West Santa Ana Branch
City Manager Technical Advisory Committee
Thursday, July 14, 2022, 2:00 PM – 3:30 PM
TELECONFERENCE MEETING VIA ZOOM
Register in advance for this webinar:
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_27RIfOgGRxCmQS2PSHjbFQ
Phone: 669.900.6833 Meeting ID: 897 5221 2361
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A. Update on MCAs and Value Capture Efforts
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WSAB Project Update
A. Introduction of New Deputy CEO
B. Project Update
C. Metro Parking Approach
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Overview of County EIFD Policy and Efforts
A. EIFD 101
B. City Manager Questions and Discussion

John Moreno, Chair

Meghna Khanna, Metro
Sharon Gookin, Metro
Frank Ching, Metro
Robert Moran, County of LA,
Chief Executive Office
Craig Hoshijima, Metro
Joseph Dieguez, Kosmont

5.

City Manager Discussion

6.

Next CM TAC Meeting/Value Capture Work Session – Thursday, September 15, at 2:003:30 PM Via ZOOM

7.

Adjournment

2. Approval of Minutes

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE
GATEWAY CITIES COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
West Santa Ana Branch City Manager Technical Advisory Committee
May 19, 2022
ZOOM Meeting
PRESENT:

ABSENT:
ALSO PRESENT:

Chair, John Moreno, City of Paramount
Karen Lee, City of Artesia
Michael Antwine, City of Bell
Len Gorecki, City of Bellflower
Art Gallucci, City of Cerritos
Alfonzo Noyola, City of Cudahy
Vaniah De Rojas, City of Downey
Raul Alvarez, City of Huntington Park
Elaine Kunitake, County of Los Angeles
Chris Jeffers, City of South Gate
Daniel Wall, City of Vernon
Michael O’Kelly, City of Bell Gardens
Jennifer Vasquez, City of Maywood
Electeds: Luke Klipp, Viviana Gomez, Office of Supervisor Hahn.
County: Robert Moran, Allison Clark, Chief Executive Office.
Cities:, Rafael Casillas, City of Paramount.
Metro: David Mieger, Meghna Khanna, June Susilo, Shawn Atlow, Fanny Pan,
Katie Lemmon, Adam Stephenson, Mark Dierking, Metro Staff. Anna Hermelin,
Ashurst LLP, Metro Consultant.
Eco-Rapid Transit: Michael Kodama, Allyn Rifkin.
Gateway Cities COG: Nancy Michali, Karen Heit, Norm Emerson, Ana Pantoja,
Sandra Mora, GCCOG staff. Matt McCleary, Jaqueline Talksy, WT Partnership,
COG Consultants
Other: Celian Nicole Chavez, Solutions International and Cynthia Morales.

Chairperson John Moreno called the meeting to order at 2:05 pm. He welcomed everyone to the
meeting, and said “we have a full agenda, let’s get started.”

Item 2. Approval of Minutes

Mr. Moreno asked for approval of the minutes for the previous City Manager TAC meeting held on
February 10, 2022. Alfonzo Noyola, City of Cudahy, moved to approve, and Chris Jeffers, City of South
Gate, seconded the motion, and the minutes were approved.

Item 3. WSAB Planning Efforts

Mr. Moreno said Metro staff were first up to provide an update on the current environmental document
preparation efforts, and to discuss the start of First/Last Mile planning efforts with city staff and
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community stakeholders. He welcomed Meghna Khanna, Metro WSAB Project Planning Lead, and
turned the meeting over to her.
WSAB Project Environmental Update
Ms. Khanna started by saying she and her team have been meeting with every WSAB Corridor city to
resolve review comments submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR document. She will be scheduling additional
meetings to further discuss and resolve project-related issues, such as parking and traffic concerns,
which have been raised by the cities. Metro is preparing a cut-and-cover assessment study as directed
by the Metro Board, and Ms. Khanna will return to the CM TAC to present the findings.
Detailed review comments on the project design from Union Pacific Railroad engineers are scheduled to
be submitted by the end of June. June Susilo, Metro WSAB Project Program Management Lead, clarified
that UP’s comments are being coordinated and consolidated with project comments from the Ports of
Long Beach and Los Angeles.
First/Last Mile Study Efforts
Ms. Khanna introduced Katie Lemmon, Senior Manager of Metro’s First/Last Mile (FLM) planning team
who has previously presented the FLM planning efforts to the CM TAC. Ms. Lemmon started her
presentation with a refresher overview on the FLM efforts now being initiated:
 The FLM planning is initiated once the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) is selected by the Metro
Board.
 The FLM process focuses on pedestrian and bicycle improvements to provide safe access to the
future rail stations.
 The plan intent is to identify and implement a pathway network with project improvements to
encourage transit usage.
 All efforts are based on ongoing city coordination and community participation.
There are six steps in the FLM planning process. For the WSAB Corridor, the first three steps have been
completed through previous WSAB TOD SIP planning efforts, but will be updated with more recent plan
and project information from the cities. The FLM steps previously addressed are:
 Site definition or study area boundaries centered on the future rail station.
 Existing Conditions Analysis – includes identification of access sheds, pedestrian/bicycle/vehicle
collision data, high speed travel corridors and existing/planned station area land uses.
 Pathway Network Development.
The next three FLM planning steps include 1) Community Engagement; 2) Plan Refinement and Project
Ideas; and 3) Project Prioritization. The FLM team will start by requesting new plans and data from the
cities, and performing a walk audit to identify “ground conditions” – the strengths and barriers to
walk/bike access and study area destinations to define pathway connections. The results will be geotagged in an audit mapping application. Local participation and input will be sought from local
jurisdictions and community-based organizations. It is critical that local jurisdictions are involved as the
pathway improvement projects will be built in the public right-of-way and through city-led efforts. The
FLM team will seek input through existing community groups and events, and a combination of Metroorganized virtual and in-kind activities.
During the Plan Refinement and Project Idea phase, improvement project ideas and feedback on the
project ideas will be coordinated to create a final project list with cost estimates. The key factors for
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prioritizing projects are to increase walking and biking activity, safety and accessibility along the primary
pathway to the future rail station. FLM projects included in each station’s project list will be eligible to
meet each local jurisdiction’s 3% local contribution obligation. Ms. Lemmon ended her presentation
with a FLM planning schedule overview based on an approximately 12 to 18-month process overall. The
team’s first effort will be to request information on new and/or updated city plans and projects.
Chairperson Moreno thanked Ms. Lemmon for her presentation and asked if there were any questions
for her. Alfonzo Noyola, City Manager of Cudahy, asked if during the planning efforts with one city,
would the FLM team be speaking with other jurisdictions who may have projects in the same plan area?
Will Metro share other cities’ planned/proposed projects which may impact adjacent cities? Ms.
Lemmon responded that she understands that there will be areas of overlap between the cities along
the planned pathway network and that the resulting FLM plans will span jurisdictions. The FLM team
will be happy to share project information and coordinate meetings between cities. Mr. Noyola said
thank you, that would be beneficial to adjacent, impacted cities.
Raul Alvarez, City of Huntington Park, asked if the walk audits would be done with the cities, or will
Metro do them on their own? Ms. Lemmon responded that the walk audits would be done both ways,
but city and community knowledge is important to include in order to shape successful plans. Mr.
Alvarez stated that the City of Huntington Park was very interested in participating in the walk audits in
their city. Chair Moreno said it would be important for the Metro FKM team to reach out to every city
to participate in walk audits. Ms. Lemmon said the team will definitely do that.
Karen Heit, COG Staff, asked if the FLM plans will reflect the Active Transportation Plan (ATP) element of
the Gateway Cities COG’s Transportation Plan? Ms. Lemmon said yes, the team will pull together and
reflect all existing plans. Ms. Heit said that the ATP element will provide a good resource for the FLM
planning efforts, especially for station areas with multiple jurisdictions.
Chair Moreno asked if the evaluation of the FLM plans will include existing city plans, such as the
pathway projects along the future rail right-of-way planned by the cities of Paramount and Bellflower, so
that the projects can be credited towards the 3% local contribution? Ms. Lemmon said yes – the process
is that once the FLM plans are completed they are adopted by the Metro Board, and the project lists are
then eligible for each city’s 3% contribution. Adam Stephenson (3% local contribution lead for Metro)
knows and can share how the contribution process works.
Luke Klipp, Office of Supervisor Hahn, asked to what degree is each city able to shape their FLM plan?
How are city priorities addressed versus Metro priorities in developing the plans? How can cities
provide explicit direction to their FLM plans? Ms. Lemmon answered that city priorities will become
part of the plan. Definition of whether a defined FLM project is in or is not a priority, and included or
not in the final project list/plan, will be made during one-on-one meetings between each city and Metro
FLM staff. FLM prioritization guidelines are being developed and will focus on projects providing safe
access and station connectivity and establishing a clear pathway network. There is a clear FLM planning
process to ensure Metro and the cities are in agreement on the final FLM plan and projects. Chair
Moreno asked if adopted city plans should be sent to Ms. Lemmon? She said the Metro team will be
sending out information requests to all cities for project information.
Chair Moreno thanked Ms. Lemmon for her presentation and asked for final questions on this item, and
hearing none, moved on to the next agenda item.
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Item 4. Master Cooperative Agreements Approach

Chair Moreno introduced the next item by saying that he has spoken previously about the importance of
all of the cities completing their MCA documents. This effort has become increasingly important as the
final environmental document is nearing completion and will be packaged with the completed MCAs to
show city commitment to the WSAB Project to our Congressional delegation and to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA). This is of vital importance as project federal funding is being secured and FTA is
requested to provide a Record of Decision for the WSAB Project and to clear the way for securing federal
funding. On behalf of the CM TAC, we have reached out to the remaining six cities and requested their
final MCA-related questions and concerns. Metro Senior Staff has responded to the received questions
in writing through in-person meetings. Today, David Mieger, Metro Senior Executive Officer, is with us
to further respond to city questions. He will be joined by Metro Planning Lead, Meghna Khanna, and the
WSAB Program Management or Construction lead, June Susilo.
Mr. Mieger started by talking about how far the WSAB Project has come in moving towards
construction, and how many years it has taken to reach this important point. The LPA selection was a
major milestone for the WSAB Project accomplished through a large amount of work and advocacy by
all of the cities. The WSAB Project has defined stations and a preferred alignment. It is the process of
preparing a Final EIS/EIR document with Metro Board and FTA support. It has been entered into the
federal New Starts funding program. It is a real project! And now it’s moving forward into defining
station area planning projects through the First/Last Mile and Value Capture efforts. Project-related
efforts will ramp up as the WSAB Corridor land use/real estate-transit connection is made generating
increasing interest from developers and others. Property values will increase, and station area
improvements will be built based on the light rail line. There is a great opportunity to capture this
momentum and channel the value in the best way for each WSAB Corridor city.
Turning to the MCAs and putting the agreements in context – the MCAs are not part of the Final EIS/EIR
resolution process. The MCAs provide a tool to reimburse the cities for working with Metro during
construction. An annual work plan will be identified with each city and the MCAs allow for each city to
be paid for working Metro on building the rail project. Signing the MCAs also demonstrates city support
for the rail project to our legislative leaders in Sacramento and Washington, DC and are important in
securing federal funding grants. MCAs are not a tool to resolve project issues – that is done through the
Final EIS/EIR review process. Thank you for your final questions and concerns. He turned the discussion
over to Ms. Khanna and Ms. Susilo to walk through how we can resolve MCA issues.
Ms. Khanna said that detailed responses to the final questions and concerns are documented in a
comment tracker table prepared by Metro and sent to the cities. She presented an overview of the
common questions received throughout the MCA review process and in the final comments:
 Continuation of the environmental process – signing the MCA does not preclude a city’s ability to
resolve design issues during the Final EIS?EIR process.
 Work order procedure – will be discussed by Ms. Hermelin.
 Responsibility for acquisition of the Project right-of-way – it is Metro’s responsibility to acquire
property for the rail project.
 Term of the MCA – language will be added to reflect the project construction period.
 Next steps to agree and finalize MCAs – Ms. Khanna is available to meet with city staff and make city
council presentations, as she has for other cities.
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Anna Hermelin, a Metro consultant from Ashurst LLP, presented a revised work order process to address
concerns raised by the cities, especially due to the short 10-day administrative review time period
required of the cities as presented in the draft MCAs. Ms. Hermelin presented a revised process
diagram showing two paths of work order review and approval once a city submits its Form 60 (for a
specific project work task):
 If Metro approves the submission without any changes, Metro issues a Work Order and the city
begins performance of services under the Work Order.
 If Metro proposed changes to the Form 60, sets for the detailed steps that Metro and the city will
follow to discuss and resolve those changes.
Chair Moreno thanked the Metro team for their presentation, asked the CM TAC members for questions
or comments on this item, and hearing none, moved on to the next agenda item.

Item 5. 3% Local Contribution Efforts

Chair Moreno stated we have talked about the 3% local contribution issue many times and have
requested help on and clarification of this obligation that will have a significant financial impact on our
cities. It is good news that in April, four Metro Board Directors concerned about the Measure Mmandated 3% Local Contribution’s impact on their jurisdictions, introduced a Board motion to clarify
local contribution requirements and to ensure Metro fully incentivizes local jurisdictions to make First/
Last Mile improvements. The motion was approved by the Metro Board on April 28, 2022. Today, Luke
Klipp, Senior Transportation Deputy for Supervisor Hahn, and Marisa Perez, Executive Deputy for Metro
Board Member Dutra, are here to discuss the intent behind the motion and answer any questions.
Karen Heit is jumping in for Marisa. They will be followed by Adam Stephenson from Metro who will
speak to the next steps that Metro staff will be taking to implement the Board action.
Metro Board’s 3% Contribution Motion
Luke Klipp started the discussion. The Board’s 3% Contribution Motion was co-authored by Metro
Directors Garcetti, Dutra and Butts. The motion included five directives to provide cities with flexibility
in meeting Measure M’s local contribution obligation requirements.
As stated in Directive A of the motion, the intent of Board actions was to revise the Measure M
Guidelines 3% Contribution calculation to be consistent with the Measure M ordinance. As determined
by County Counsel, the current 3% guidelines are inconsistent with the Measure M ordinance approved
by voters in October 2016. (The Final Measure M Guidelines were developed and approved in 2017.)
Under the Measure M ordinance, the 3% obligation was to be based on centerline track miles located
within each city’s limits if it had a station. The Guidelines revised the requirement to state that 3%
contribution calculation was based on: the project centerline track mileage plus the jurisdiction’s land
area located within a one-half mile radius of a new station. Some cities may be close to a rail station,
but will not have a station located within their city limits. The voter-approved Measure M ordinance
and its requirements have legal precedence over non-voter-approved guidelines.
Directive B addresses cases where Metro withholds 15 years of Measure M Local Return for a city
choosing that option to meet its 3% obligation funding option. It clarifies that jurisdictions may still
spend Measure M local return on First-Last Mile improvements and that their costs for those
investments can be credited toward the 15-year total Measure M Local Return obligation.
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Directive C confirms that the cost of First-Last Mile improvements delivered by local jurisdictions cannot
be included in the “total project cost” from which Metro calculates the 3% Contribution owed by each
city. (The total project cost is calculated at the 30% level of design.)
Directive D states that, consistent with the precedent set by the Purple Line Extension Project,
jurisdictions are only responsible for the 3% contribution for the project segment that includes a
segment with a station within their jurisdiction. In the case of the WSAB Project, which will be built in
two segments, the cities with stations in the Initial Segment will only be required to pay a 3%
contribution on the Slauson to Artesia segment, and not the Final Segment connecting through
Downtown Los Angeles to Los Angeles Union Station.
Directive E reaffirms that subregional investments and in-kind contributions may count toward a
project’s total 3% contribution under existing provisions of the Measure M Guidelines. Subregional
investment must support a Metro transit corridor project. Guidance on in-kind contributions will be
developed and discussed in the future. This directive provides the cities with an opportunity to
construct any major investment to benefit the WSAB Project. Mr. Klipp provided two examples: the LAX
People Mover project connecting to the Crenshaw-LAX project by the City of Los Angeles; and the
provision of a new transit center – a subregional project – for the future Green Line Extension Project by
the City of Torrance. This aspect of the directive still needs to be negotiated between the WSAB CM TAC
and Metro.
In summary, Mr. Klipp reiterated that the approved Board motion limits the local contribution of 15
years of Measure M Local Return funds. Previously the loss of 15 year local return funds could be more
or less than what the city owed for their 3% local contribution. This action provides cities giving up their
local return revenue with the flexibility to choose what works best for them:
 If a city gives up their local return funds for 15 years, they will not owe anything further even if their
3% obligation may be a higher amount.
 If a city gives up local return and then makes FLM/transit capital investments, a city’s 3% obligation
is reduced by their FLM/transit capital investment funding amount; and Metro will return any
overpayment of Local Return funds. For example: if a city owes $15 million in its 3% obligation and
the city secures $5 million to make FLM/transit capital investments, then $15M minus $5M equals
$10M owed for their 3% contribution, and Metro will reimburse/return $5M in Local Return funds.
Mr. Klipp provided two caveats: 1) the FLM/transit capital investments must contribute to making the
WSAB Project successful; and 2) the Board motion provides a high level of Board policy direction, the
regulatory process to work out how each directive is applied still needs to be worked out.
Chair Moreno said thank you for the great news for the WSAB Corridor cities. These are all issues that
we saw coming and have been discussing at the City Manager TAC-level. Thank you to the Metro Board
Directors for taking the initiative on this important financial issue for the WSAB Corridor cities. He asked
for questions and comments on this item.
Mr. Noyola, City of Cudahy, said thank you for your efforts on our behalf. What if there are no stations
within a city’s limits, will there be 3% obligation? Mr. Klipp stated that no station within city limits, no
3% local obligation. Mr. Noyola asked what if there are two stations just outside of a city’s boundaries,
will there be no requirement to pay? Mr. Klipp said that is what the ordinance states, but we will be
clarifying. Chris Jeffers, City of South Gate, indicated that Nancy Michali, CM TAC Consultant, had
previously sent out a breakdown of 3% contribution requirements based on the previous interpretation
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of the ordinance which will need to be redone. Mr. Klipp concurred that the 3% obligations by cities
with stations will need to be recalculated.
Mr. Jeffers asked about the proposed Los Angeles River Confluence station and the City of South Gate’s
responsibility. Will this motion (Directive D/segment responsibility) address the City of South Gate’s
responsibility for the 3% local contribution related to this future station? Mr. Klipp responded that the
Confluence Station could be considered outside of/beyond the WSAB Project responsibilities as the
future station would be constructed after the WSAB Project is constructed and operational. This should
be a point of negotiation as it can be argued that the LA River Confluence Station is a state leadership
and regional decision, and that as the station sponsors will be responsible for finding the construction
funding they should find another funding mechanism to pay for 3% local obligation. The city should
ensure South Gate is covered by any negotiated understanding, as the ordinance is silent on the issue of
adding stations to an existing rail line.
Mr. Jeffers also raised the issue of the future I-105 Station that will serve the C/Green Line and the
WSAB Line. You could argue that this is a regional connector station and that the 3% cost should be
addressed by another funding source other than the City of South Gate. Mr. Klipp pointed out that the
I-105 Station is part of the WSAB Project. A city’s 3% local obligation is based on the miles of centerline
track running through its boundaries – the number of stations does not matter. There is the same
obligation for 1 or 2 stations. Mr. Jeffers is interested in pursuing taking the station cost out of the
WSAB Project cost. Both Mr. Klipp and Ms. Heit said that option could be explored. Mr. Jeffers then
asked if it was possible to get copies of all of the 3% local contribution agreements that have been
negotiated? He is especially interested in the Phase 2B Gold Line agreements. Ms. Khanna said Adam
Stephenson could do that for the CM TAC.
Len Gorecki, City of Bellflower asked that, based on if a city has no station and it would not have a 3%
obligation, can the COG rework the 3% obligation numbers? Mr. Klipp added that it also would be good
to have Measure M Local Return amounts so cities can understand the potential financial impacts. Mr.
Stephenson said the local obligation issue would be “unpacked” in future conversations. Metro staff is
reporting back to the Metro Board in June on next steps for implementing the Board’s actions.
Metro Staff’s Next Steps
Adam Stephenson started by stating that now that the LPA has been identified and with the latest Board
action, Metro staff is working on revising the 3% contribution share table. He clarified that there is no
Measure M funding available for system connectivity/intermodal projects as just proposed. With the
approved revisions to the Measure M guidelines, there will be impacts to WSAB 3% calculations.
Changing the guidelines will take longer. He will check on agreements for the Foothill Phase 2B project.
Chair Moreno thanked Mr. Klipp and Ms. Heit and said we look forward to having updates from Mr.
Stepheson on future agendas to further clarify 3% obligations.

Item 6. WSAB Project Funding Efforts
Chair Moreno said that addressing value capture issues is one of the most important efforts that

the CM TAC will address. Agreeing on the use of possible future value capture tools will set the direction
for city funding of future station area infrastructure, access and public realm improvements and station
area development plans. New state tax increment financing (TIF) tools, similar to former redevelopment
tools, offer a way to capture increased value created from the light rail investment. The CM TAC has
hired a consultant to provide us with a big picture view on opportunities to capture future value for the
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WSAB Corridor cities. Matt McCleary, a Senior Advisor with WT Partnership, a local firm with national
and international experience in funding public infrastructure, will be working with us to sort through
the funding options. This 60-day effort will start the process to understand the potential tax increment
and other funding tools – what they are, what station area improvement they can be used to fund, their
ease of implementation and how the tools are put into place. The CM TAC will be having work sessions
with Matt and his team over the next months. Matt has had more than 15 years working with California
redevelopment tools and has performed financial work with WSAB cities. His high-level study will
provide a common understanding of possible funding tools, identify the most viable tools to provide a
strategic funding plan framework for each city.
Matt’s initial presentation was to have been followed by an overview of one of the tax increment
financing (TIF) tools – the EIFD (or the Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District) – provided by Robert
Moran, Principal Analyst who leads EIFD efforts for the County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office.
Mr. Moran has experience in EIFD creation for three cities:
 La Verne – an EIFD district in a new Gold Line station area
 West Carson
 Palmdale.
Mr. Moran provided a brief overview of EIFD tools. TIF tools allow for issuance of bonds to fund public
improvements. There is a time lag in generating sufficient revenue to enable issuance of bonds for large
infrastructure projects. It can be challenging and time-consuming to create a TIF district. Districts are
created via a cooperative agreement negotiated between the County and each city. Chair Moreno said
the process is similar to RDA formation that many cities are familiar with. TIF district formation is not
farfetched – the rail line is coming and the benefits for cities could be high.
Chair Moreno apologized, but due to time constraints, we must ask Matt and Bob to return at our next
meeting so we can have enough time for them to make more complete presentations and for the CM
TAC members to have more detailed discussions.
As you may have heard, Gil Livas is retiring as City Manager for the City of Downey, and as the Vice Chair
of the CM TAC. We asked Alfonza Noyola from the City of Cudahy to serve as Vice Chair. Al agreed – so
please welcome him aboard. I would also like to introduce Ana Pantoja, new COG staff, who has taken
over for Joel Arevalos in keeping the CM TAC meetings going smoothly.

Item 7. Other City Manager TAC Items and Discussion
Chair Moreno asked if there were any further issues or items for the good of the order. Hearing none he
moved to adjourn the meeting.

Item 8. Next CM TAC Meeting
The next CM TAC meeting is scheduled for Thursday, July 14. A city manager work session is planned for
June, and will focus on the upcoming CM TAC Value Capture Study efforts.

Item 9. Adjournment
Chair Moreno asked if there were any further issues for the good of the order. Hearing none he moved
adjourned the meeting at 3:33 pm.
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4. County of Los Angeles
A. EIFD Presentation

Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFD)
Example: City of La Verne EIFD

County of Los Angeles Chief Executive Office
May 19, 2022

What is an EIFD?
California Policy

▪ Tax Increment Financing allows local governments to finance public
projects using future property tax revenue from new development

“TIME”taxes
Approach
▪ No newOur
or increased
– increase in property value drives
growth in tax revenues
Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD)

▪ EIFDs are a limited tax increment financing district created in 2014 after the dissolution of
redevelopment agencies in 2012

▪ The City and County agree to contribute a portion of future tax increment to the EIFD to fund a list of
infrastructure projects

▪ Public Financing Authority is the governing body of the EIFD: 3 members appointed by the City, 2 by
the County
2/11

EIFD Fundamentals
EIFDs approved / amended by SB628 (2014), AB313 (2015), AB1568 (2017), AB 116 (2019)
▪ Tax increment financing backed by the voluntary participation of local taxing entities (school
districts cannot participate)
▪ Eligible Projects: Any property with useful life of 15+ years & of communitywide significance,
especially projects that support sustainable community goals
▪ Term: 45 years from first bond issuance
▪ Governance: Public Financing Authority led by city or county implements Infrastructure
Financing Plan
▪ Approvals: No public vote to create district
▪ No blight test needed
▪ District boundaries do not need to be contiguous
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County Board Policy
On August 1, 2017 the County Board of Supervisors adopted a policy for evaluating EIFD proposals

Minimum Requirements
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•

The City’s contribution of property tax increment must at least equal that contributed by
the County General Fund and its special districts.

•

The County must not be required to contribute one hundred percent (100%) of its property
tax increment.

•

The Fiscal Analysis conducted by the County must demonstrate a positive net impact to
the County General Fund because of the tax revenue generated from the Project Area.

•

In addition to supporting economic development, the proposed EIFD Project must align
with established Board priorities in one or more of the following areas: 1) affordable
housing; 2) homeless prevention; 3) workforce development; or 4) sustainability.

•

Any rental housing proposed for the EIFD must allocate a minimum of twenty percent
(20%) of all units for affordable housing. In certain circumstances, this requirement may
be satisfied through payment of an in-lieu fee or through provision of an equivalent
number of affordable housing units at a separate location in proximity to the economic
development site.

La Verne EIFD Project Area
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La Verne Project – Existing Conditions
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La Verne Project – Infrastructure Needs
Off-site improvements that facilitate Transit Oriented Development (TOD) in La Verne’s
segment of the Gold Line corridor:
• Expansion of Existing Utilities

• Improved Connectivity Between Destinations
• Pedestrian Bridge
• Improved Streetscape
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La Verne Project – Infrastructure
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La Verne Project Proposal
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La Verne Project Proposal

1,700
New Residential Units

110,000
Square Feet of Retail

150
Hotel Rooms

150,000
Square Feet Business Park

$33,000,000
Public Improvements

600
Direct and Indirect Jobs (including 280 construction jobs,
with 30% local hire and 10% targeted worker goals)
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La Verne EIFD Benefits

▪ Will facilitate TOD and Complete Streets, fulfilling GHG reduction goals and SCAG RTP/SCS
▪ Will provide for diverse housing opportunities for low and moderate income and very-low
income residents and families (255 units)
▪ Will provide access to major employers/institutions such as the University of La Verne, Gilead
Sciences, Cal Poly Pomona, and Metropolitan Water District
▪ Will provide for improved access/connectivity to regional County assets (Fairplex, Frank G.
Bonelli Regional Park, and Brackett Field)
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