be useful for you. The updates include committee actions, 
record of votes and testimony before committees. These can be sent on a weekly basis or as 
action takes place on a bill and would be in addition to these updates. Please contact a member 
of our Public Policy Team for further information. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This document is intended to provide you with general information about issues related to legislative updates pertaining to urban 
renewal in the State of Colorado. The contents of this document are not intended to provide specific legal advice. If you have any 
questions about the contents of this document or if you need legal advice as to an issue, please contact one of the attorneys 
listed below or your regular Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP attorney. This communication may be considered advertising 
in some jurisdictions. 
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