OVERSIGHT BOARD FOR SUCCESSOR AGENCY
TO THE CITY OF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

AGENDA

City Council Chambers
Montclair Civic Center
5111 Benito Street
Montclair, CA

Regular Meeting
Wednesday, May 8, 2013
6:00 p.m.

As a courtesy, please silence your cell phones, pagers, and other electronic devices while the
meeting /s in session. Thank you.

William Ruh -~ Chairman, Montclair Mayor Paul Eaton Appointee

Tenice Johnson - Vice Chairperson, County of San Bernardino Citizen Appointee
Terry Catlin - Inland Empire Utilities Agency Appointee

Kim Erickson - Chaffey Community College District Appointee

Janet Kuibeck -~ City of Montclair Employee Organization Appointee

John Richardson - County of San Bernardino Appointee

Kim Stallings - Ontario-Montclair School District Appointee

Page No.

. PRELIMINARY MATTERS

A, Call to Order
B. Roll Call

Il.  PUBLIC COMMENT

Any person wishing to address the Oversight Board on any matter,
whether or not it appears on this agenda, is requested to complete a
Speaker Request” form, available at the door. The form should be
completed and submitted to the Secretary prior to the beginning of
this meeting or prior to an individual agenda item being heard by the
Oversight Board. Fach speaker will be afforded five minutes to address
the Oversight Board. Neo action will be taken on any item not listed on
the agenda pursuant to the Ralph M. Brown Act.

ill.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A.  Minutes of the Special Oversight Board Meeting of February 27, 2013



Page No.
V. BUSINESS ITEMS

. __'A, Consider Report and Dzrectzon to Staff Regardmg Solicitation of
o Proposals-for Legal Counsel to the Oversight Board for the Former :
City of Montclair Redévelopment Agency . L _ . 3

- B. . Consider Receiving and Filing an Update on Recognized Obligation
Payment Schedule 13 14A for July 1, 201 3 Through December 31,
2013 - . , , o 5

C. Consnder_ReceivIng- and Filing an Update on Due Diligence Process
- of the Successor Agency for the Successor Agency to the City of
Montclair Redevelopment Agency 14

V. COM MUNECATIONS
A Staff
B. Chairman and Members

VI. ADJOURNMENT

The above actions of the Oversight Board shall not become effective for three business days,
pending any request for review by DOF.  If DOF requests review of the above Board actions, it will
-have ten days from the date of the request to approve the Oversight Board action or return it to the
Oversight Board for reconsideration; and the action, if subject to review by DOF, will not be effECfIVE
unn/ approved by DOF.

The next regularly scheduled OverS/ght Board meeting will be he/d onfune 12, 2013, at 6: 00 p.m. in
the City Councilf Chambers.

Reports, backup materials, and additional materials related to any item on this Agenda distributed
to the Successor Agency Board after distribution of the Agenda packet are available for public
inspection in the Office of the Secretary located at 5111 Benito Street, Montclair, California, between
7200 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Thursday.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, if you need special assistarnce to participate
in this meeting, please contact the Secretary at (909) 625-94716. Notification 48 hours prior to the
meeting will enable the City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this
meeting. (28 CFR 35.102-35.104 ADA Title i}

I, Yvonne L. Smith, Secretary, hereby certify that | posted, or caused to be posted, a copy of this
Agenda not less than 24 hours prior to this meeting on the bulletin board adjacent to the north
door of Montclair City Hafl on May 2, 20135.



' AGENDA REPORT

SUBJECT: CONSIDElRfPRESENTATIONSOF' o DATE:  May 8, 2013
o QUALIFICATIONS BY LEGAL FIRMS ' ' o

. SUBMITTING PROPOSALS FOR: . - SECTION: BUSINESS ITEMS
IGHT ¢ D COUNSEL ' ' .
'OVERSIGHT BOARD CO : ITEM NO: A-

FILE LD = OBOOS50 _
'DEPT:  OVERSIGHT BOARD

_. REASON FOR CONSIDERATION The Oversight Board requested that Iegai counsel be -

‘provided to represent its interests. Three legal firms responded to the Request for
Proposals (RFP) that was circulated by staff. The majority of Oversight Board Members
indicated that interview of the firms at an Oversight Board meeting would be acceptable.

: ,A paper copy of each response recelved to the RFP is mc[uded in the agenda packets for
the Oversight Board's review and c0n5|derat[on _

BACKGROUND: After solicitation of proposals for Qversight Board Counsel in January 2013
proved unsuccessful, the Oversight Board directed staff to send RFPs directly to legal firms.

- Nine legal firms were identified by Oversight Board Members and Successor Agency Counsel
as firms that may choose to serve as Oversight Board Counsel. The RFPs were sent via email

" to the identified firms on March 19, 2013. Three legal firms responded to the RFP by the

- April 4, 2013 deadline. Oversight Board Members were provided with electronic copies of
the responses submitted by the firms on April 9, 2013 via email. The majority of Oversight
- Board Members desired each firm to make a brief presentation to the Oversight Board at a
regularly scheduled meeting.

The three responding legal firms will give brief presentetions on their proposals to the

o Oversight Board at the regularly scheduled May 8, 2013 Oversight Board meet:ng The

presentations are limited to 15 minutes and are schedu!ed as follows:

Legal Firm Presenter Time

Cummins & White, LLP Edward Z. Kotkin 6:00 p.m.
Colantuono & Levin, PC Holly Whatley 6:15 p.m.

Harper & Burns, LLP John Harper 6:30 p.m.

After the presentations and questions to the legal firms, the Oversight Board may choose
to select a firm for consideration as Oversight Board Counsel or choose to discuss the
matter at a subsequent meeting of the Oversight Board.

' Reviewed and . ‘
Prepared by: M STAATS Approved by: M. STAATS

Proofed by: ‘ Presented by:
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The Oversight Board should note that any contractual agreement with a legal firm must
‘be entered into by the Successor Agency, and the Oversight Board would be requested
to consider approval or denial of the agreement submitted by the Successor Agency.
The Oversight Board may wish to consider several options in relation to Oversight Board
Counsel. For example, the Oversight Board may not find it necessary to have Oversight
Board Counsel attend every meeting but. may only want Counsel to review certam

‘ documents or. attend select meetmgs '

FISCAL IMPACT The Successor Agency. wou!d become responSIb!e for the legal fees
assocnated with retention of Oversight Board Counsel :

"RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Overs:ght Board consider the presentat:on of
qualifications by legal f_irms_submlttmg proposals f_or Oversight Board Counsel.



AGENDA REPORT

" SUBJECT:  CONSIDER RECEIVING AND FILING AN UPDATE DATE: May 8, 2013

ON RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT X
SCHEDULE 13-14A FOR JULY 1, 2013 SECTION:  BUSINESSITEMS

'CEMBER 31,2013
-THR_OUAC‘.H‘DECEMBFR3 ey ITEMNO.: B

FILELD:  OBOO050 .- _
DEPT:  OVERSIGHT BOARD

, 'REASON FOR CONS!"DERA-TiON Successor Agency staff seeks to provide the Oversight
Board with an update on Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) 13-14A forJuIy 1,
- 201 3, through December 31, 201 3.

- BACKGROUND The Oversight Board approved the ROPS for july 1, 2013, through

- - December 31, 2013, on February 27, 2013. The ROPS was submltted to DOF for considera-

tion on Februar_y 28, 2013. On April 13, 2013 staff received a response from the Department
of Finance (DOF) regarding the ROPS (Exhibit 1). DOF took issue with legal costs, costs for
weed abatement, and administrative costs. Successor Agency staff filed a request for Meet
and Confer (Exhlblt 2) on Aprli 15, 2013.

A Meet and Confer was conducted with DOF on April 22, 2013. Staff attempted to explain
‘the necessity for legal fees as a part of the Redevelopment Trust, and the issue of adminis-
trative expenses was discussed. At this time, staff has not received a flnal determination
from DOF concernmg ROPS 13-14A.

FISCAL IMPACT: ROPS 13-14A will determine the amount of funding the Successor
Agency receives for existing obl:gatlons and administrative costs for July' 1, 2013, through
: ,December 31, 2013.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Oversight Board receive and file an update on
Recognized QObligation Payment Schedule 13-14A forJuIy 1, 2013, through December 31,
2013.

Reviewed and .
Prepared by: M . OTRATS Approved by: M . STAATS

Proofed by: : Presented by:

5
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¥ o PDEPARTMENT'DF 7 . ' ' EDMUND B. BROWN JR, = BOVERNOR
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April 13,2013

_ Mr. Donald Parker Fmance Dlrector
- City of Montclair

5111 Benito Street -
- Montclair, CA 91763

- -Dear Mr Parker ' _
o Subjeci Recognlzed 0b||gat|on Payrnent Schedule

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) section 34177 (m), the Clty of Montc!aw Successor
Agency.(Agency) submitted a Recognized Obligation Payment Scheduie (ROPS 13-14A) to the
California Department of Finance (Finance) on February 28, 2013 for the period of July through
December 2013. Finance has comp!eted its review of your ROPS 13-14A, WhICh may have.
included obtammg claraflcatlon for vanous items. _

'HSC sectmn 34171 (d) defines enforceable obligations. Based on a sample of line items
reviewed and application of the law, the following do not qualify as enforceable obligations:

s Item Nos. 13, 16 and 19 — Legal and Consulting Service costs totaling $80,090.
Correspondence with the Agency revealed actual obligations do not exist at this time.
Therefore, these items are ineligible for funding on-the ROPS at this time.

e ltem No. 23 — Professional Service Costs for assets transfemred to the City of Montclair

- Housing Agency in the amount of $5,000. HSC section 34176 (a) (1) states if a city,
county, or ¢ity and county elects to retain the authority to perform housing functions
previously performed by a RDA, all rights, powers, duties, obligations, and housing
assets shall be transferred to the city, county, or city and county. Since the City of

~ Montclair Housing Agency assumed the housing functions, the administrative costs
assoclated with these functions are the responsibility of the housing successor.
Therefore, this item is not an enforceable obligation and is not eligible for funding on the
ROPS.

e Claimed administrative costs exceed the allowance by $61,289. HSC section 34171(b)

 limits fiscal year 2013-14 administrative expenses to three percent of property tax
allocated to the successor agency or $250,000, whichever is greater. As a resull, the
Agency is eligible for $250,000 in administrative expenses. Although $250,000 is
claimed for administrative cost, ltem No. 10 for legal services, in the amount of $40,000,
is considered an administrative expense and should be counted toward the cap.
Therefore, $61,289 of excess administrative cost is not allowed.



© Mr. Donald Parker
April 13,2013
Page 2

Except for items denied in whole or in partas enforceabte obhgations Financeis not objectmg

to the remaining itemslisted on your ROPS: 13-14A. This determmanon applies only-to items

where funding was reguested for the six month period, “you disagree- with the determination

© with réspect to any items on your ROPS 13-14A, you may request a Meet-and Confer within five -
business days of the date af this letter. The Meet and Corlfer process and gundeltnes are

: avaltable at Finance's websﬁe below: .

htto /!www dof. ca qovlredeveiooment!meet and confer/

‘.The Agency's. mammum approved Redeve!opment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF)
' dlstrsbutlon for the reportmg period is $2, 91 3 283 as summarized below:

_ Appmved RPTTF D:strnbutlon Amount
For the period of July through December 2013

Totaf RPTTF funding requested for obligations - % 2,720,783

- [Minius: Six-morith total for itemns.dehied or reciassmed as adm:nlstratNe cost |
liem $1* . _ : K - 20,000

tem 13 ' - , 5,000

ltem 16 - ' o o | : 25,000 -
ftem19 L h o ] o - 5,000

- ftem23 . : : 2,500 |

" |Total approved RPTTF for enforceable cbligations $ 266828310
Plus: Allowable RPTTF distribution for ROPS 13-14A administrative cost : ' 250,000

Mlnus ROPS 1l pﬂor penod adjustment. - . .

_Total RPTTF approved for distribution: $ 2,913,283

*Recl’assif ed as administrative cost

Pursuant to HSC Section 34186 (a), successor agencies were réduired td reportion. the ROPS
13-14A form the estimated obligations and actual payments (prior period adjustments)
associated with the July through December 2042 period. HSC Section 34186 (a) also specifies
that the prior period adjustments self-reported:by successor agencies are: isubject to audit by-the
county auditor-conitroller (CAC) and thé State Controller. The amount of RPTTFapproved i
the above table includes the prior period adjustment resulting from the:CAC's audit of the:
Agency’s self-reported prior petiod adjustment.

Please refer to'the ROPS 13-14A schedule that was' used to caicutate the approved RPTTF
-amokint:

bitp://www.dof.ca. qovlredeveiopmenUROP'SiROPS 1 3~.1"4A Fbrm:s,bv-Suecessorﬁiqencvf.

Th:s is Flnance s final determination related to the:enforeeable obligations reported on your
ROPS for July 1 through Decembér.31, 2013. Finance’s determinatior is effective for this time
period only-and should not be conclusweiy relied upon for-future periods. All items listed on a
future ROPS are subject to a subsequent review and may be-denied even if it was or was not
denied.on this ROPS:or a preceding ROPS. The obly exception is for those items that have
received a Final and Conclusive determination fiom Finance pursuant to HSC 34177.5 (i).
Finance's review of items that have received a Final-and Corclusive determination is_limited to
confirming the scheduled payments as required by the. obligation,



* Mr. Donald Parker
- April 13, 2013
Page 3 -

“The amount available from the RPTTF is the same as the amount of property tax increment that
was available prior to enactment of ABx1 26 and AB 1484, This amount is not and never was
an unfimited funding source. Therefore, as a practical matter, the ability to fund the items on the
ROPS with property tax is limited to the amount of fundmg avaliable to the successor agency in -
the RPTTF : _

- To the extent prcceeds from bonds lssued after December 31 2010 exist and are not -
" encumbered by an enforceable obligation pursuant to 34171 (d) HSC section 34191.4 (c)(2)(B)

~ requires these proceeds be used fo defease the bonds or fo purchase those same outstand:ng
- bonds on the. open market for cancellatlon ,

Please direct i mquuries {o-Nichelle Thornas Superwsor or Susana Medma Jackson, Lead
Ana!yst at (916) 445- 1546

e Smcerely,

pat
© STEVE SZALAY

| ~ Local Gevernment Cohsultant

' cC: Marilyn J. Staats Director of Redevelopmenthubhc Works Clty of Montclair
" Ms. Vanessa Doyle, Auditor Controller, San Bernardino County
Cahforn:a State Controller's Off ice



Exhlblt 2
MEET AND CONFER REQUEST FORM

~ Instructions: Please fill out this form in |ts entrrety to initiate a Meet and Confer session. Addrtlonal supportrng
* documients may be included with the submittal of this form—as justification for the disputed item(s). Upon :
- complet|on email a PDF vers:on of this document (mcludlng any attachments) to:

Redevelopment Admrn:stratron@dof ca.gov

" The subject line should state [Agency Name] Request to. Meet and Confer”. Upon receipt and determlnatton 7
that the request is valid and complete the Department of Finance (Finance) will contact the requesting agency
wrthln ten busrness days to schedule a date and t:me for the Nleet and Confer session. _

B To be valid, ail Meet and Confer requests must be specrf;cally related to a determlnatlon made by Frnance and
- submrtted within the requrred statutory t:me frame. The requrrements are as follows

_- Housmg Asset Transfer Meet and Confer requests must be made within flve busrness days of the date
-+ of Finance’s determination. letter per HSC Section 34176 (a) (2)..
.-+’ Due Diligence Review Meet and Confer requests must be made within five business days of the date of
- .Finance’s determination letter, and no later than November 16, 2012 for the Low and Moderate Income
. Housing Fund due diligence review per HSC Section 34179.6 (e). ,
» Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) Meet and Confer requests must be made within
- five business days of the date of Finance's determination letter per HSC Section 34177 (m).

- Agencies should become familiar with the Meet and Confer Guidelines located on Finance’s website. Failure to

- follow these guidelines could result in termination of the Meet and Confer session. Questions related to the

. Meet and Confer process should be directed to Finance’s Dispute Resolutron Coordinator at (916) 445-1546 or
by email to Redevelopment_Administration@dof.ca.gov.

AGENCY (SELECT ONE):

X | SuccessorAgency = | | Housing Entity

' AGENCY NAME: SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE CITY OF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY '

TYPE OF MEET AND CONFER REQUESTED (SELECT ONE):

Housing Assets Transfers Due Diligence Reviews | X| ROPS Period: 7/1/13 — 12/31/13

DATE OF FINANCE’S DETERMINATION LETTER: April 13, 2013

REQUESTED FORMAT OF I\lllEET AND CONFER SESSION (SELECT ONE):

Meeting at Finance X1 Conference Call




DETAIL OF REQUEST | AR |
s A. Summary of Dlsputed issue(s) (Must be specrﬁc )

: _1-". item Nos. 13, 16 and 19 - Lega! and Consultlng Service costs totaling $80 000. Correspondence
-~ -with the Agency revealed-actual obligations do not exist at thls t;me Therefore these items are
: melrguble for fundrng on the ROPS at this time. ~ :

2. Itern No 23 - Profess:onal Servlce Costs for assets transferred to the City of Montclair Housing
Agency in the amount of '$5,000, HSC section 34176 (a) (1) states if a city, county, or city and
county- elects to retain the authonty to perform housing functions previously performed by a RDA,

.. all rights, powers,.duties, obligations, and housing assets shall be transferred to the city, county,
.or city and county; Since the City of Montclair Housing Agency assumed the housing functions,

. the administrative costs associated with these functions- are the responsibility of the housing

: ;'successor Therefore, this item is hot an enforceable obhgatlon and is not e!:glble for funding on

the ROPS. :

3. Claimed administrative costs exceed the allowance by $61,289, HSC section 34171 (b) limits
fiscal year 2013-14 administrative expenses to three percent of property tax allocated to the
successor agency or $250,000, whichever is greater. As a result, the Agency is eligible for
$250,000 in administrative expenses. Although $250,000 is claimed for administrative cost, ltem
No. 10 for legal services; in the amount of $40,000, is considered an administrative expense and
should be counted toward the cap.. Therefore, $61,289 of excess administrative cost is not

- allowed. : :

' B. Backgrounleistory (Provide relevant background/history, if applicable.)

1. For items Nos. 13, 16 and 19 — Legal Costs totaling $80,000, the ROPS Form is more than
just a mechanism to request monies from the RPTTF. [t also allows a Successor Agency to
'spend monies for an enforceable obligation. It is indicated that these are not enforceable
obligations as they "do not exist at this time". That conclusion is in error as Section 34171

 (d) (1) indicates “Enforceable obligation” means any of the following: .

(F) Contracts or agreements necessary for the administration or operation of the
successor agency, in accordance with this part, including, but not limited to,
agreements concerning litigation expenses related to assets or obligations,
settlements and judgements, and the costs of maintaining assets prior to
disposition, and agreements to purchase or rent office space, equipment and
supplies, and pay-related expenses pursuant to Section 33127 and for carrying
insurance pursuant to Section 33134.

Nowhere is it cited that invoices must be present or services actually provided at any specific
point in time to qualify as an "enforceable obligation". The ROPS covers the next six month
period and therefore estimates of costs to be incurred have to be used for professionals
which may or may not be used during that upcoming period. Since all monies utilized by a
Successor Agency must be listed on a ROPS, to disallow an enforceable obligation during a

2
10



penod in the future because exact costs are unknown presently precludes those services
from being utilized at-all during the ROPS period. * This- occurs' because they are then not
~_listed on the ROPS.. Therefore these are valld enforoeable obl:gatrons and should be

. allowed.

: Addrtronai!y, the Successor Agency is presently pending a.final DOF determination on its
~ "Meet and Confer relating to the Other Funds DDR. Information has been provided to DOF
_ indicating that the amount to be paid to the taxing entities, as redetermined by DOF, is
grossly incorrect. Should DOF reaffirm its computation, in its final determination, trt:gatron
would be pursued and the estimated costs would become actual costs for litigation services. -

. ltem No. 23. Nowhere on the ROPS does it indicate that these services are for properties
- fransferred to the Successor Housing Entity. In fact, the professional services listed are for

. landscape maintenance companies and are related to properties currently held that will be

disposed of when the general asset -disposition process occurs. These do not relate to
" propetties transferred to the Successor Houssng Entity and therefore the conclusion drawn by

 the reviewer is incorrect. Had the reviewer inquired about these properties, instead of

making a general assumptron this comment could have been avoided. Since these costs

B -, are-not costs of the Successor Housing Entity, they are a valid enforceable obligation of the
' Successor Agency and they should be allowed.

. We understand that the amount of administrative allowance claimed eéxceeds the limitation
- that is potentially payable from the RPTTF. AB 26 and 1484 limited the amount that is

_payable from the RPTTF but Section 34171(b) did .not disallow administrative items,
approved by the Oversight Board, because of that limitation. In the past, costs in excess of
the RPTTF limitation have been paid with Reserves but these are being eliminated by the
Other Funds DDR, currently pending-a final DOF determination. Therefore, costs in excess
of the RPTTF limitation, approved by the Oversight Board, will have to be City loans in
accordance with Section 37173 (h) as follows:

- Section 37173 (h) The city, county, or city and county that authorized the creation of
a redevelopment agency may loan or grant funds to a successor agency for
administrative costs, enforceable obligations, or project-related expenses at the
city’s discretion, but the receipt and use of these funds shall be reflected on the
Recognized Obllgat;on Payment Schedule or the administrative budget and
therefore are subject to the oversight and approval of the oversight board. An

~ enforceable obligation shall be deemed to be created for the repayment of those

loans.

Therefore, these would be a future enforceable obligation so the determination that
- these are "not allowed" is incorrect and should either be modified indicating that they
potentially exceed an RPTTF fimitation or the disallowance should be eliminated.

ltem No. 10 relates to legal costs associated with the firm of Stradling, Yocca, Carlson &
. Rauth which are Bond Counsel for the bond issues of the Successor Agency. Since these
costs would be directly related to Successor Agency bonds which are enforceable obligations
payable from RPTTF, these costs would be no different than other operational costs of the
bonds. Therefore, to indicate that these should be move to the Successor Agency's
administrative allowance is incorrect. All costs directly associated with enforceable

3
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obhgatlons fo be pald from the RPTTF should be !lsted there and are not part of the
Successor Agency's admlnlstratlve a!!owance - , ,

12



Agency Contact lr_lfprmation

name: Donald L.Parker, CPA . Name:. Marilyn Staats |
Titte: - Finance Director R - Titte: ~ Deputy City Manager
'.Fhone:.(9_09) 625-9418 B o - Phone: (909) 625-9412 |
Ernai:. 'dpa_rkef@cityofmdntéiair.org:- y _ Emai 'msiéats@citybfmbntclair.org
B _.Da-lt'é: 492013 Date 4[29/2013 |

Form DF-MC (Revised 9/10/12)
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* AGENDA REPORT

SUBJECT: CONSIDER RECEIVING AND FILINGAN - . DATE: May 8, 2013
- UPDATE ON THE DUE DILIGENCE PROCESS ~ . - . :
FOR THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE CITY .- SECTION:  BUSINESS ITEMS
OF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY © ITEM NO: ©

CFILE LD: © .OBO050

DEPT.:V . OVERSIGHT BOARD

‘ REASON FOR CONS[DERATION Successor Agency staff seeks to provrde the Oversught
' Board wrth an update on the Due Dmgence process _

BACKGROUND On January 9, 20? 3, the Oversu_:}ht Board for the Successor Agency to the
City of Montclair Redevelopment Agency adopted Resolution No. 13-01, approving the Due
~ Diligence review.submitted by the accounting firm of Teaman, Ramirez & Smith, Inc. As -

" Oversight Board Members will recall, this Due Diligence Review was conducted to'dete‘rmine .
the nonhousing unobligated fund balances available for transfer to the taxing agencies.
The primary findings of the Due Diligence Review concluded $6,323,562 was available for

L distribution to the taxing agencies. Unobligated balances in the former Redevelopment

‘Agency Housing Fundin the amount of $7,884, 598 were previously rem:tted to the County
for distribution to the taxmg agencres

After approval by the Oversrght Board, the Due Dillgence Review was submrtted to the
Department of Finance (DOF) for con5|derat|on The initial correspondence dated March 19
2013, from DOF regarding the Due Diligence Review indicates its belief that $10,902,839
shouid be available for distribution to the taxing agenaes {Exhibit 1). Successor Agency
staff filed a Meet and Confer Request {Exhibit 2) upon receipt of the letter from DOF.. The

" Meet and Confer Request-noted over $2.5 million of the $10 million indicated by DOF as

unobligated was actually money paid to the trustee for debt service payments on bonds and'

no longer available to the Successor Agency.” A Meet and Confer session was conducted
with DOF on March 26, 2013, during which Successor Agency staff explamed its. posmon

. regardmg funds avazlable for dlstributlon

On Aprll 18, 2013, DOF issued its letter of determmatlon (Exhibit 3) adjustlng its fmdlng
regarding unobligated balances of the former Redevelopment Agency to $7,876,440.
. Successor Agency staff issued a check to the County of San Bernardino (Exhibit 4) for
--$7,876,440 on April 23, 2013. Unobligated balances from the former City of Montclair -
Redevelopment Agency, with the exception of funds from bond issues, have now been
dlstnbuted The Successor Agency will be seeking lts Finding of Completlon from DOF

FISCAL lMPACT As md:cated the Successor Agency has rssued a check to, the County of
San Bernardino for $7 876,440 representmg the unobhgated balance of former Clty of .

L - o o 'Rev'iewedand : ,7 o
Prepared by: . Mr 377?%?:5' - Approved by: /b/ 5774#73 .

Proofed by: o . - i ',Presented'hy:'-
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' ,_‘Montclalr Redeve!opment Agency funds as determ:ned by DOF The County of '
- San Bernardmo is respon51ble for distnbutmg these funds to the affected tax;ng agencues

RECOMMENDATION Staff recommends the Overs:ght Board receive and fl!e the update 7
. on-the due diligence process of the Successor Agency to the C]ty of Montclalr
-_Redevelopment Agency ' : :

15
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HII g ’
* - DEFARTMENT OF . " EDMUND G, BREWN JR. * GOVERNOR -
: Lot FI A N E: E . - 915 L 5TREET- M GARRAMENTO CA N 93814-3706 B WWW.DOF,CABOV -

~ March 19,2013

- Mr. Donald Parker, Finance Director -
City of Montclair '
5111 Benito Street
Monclair, CA 91763.

Dear M. Pér_kéf o
- Subject; Other Funds and Accounts Due Diligence Review-

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (HSC) section 34179.6 (c), the City of Montclair Successor
- Agency (Agency) submitted an oversight board approved Other Funds and Accounts (OFA) Due
. Diligence Review (DDR) to the California Department of Finance (Finance) on January 10, 2013,
_The'purpose of the review was to determine the amount of cash and cash equivalents available for
distribution to the affected taxing entities. Pursuant to HSC section 34179.6 (d), Finance has |
- completed its review of your DDR, which may have included obtaining clarification for various items.

" HSC section 34179.6 (d) authorizes Finance to adjust the DDR'’s stated balance of OFA

" available for distribution to the taxing entities. Based on our review of your DDR, an adjustment
in the amount of $4,579,277 has been made to the Agency's request fo retain funds for the
-following transactions: _ : |

« Bond service obligations in the amount of $2,509_,706. This'amount has been
transferred to the Trustees and was not included in the total amount of assets held as of
June 30, 2012. v . o

» Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (ROPS) i’tems,totaling $339,845 to meet
- obligations requested during the January through June 2013 period, which falls outside
the review period of this DDR. : : :

« Reserves in the amount of $1,729,726 due to a shortfall in Redevelopment Property Tax
Trust Funds; however, the ‘Agency did not request the use of reserves during the ROPS
period July through December 2012. .

Finally, the Agency has not adequately proven there will be insufficient property tax revenues to
pay for these obligations. HSC section 34179.5 (c) (5} (D) requires an extensive analysis before -
retention of current unencumbered balances can be contemplated. This includes but is not

limited to, providing a detail of the projected property tax revenues and other general purpose
revenues to be received by the Agency, together with both the amount and timing of the bond

debt service payments, for the period in which the oversight board anticipates the Agency will
have insufficient properly tax revenue to pay the specified obligations. Itis not evident the
thorough analysis required by HSC section 34179.5 (c) (5) (D) was conducted. Further, it is not
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Mr, Donald Parker
- -March 19,2013 -
, "Pagefz .

e\ndent that future property tax revenue. Wili be msuﬁlment or that thereis an Immedlate needto
retain ihese balances. -

_Should a deﬂczt occur in the. future, HSC prowdes sucoessor agenc&es w;th various methode to
address short term cash flow issues. These miay include requesting a loan from the city
pursuant to HSC section 34173 (h), requesting the accumulation of reserves on the ROPS when
a future ballgon or uneven payment is expected, or subordinating pess-through payments

7 pursuant to HSC section 34183 (b). The Agency should seek counsel from their oversight

~ board.to determme the solutton most approprtate for their s:tuatlon if a deficzency were to oceur. .

If you disagree wrth Fmance s adjusted amount of OFA belances available for distrrbutton 1o the '
taxirig entities, you may request a Meet and Confer within five business days of the date of this
ietter The Meet and Cenfer process and gurdellnes are avaslabie at Flnance s websne beiow

http f!www dof ca. qov/redevelopmentfmeet and confer/

The. Agency s OFA baiance availabie for dastnbutzen to the affected taxing entttles is |

" $10,902,839 (see table below).

, OFA Balances Ava!iab!e For Distribution To Taxing Entities
Available Balance per DDR: - . - § 6323562
Ny Fmance Adjuslments S ' :
- Add: o - - o
Requested retained balances riot supported : - $ 4579277
- __Total OFA available to be dlstrlbuted $ 10,902,839 |

Absent a Meet and Confer request, HSC section 34179.6 (f} requi‘re‘si successor agencies to
tramsmit'to the county auditor-controller the‘amount of funds identified in the-above table Withiri
five working days, plus any interest those sums accumulated while in the possessionof the
recipient. Upon submission of paymient, it is requested you provide proof of payment to-Finance
within five business days

ffunds. ldentlf ed for transmzss:on are in the possessmn of thé suctcessar agency, andiif the

successor agency-is operated by the city or county that created the former redevelopment
~agency, then failure to transmit the identified funds may result in offsets to the city's.or the

- county's sales and use tax allocation, as wellas its property tax allocation. If funds identified for-
transmission-are in the possession of another taxing entity, the: successor agernicy is required to:
take diligent efforts to. recover such funds. - A failure fo recover and remit-those funds:-may result
in offsets to the other taxing entity's sales and use tax allocation or to its-property tax allocation.
#funds identified for trangmission are in the possession ¢f a private entity, HSC 34179.6 (h) (1)
(B) states that any remittance related to unallowable transfers fo:a private party may.also be
subjectto a 10 percent penalty if'not remitted within 60 days:

Failure to transmit the identified funds.will also prevent the Agency from being abie to receive a
finding of completion from Finance. Without a finding of completion, the Agency will be unable
1o take advantage of the provisions detailed in HSC section 34191.4. Specifically, these
provisioris allow certain loan agreements between the former redevelopment agency. (RBA) and
the city, county, of city and county that created the RDA to be considered enforceable:
obligations. These provisions also allow cerlain bond proceeds 1o be used forthe purposes in
which they were sold and aliows for the transfer of real property and interests into- the

- 17



M "Dona-id:Parker_ :
- March 19, 2013
: Pa_ge 3

Communtty Redevelopment Property Trust Fund once Fmance approves the Agencys !ong—
range property management plan. :

In addltmn to the consequences above, willful faliure to return assets- that were deemed an
unallowable transfer or failure fo remit the funds tden_tiﬂed above colld expose certam

- .mdlwduais to cnm[nal Ppenalties under exzstmg iaw

Pursuant to HSC sectlon 34167 5 and 341 78.8, the Cai:ferma State Controtlers Offtce

(Controller) has the authority to claw back assets that were mappropnately transferred to the
city, county, or any other public agency. Determmat:ons outlined in this letter do not in any way
ellmmate the Control!er s authoraty ' : : :

: -Piease dlrect inquiries to thelte Thomas Super\nsor or Susana Medina Jackson Lead

- Analyst at (916) 445-1545..

”f»f’

V-Sl,nce[ely,,
-"-’id'?/?-
/",,'v-' F o

25
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STEVE SZALAY .
Local Government Consultant

ce:' ) Ms Man[yn Staats Deputy City Manager Czty of Moniclair

Ms. Vanessa Doyle, Auditor Controller Manager, San Bernardmo County
Califorma State Controiier 8§ Ofﬂce

18



Exhlb 1t 2

MEET AND CONFER REQUEST FORM

: !nstruct:ons Please filt out this form in its entlrety to initiate a Meet and Confer session. Addltlonat supportmg
documents may be included with the submittal of this form—as justification for the disputed ltem(s) Upon
completlon emall a PDF version of thrs document (mclud:ng any attachments) to: '

Redeve[opment Admmlstratlon@dof ca.gov i
‘The sub}eot fine sh'ourld state [Agency Name] Request to Meet and Confer Upon recelpt and determination

that the request is valid and complete, the Department of Finance (Finance) will contact the requesting agency
W|thm ten busmess days to schedule & date and time for the Mest and Confer session.

- To be valid, alt Meet and Confer requests must be speoaﬂcally related to a determination made by Flnance and

: submltted within the requsred statutory tlme frame. The reqwrements are as follows:

‘. Housmg Asset Transfer Meet and Confer requests must be made within five bus;ness days of the date
- of Finance’s determlnatton letter per HSC Section 34176 (a) (2).
« Due Diligence Review Meet and Confer requests must be made within five busmess days of the date of
* Finance's determination letter, and no later than November 16, 2012 for the Low and Moderate |ncome
Housing Fund due diligence review per HSC Section 34179.6 (e).
« Recognized Obligation Payment Schediile (ROPS) Meet and Confer requests must be made. W|thm
. five: busmess days of the date of Finance's determination letter per HSC Section 341 77 (m)

‘ Agenmes shoutd become famatlar with the Meet and Confer Gu1de||nes Iocated on Finance’s website. Failure to

follow these guidelines could result in termination of the Meet and Confer session. Questions related to the

- Meet and Confer process should be directed to Finance’s Dispute Resolution Coordinator at (916) 445-1546 or
by email to Redevelopment Admlnlstratlon@dof ca.gov.

AGENCY (SELECT ONE):

]  Successor Agency - [ ~Housing Entity

AGENCY NAME: City of Montclair as Successor Agency for City of Montclair Redevelopment Agency

TYPE OF MEET AND CONFER REQUES'I_'ED (SELECT ONE):
[0  Housing Assets Transfers Due Diligence Reviews ] ROPS Period

DATE OF FINANCE'S DETERMINATION LETTER: 03/19/13

REQUESTED FORMAT OF MEET AND CONFER SESSION (SELECT ONE):

[ Meeting at Finance < Conference Call

Page1of 5



DETAIL OF REQUEST | o |
A 'Sunim_ary of Disputed Issue(s) (Must be specific.) |

1. Bond service ‘obligations - in the amount of $2,509,706. Thls'emount has been.
_transferred to the Trustees and was. not included in the total amount of assets held as
: ,of June 30, 2012 - :

2. Recogntzed Obilgatron Payment Schedutes (ROPS) rtems totallng $339 845 to meet ‘
~obligations requested during the - January through June 2013 period, which fai!s :
. “outside. the review perlod of thrs DDR. : , , :

' 3 Reserves |n the, amount of $1, 729 726 due to a shortfali in Redeve!opment Property .
" Tax Trust Funds however, the Agency did not request the use of reserves durmg the
ROPS penod July through- December 2012. :

] " B. BackgroundIHlstory (Prowde relevant background/h:ston/, if applrcab!e )

L The amount of $2 454 048.98 was réceived from the County of San Bernardmo on
" June 18, 2012 as-a payment from the RPTTF. As such, it was place in the RORF
-accounts of the Successor Agency. as specified by AB 1484. Since this DDR covered
all monies held by the Successor. Agency as of June 30. 2012 that amount was also

present in the total assets of $15,882,611 shown on the first line of our computation.
This payment from the RPTTF was $55 657.02 short of what was needed for debt
services on the bond outstanding for the period July 1, 2012 through December 31,
2012. To provide that funding, $2,509,706.00 was paid to the bond trustee in August
2012. On the DDR, the amount was included in total assets and then removed as it
was paid to the trustee after June 30, 2012. These monies are not available for
disbursement to the taxing entities and are not available to the Successor Agency as
they are held by the trustee for agency bonds in accordance with bonding
requirements. During the review process, on January 24, 2013, an email was sent by

- Mr. Donald L. Parker, Finance Director to Ms. Meng, DOF reviewer, where he
indicated "Since these monies were held in the agency RORF funds, which is part of
total assets, but they were sent to the trustee they have been removed in Procedure
8 of the DDR computation." Therefore, the conclusion reached that these monies are
available is incorrect and should be eliminated.

2. The amount of $339, 845 adjusted in the DOF determination letter, is composed of
two amounts on our submitted DDR computatron These were as follows.

The first,is $146,610 which was listed as ROPS Ill reserve balances required for
obligations. This is the amount noted on ROPS Il as "Reserve Balances" to be
utilized to pay enforceable obligations for the period January through June 2013.
Since the DDR was submitted in December 2012, and will result in amounts which
are not deducted being swept to the taxing entities, this amount was needed to
provide for payment of enforceable obligations that were indicated to have
reserves utilized. Since those monies were utilized for those purposes, they are
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not avadable for payment to the taxmg entities. Therefore this conclus:on is
incorrect and shouid be ehmmated for thls portlon of the adjustment -

The second is $193, 235 wh:ch was to provide for an admlnlstratlve reserve as,
~ prior to the ‘ROPS Ill payment, the Successor Agency had never received an -
. administrative allowance. Since we received this allowance as part of our
~January 2013 disbursement from the RPTTF we concur with thls port:on of the

: adjustment

3 ThIS adjustment for 1 729, 726 again is composed of two |tems shown on our DDR
computation These were as foEIows ' :

First, we mdlcated $229, 726 ‘as reserves amounts. utilized after June 30, 2012
" because of RPTTF shortfalls. In processing the RPTTF payment, the County of
San Bernardino made errors in computing the pass through payments to- ‘other
taxing entities. Those errors resulted in overpayments to them of $1,133,518.61. _
As such, the Successor Agency did not receive the full allocation due it and had to
‘utilize reserve amounts on hand to pay . enforceable obl:gat{ons The DOF
"determination indicated "the Agency. did not request the use of reserves during
‘the ROPS period July through December 2012" and this was the reason for
denial. As these were monies on hand that were never received. from the RPTTF
' no reserve request was required. In accordance with DOF stated policy, reserves
. on hand were to be utilized prior to a DOF request and that was what was being
“ done. This amount represents the utilization of reserve amounts after June.30,
2012 Since these monies were utilized, they are not available for distribution to
the taxing entities. This is what the computation showed. Therefore, this
~ conclusion is mcorrect and should be eliminated for-this portzon of the adjustment

Second, we indicated a reserve of $1,500,000 fo be retained for use in funding
future administrative allowances and/or litigation costs. As indicated in our
footnote, present on the computation, our Successor Agency had, when this
computation was submitted, not received administrative allowances due to County
computational errors and determinations by DOF to not "true up” those errors.
Those errors were corrected, by the County, in the most recent RPTTF payment
but ultimately the correction resulted in a larger distribution of residual amounts to
the taxing entities and the Successor Agency received no additional funding.

Since the ﬁhng ~of this- DDR, the Successor Agency has received its first
administrative allowance payment. Hopefully, those wili continue; however, as
discussed above, due to County computational errors and arbitrary determinations
not to correct those by DOF we have had to utilize reserves to make bond debt
service and administrative allowance payments. Once this DDR payment is
made, those reserves will no longer be present. We feel that a small reserve of
- $250,000 would be appropriate to cover cash flow needs when these situations
result. Hopefully, that could be approved without an analysis as we cannot reflect
in any analysis how and when errors by the County will occur. Additionally, the
City of Montclair should not have to advance monies to cover County errors
created by the process specified in AB 1484. This small reserve would provide for

that situation.
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fdustiflcatlon (Prowde add.'tlonal attachments to th;s form as necessary. )

- Please be aware that the computatlon present in our DDR was based upon cash that we'
had in the respective accounting funds at the time they were. performed.  While

rdeterm:natlon can be made as to the amount of those monies that we are allowed to keep,
* stich determinations cannot be made of supposedly addittonal amounts not present or to:
ellmmate monies, utlhzed as those monles do not exsst in our Successor Agency

In the determlnattons descnbed above, most ad;ustments are attnbutable to lncorrect
- conclusion  being. reached by the reviewer . working on our DDR. In -one case, we
" corresponded  indicating that the item was properly reflected; however, apparently that
correspondence was ignored as the item was incorrectly adjusted. We can provide
documentation of the amounts we showed on the DDR if required. Had the reviewer posed
the adjustments .noted to us for clarification and/or discussion we would have been able to

" address them and this meet and confer might have been avoided. That would have saved

-us and DOF tlme and. effort and ultimately administrative costs in this.process. Hopefully, in
the future that process can be lmplemented and mcorrect conclusmns ehmmated -
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" Agency Contact Information

Name: . Donald L. Parker, CPA’  Name:
Tite: . Finance Director L Titl:
Phoe:  (909)625-9418  ©  _ Phone:
Email: d'pérrker@cityofmontclair.brg Email: |
pa:  March19,2013 . pal

| Marilyn Staats

Deputy City Manager o
(909) 625-9412-

mstaats@cityofmohtc!ail‘;ofg o

March 19, 2013

Form DF-MC (Revised 9/10/12)
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Exhibit 3

EpMunNnD’ 6. BROWN JR, » GOVERNOR
915 I, STREET N SACRAMENTD CA B 9538 14-2706 X WWW,DOF.CA.GOV

Aprit 18,2013

- Mr. Donald Parker, Finance Director
-City of Montclair = ..
5111 Benito Street

Montclair, CA 91763

"~ Dear Mr. Parker -
- Subject: Othér Funds and Accounts Due Diligence. Review

This-letter supersedes the California Department of Finance’s (Finance) original Other Funds

and Accounts (OFA) Due Diligence Review (DDR) determination letter dated March 19, 2013.
Pursuant fo Health and Safety Code (HSC) section 34179.6 (c), the City of Montclair (Agency)
submitted an oversight board approved OFA DDR to Finance on January 10, 2013. The purpose
of the review was fo defermine the amount of cash and cash equivalents available for distribution

. tothe affected taxing entities. Finance issued an OFA DDR determination letter on March 19,
2013. Subsequently, the Agency requested a Meet and Confer session on one or more items
adjusted by Finance. The Meet and Confer session was held on March 26, 2013.

Based ona review of additional information and documentation provided to Finance during the
Meet and Confer process, Finance has completed its review of those specific items being
disputed. Specifically, the following adjustments were made:

» ~The Agency requested to retain $2,509,706 for bond debt service payments. Finance
previously increased the OFA balance by this amount. Our review indicated the fiscal
agent used bond reserve funds to make bond debt service payments on the Agency’s
behalf prior to the Agency's receipt of Redevelopment Praperty Tax Trust Funds
(RPTTF). The Agency provided documentation that upon receipt of RPTTF fotaling
$2,454,049 for the July through December 2012 Recognized Obligation Payment
Schedule (ROPS II) period, the Agency repaid the bond reserve fund a total of
$2,509,706. We note the Agency only reported it expended $2,454,049 on the Prior
Period Adjustment Worksheet of the July through December 2013 Recognized .
Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 1314A) period; however, because the additional
funds were used to make bond debt service payments, the full $2,509,706 will be
permitted to be retained. '

« The Agency requested to retain $339,845 for iters listed on its January through June
2013 Recognized Obligation Payment Schedules (ROPS lil) period. This amount
includes $193,235 to provide for an administrative reserve and $146,610 for items
listed on the ROPS Il using reserve funds. Our review indicates the Agency received

' sufficient RPTTFto pay for all items approved for RPTTF funding; therefore, the
retention of $193,235 is not permitted. As related to the $146,610 in approved ROPS
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Mr. Donald Parker
~ April 18, 2013
- Page 2

Ili items for funding out of reseives, the Agency will be pefmi'-tted to r_etaih‘t'heee funds.
Therefore, the balance avaitable for distribution will be increased by $193 235.

The Agency requested to retaln $'t 729,726 to meet approved admintstratton and

~ enforceable obligations.. Our review indicated for the ROPS Ji perlod Finance

approved $11,403,685 from the Redevelopment Property Tax Ttust Fund. The : :'.

~ Agency received a distribution of $2,454,049 on June 20, 2012 for the ROPS |l penod ’

which was therefore included in the June 30, 2012 balance. - Per HSC section 341795
{(c), an Agency is permitted to retain balances that are needed to satisfy those items on -

the ROPS schedule for the current fiscal year. Therefore, because the Agency did not

receive the entire-approved amount for the ROPS Il period, the Agency will be

" permitted to retain $370,083 in reserve funds used to pay for unfunded Finance .
_approved enforceable obligations in ROPS II (as reported on ROPS 13-14A).
“Therefore, the balance available for distribution is increased by $1,359,643

. ($1,729,726 - $370,083), which is the difference between the amount requested fo- be

retained and ROPS li actual expendltures on F:nance approved obllgatlons

Finance notes that HSC section 34177 (a)(3) states that only those payménts listed in

the approved ROPS may be made from the funding source specified in the ROPS.
However, HSC section 34177 (a) (4) goes on to state that with prior approval from the
oversight board, the successor agency can make payments for enforceable obligations

‘from sources other than those listed in the ROPS. in the future, the Agency should

obtain prior oversight board approvat when making payments for enforceable
obllgatmns from a fundmg source other than those approved by Finance.

Should a deficit occur in the future HSC prowdes sticcessor agenc:es with various
methods to address short term cash fiow issues. These may inciude requesting a loan
from the city pursuant to HSC section 34173 (h), requesting the accumulation of
reserves on the ROPS when a future balioon or uneven payment is expected, or
subordinating pass-through payments pursuant to HSC section 34183 (b). The -
Agency should seek counsel from their oversight board to determine the solution most
appropriate for their situation if a deficiency were to OCCUr. .

The Agency s OFA balance avallab[e for distnbutlon to the affeoted taxmg entities is _
$7,876,440 (see table below)

- OFA Balances Avallable For Distribution To Taxing Entities
Available Balance per DDR: . L $ 6,323,562
Finance Adjustmenis
Add: _ . - o _
Requested retained balances not supported $ 1,562,878
Total OFA available to be distributed: $ 7,876,440

This is Finance's finatdetermination of the OFA balancés available for distribution to the

~ taxing entities. HSC section 34179.6 (f) requires successor agencies to transmit fo the county

auditor-controller the amount of funds identified in the above table within five working days,
plus any interest those sums accumulated while in the possession of the recipient. Upon
submission of payment, it is requested you provide proof of payment to Flnance within five
business days.
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" Mr. Donald Parker
April 18, 2013
- Page3 -

If funds identified for transmission are in the possession of the successor agency, and if the -
© successor agency is operated by the city or county that created the former redevelopment
" agency, then failure to transmit the identified funds may result in offsets to the city’s or the
" county’s sales and use tax allocation, as well as its property tax allocation. if funds identified
for transmission are in the possession of another taxing entity, the successor agencyis = .
“required to take diligent efforts to recover such funds. A failure to recover and remit those "
funds may.result in offsets to the other taxing entity's sales and use tax allocation or toits -~

property tax allocation. If funds identified for transmission are in the possession of a private . S

‘entity, HSC 34179.6 (h) (1) (B) states that any remittance related to unallowable transfers toa *
private party may also be subjecttoa 10 percent penalty if not remitted within 60 days.

" Fallure fo transmit the identified funds will also prevent the Agency from being able to recelve .
a finding of completion from Finance. Without a finding of completion, the Agency will be - -
unable to take advantage of the provisions detailed in HSC section 34191.4. Specifically, - .
these provisions allow certain loan agreements between the former redevelopment agency
(RDA) and the city, county, or city and county that created the RDA fo be considered - o
enforceable obligations. These provisions also allow certain bond proceeds to be used for the -
purposes In which they were sold and allows for the transfer of real property and interests into
the Community Redevelopment Property Trust Fund once Finance approves the Agency's

long-range property management plan.

In addition to the consequences above, willful failure to return assets that were deemedan -
unaliowable transfer or failure to remit the funds identified above could expose certain - a
individuals to criminal penalties under existing law. : :

Pursuant to HSC sections 34167.5 and 34178.8, the California State Controller’s Office.
(Contraller) has the authority to claw back assets that were inappropriately transferred to the -
city, county, or any other public agency. Determinations outlined in this letter do notin any -
way eliminate the Controller’s authority.

Please direct inquiries to Evelyn Suess, Supervisor or Danielle Brandon, Analyst at
{916) 445-1546. :

Sincerely,

///t»

—

STEVE SZALAY
Local Government Consuitant

cc: Ms. Marilyn Staats, Deputy City Manager, City of Montclair

Ms. Vanessa Doyle, Auditor Controller Manager, San Bernardino Coun{y
_California State Controller's Office
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¢ -Count)romeBernardlnoAud:mpOonuoller R R oo 1eck Date:;
- Vendor No:: SBCAu00T' VendorAcctNo e T T T Cheek A R 0
- mw;m_bﬁ " Date - Deseription . - el NLLTE U0 Tivoice Amouit
- 04232013 . . .04/232013 - SAAreaVOperatmgFund-DDRPortlon S L T T 876,440,00,

WARNINGE Origiral

cYor - o MONYCLAIR BRANGH fosea
. Montclair 4. +dk L 5120 nggéttggéngo%gﬁ?gmm .
RedevelopmentAgency L SRR R

. B117 BEMITO STREET T D : LT e T T
~- MONTGLAIR, CALIFORNIA 91763 o - e T e T e R - CETED S ki Lo
T g0 e2emsTt o .o T o "VO"MHER'S?(_M?Wé

w7492

Pay: *%¥ Seven mllhon elght hundred seventy-sxx thousand four hundred forty dollars and Zero cents .
" s . -Date - S L Amount

C 047232013 . " $7,876,440,00
"L CImyoF MONTCLAIR REDEVELOPMENT- AGENG\‘

: To the order of: -
Lt " .. [ “County.of San Bemardmo Auditor-Conn-oller
‘ - Attn; Vanessa Doyle '

222 W. HospltahtyLane oo T SRR o M
SatlBBmaIémD CA 92415‘0_018. ' ’ o " .- 4,{?,,,\/ /-e_"l.. Eritg= )

7492

|
5
i

Vendor County of San Bemardino Auditor-Controller o ’ ' Check Date: 04{2?;/2013
Check Amount: - $7,876,440.00

Vendor No:SBCAn001 Vendor Acct No: t: 876,440, :
: ) Invoice Amount - !

" Invoice Number Date Description
T 04232013 04/23/2013  SA-Area V Operating Fund-DDR Portion ) - . 7.876,440.00 - .




