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September 12, 2011 

TO: Pasadena Community Development Commission 

FROM: Michael J. Beck, Chief Executive Officer 

SUBJECT: PASADENA COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (PCDC) 
ENFORCEABLE OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

RECOMMENDATION: 

It is recommended, that the PCDC take the following actions: 

1. Adopt a Resolution approving the Enforceable Obligations Payment Schedule 
(EOPS) as required under Sections 34167 and 34169 of the Health and Safety 
Code; 

2. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer to make such payments on behalf of the 
PCDC utilizing available PCDC revenues, including, but not limited to, newly 
received tax increment proceeds. 

BACKGROUND: 

On August 8, 2011, the City Council took actions to ensure the continued existence of the 
PCDC. Specifically, Council held first reading of an "Opt-In" ordinance to participate in the 
Voluntary Alternative Redevelopment Program permitted under Assembly Bill 27 (AB 27) 
at an estimated cost of $6.6 million for FY 2012 and $1.5 million for FY 2013. On August 
11, 2011, PCDC appealed the "Opt-In" amounts to the State Department of Finance. 

On August 11, 2011, the California Supreme Court issued a stay (Stay) in the litigation 
action, California Redevelopment Association v. Matosantos (S194861), which challenges 
the constitutionality of AB 26 and AB 27. The effect of the Stay is to preserve the status 
quo by authorizing Redevelopment Agencies (RDAs) to perform under "existing 
obligations" as defined by the statute while preventing RDAs from undertaking new debt or 
making new commitments, among other things, pending the Supreme Court's decision on 
the merits of petitioners' claims that AB 26 and AB 27 violate the State Constitution and 
Proposition 22. In an attempt to clarify ambiguous language, the Court modified the Stay 
on August 17. 
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The August 17 modifications revived portions of the previously stayed statutory scheme 
that require actions be taken by RDAs, cities and the state during the period before 
January 15, 2012, by which time the Court intends to have rendered its decision. These 
actions include the adoption of an EOPS under AB 26 and the determination of the 
remittance payment amount required by RDAs opting in to the Voluntary Alternative 
Redevelopment Program under AB 27. 

Our attorneys have advised that the PCDC should adopt a resolution approving the EOPS 
subject to full reservation of rights under the stay, to preserve all rights to make payments 
and perform enforceable obligations associated with PCDC's projects until the Supreme 
Court makes further modifications to the stay or makes its final determination in the 
underlying litigation action. 

Staff has prepared the EOPS to set forth all of the Agency's obligations determined to be 
enforceable obligations under Section 34167(d). Staff recommends that PCDC adopt the 
attached Resolution and the accompanying EOPS to provide PCDC additional protection 
in performing its enforceable obligations, including enforcing existing covenants and 
making payments thereunder. 

The total amount of debt due this fiscal year by project area is shown on the following 
table: 

Orange Grove $797,388 
Downtown $28,757,184 
Fair Oaks (Combined) $2,668,709 
Villa Parke $2,888,661 
Old Pasadena $9,268,129 
Lake Washington $1,428,223 
Lincoln Avenue $671,097 

COUNCIL POLICY CONSIDERATION: 
The actions proposed by way of this report are intended to further safeguard the 
City/PCDC's ability to utilize tax increment financing for economic development purposes, 
regardless of the outcome of litigation surrounding AB 26 and AB 27. As such this action 
is consistent with the City Council Strategic Plan Goal to Maintain Fiscal Responsibility 
and Stability. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS: 
Under the CEQA Guidelines Article 5 (Section 15061 (b) (3) describes the "general rule." 
The general rule states that CEQA applies only to projects which have the potential for 
causing a significant effect on the environment. In this case, adopting an EOPS does not 
have the potential of impacting the environment. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 
There is no fiscal impact as a result of this action and will not have any indirect or support 
cost requirements. The anticipated impact to other operational programs or capital 
projects as a result of this action will be none. 

Prepared by: 

David A. Klug 
Redevelopment 

Approved by: 

~ 
STEVE MERMELL 
Assistant City Manager 

Attachments: 

Chief Executive Officer 

Concurred by: 

(lj)~ 
Andrew Green 
Commission Treasurer 

Attachment A- Enforceable Obligation Payment Schedule 
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