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TOWN OF 
APPLE VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 

 
AGENDA MATTER 

 
 

Subject Item: 

REDEVELOPMENT DISSOLUTION UPDATE 

Discussion: 

The state Supreme Court rendered its decision regarding the dissolution of redevelopment 
agencies on December 29, 2011 and, since that time, events have moved at an exceedingly 
rapid pace.  Actions and ideas in place one day are superseded, or invalidated by, new actions 
and ideas that purport to have more support and a greater degree of effectiveness.  There are 
many moving pieces to redevelopment dissolution activities and the decision-making 
environment is fluid in the extreme.  As such, any general update of dissolution activities is, 
necessarily, a snapshot of the current state of affairs.  In some cases, the snapshot could 
become obsolete before it is received by interested stakeholders.  Nevertheless, staff has 
attempted to provide Council an up-to-the-minute status of various activities as of this writing 
(January 13, 2012). 

There are two proposed bills, one court action and a summary of a meeting conducted by the 
County of San Bernardino Auditor-Controller (Larry Walker) on January 12, 2012.  These items 
are discussed in summary fashion below: 

SB 654 (Steinberg) 

This bill proposes to allow Successor Agencies to dissolved redevelopment agencies to keep 
existing redevelopment housing funds for the purpose of carrying out the state’s and 
community’s affordable housing programs.  Currently, ABx1 26 requires these funds to be 
turned over to the Auditor-Controller for distribution in the same manner as regular property 
taxes are distributed.  The bill contains an urgency clause, which means it will go into effect as 
soon as the Governor signs it (assuming he does).  The bill received unanimous, bi-partisan 
support in the Senate Transportation & Housing Committee on January 10, 2012. 

(Continued on next page) 

 
 
Recommendation: 
 

That the Mayor and Council/Redevelopment Agency Board of Directors receive and file this staff 
report regarding the status of Redevelopment Agency dissolution activities. 

 
 
Proposed by:  Assistant Town Manager, Economic & Community Development   Item Number________ 
 

Town Manager Approval:        Budgeted Item   Yes    No   N/A 
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SB 659 (Padilla) 

This is a “gut and amend” bill, having previously dealt with the affairs of the San Gabriel Valley 
Water District and came from a different author.  As of the morning of January 13, 2012, this bill 
became the vehicle Senator Padilla is proposing to use to extend the deadline for the 
dissolution of RDAs from February 1, 2012 to April 15, 2012.  The bill is also anticipated to 
propose elements of a re-formed redevelopment program, but definitive information will not be 
available until the bill is officially amended.  In whatever form, the bill will have to move on an 
expedited basis and must be approved by two-thirds vote.  According to his Office, the Governor 
is not inclined to support a dissolution time extension. (EDIT: The attached summary of the bill 
from the California Redevelopment Association was received after the preparation of this staff 
report.) 

City of Cerritos et al. v. State of California et al. 

This case was originally filed in the Sacramento Superior Court on September 26, 2011, 
contesting on various levels the constitutionality of ABx1 26 and ABx1 27.  The arguments put 
forth in connection with ABx1 27 have, in the opinion of staff, been rendered moot by the 
Supreme Court’s December 29, 2011 decision.  The constitutional issues set forth in the 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF AND PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE regarding ABx1 26 (the dissolution bill) still hold and have been amended by the 
granting of petitioners’ ex parte application for a hearing on their motion for a preliminary 
injunction and stay.  Under an expedited briefing schedule, and the granting of a motion by the 
Court to file oversized briefs, this matter will be decided upon on January 27, 2012. 

Eliminating any discussion of ABx1 27, the key issues of this case, in the opinion of staff, are 
summarized below: 

1. Violation of the constitutionally-required “single subject” rule; 
2. Because the Governor convened an Extraordinary Session of the Legislature as a result 

of a declared Fiscal Emergency, the Session could only be limited to budget issues.  The 
Legislature adopted sweeping changes to substantive redevelopment law which, 
according to the lawsuit, it cannot do; 

3. ABx1 26 and ABx1 27 went into effect immediately.  The lawsuit claims the Constitution 
requires that bills enacted in a special session are effective only after the 91st day after 
adjournment of the special session; 

4. ABx1 26 and ABx1 27 contain appropriations from the state General Fund, which 
requires a two-thirds vote of the Legislature.  Both bills were approved by simple 
majority. 

County of San Bernardino Auditor-Controller Meeting of January 12, 2012 

County Auditor-Controllers will play vitally important roles in the redevelopment agency 
dissolution process.  Their roles are described in some detail in ABx1 26, with, arguably, the 
most significant tasks being the auditing of EOPS/ROPS documents and sitting on Oversight 
Boards for each of the city/county redevelopment agencies, including VVEDA and IVDA if it is 
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determined that ABx1 26 applies to those entities as it applies to traditional redevelopment 
agencies. 

In recognition of this, and in light of the extraordinary schedule with which all agencies are 
confronted, Larry Walker, San Bernardino County Auditor-Controller convened a meeting of his 
office and all of the redevelopment agencies in the County, including IVDA, VVEDA and the 
County redevelopment agency.  Mr. Walker is an attorney, former Council Member, former 
member of the County Board of Supervisors and has been the Auditor-Controller for the last 14-
years.  In the opinion of staff, the meeting was very well received by the redevelopment officials 
and attorneys in attendance.  Mr. Walker took pains to distinguish his fiduciary responsibilities in 
this process versus his role as a County official.  During the dissolution process, he, of course, 
will be focusing upon his fiduciary responsibilities.  This will result in the Auditor-Controller hiring 
his own legal counsel rather than use County Counsel and separating the dissolution activities 
from his “normal County duties”. 

By virtue of his redevelopment agency experience as a former Council Member and former 
Supervisor, Mr. Walker is better equipped than most to work cooperatively with agencies during 
the dissolution process.  With that said, Mr. Walker described his role in the process as 
“ministerial” in nature, rather than discretionary.   This is an important distinction, of course, but 
Walker mentioned on several occasions that ABx1 26 has contradictory provisions and is poorly 
crafted.  As stated in prior written and oral reports, in the absence of clean-up legislation, such 
provisions will require judgment on the parts of Successor Agency staff, counsel, board 
members and members of the Oversight Board.  This is one of the key reason why the 
EOPS/ROPS documents will be documentation-intensive, so as to aid the reviewing party in 
understanding the reasons for the inclusion of certain programs, projects and activities in the 
EOPS/ROPS documents. 

Mr. Walker also appeared to appreciate the concerns of redevelopment officials regarding the 
ultimate disposition of bond funds, which goes to the core of the Town’s position regarding the 
Yucca Loma Bridge project and the bond proceeds related to the agency’s 20% set-aside 
housing programs.  His role in decisions leading to the ultimate disposition of bond funds will be 
critical to the Town, and other agencies, retaining bond proceeds and using them for their 
intended purpose. 
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