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SPRINGTIME AT THE CAPITOL
In addition to cherry blossoms and roses, springtime
is when new bills are reviewed by the Legislature in
Sacramento. One particular topic, redevelopment
law, has been a very popular subject for us to research
at LEGISLATIVE INTENT SERVICE, INC. Below, we
discuss a few of the new bills seeking to address the
Governor’s 2011 action.

COPING WITHOUT REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCIES IN 2012
After Gov. Jerry Brown eliminated about 400
redevelopment agencies run by cities and counties in
2011, new legislation has been introduced in 2012 by
members of both Chambers to address the apparent
problems created by his action. Assembly Speaker
John Perez, as lead author, is carrying a bill to allow
agencies to make good on some previous obligations
and allow local governments to use redevelopment
monies to build affordable housing. AB 1585 amends
H&S 34171, 34173, 34176, 34177, 34179, 34180,
34181, 34182, 34183, 34187, and 34189. The bill
seeks to make changes to the process of dissolving
redevelopment agencies, including requiring the funds
on deposit in the Low-and Moderate-Income Housing
Fund of the former redevelopment agencies to remain
with the entity that assumes the housing functions
rather than being distributed as property tax revenue.
During the month of March, this bill was reviewed by
the Assembly Committees on Local Government and
on Appropriations, and amended three times so far. It
is currently waiting for assignment to the Senate policy
committee.

agencies and community development agencies. SB
1151 would provide that the asset disposition and
transfer provisions do not apply to a jurisdiction in
which a community development and housing
authority has been formed by August 1, 2012. This
measure would establish a “Sustainable Economic
Development and Housing Trust Fund,” to be
administered by an authority, to serve as a repository
of the unencumbered balances and assets of the former
redevelopment agency. SB 1151 would also authorize
monies from the fund to be expended for specified
purposes relating to economic development and
affordable housing and would require an authority to
prepare a long-range asset management plan that
governs the disposition and ongoing use of the fund.
Another Sen. Steinberg bill, SB 1156, would
authorize the legislative body of the city and county
representing the geographic territory covering an area
served by a former redevelopment agency to elect to
form a “Community Development and Housing Joint
Powers Authority” after July 1, 2012 and to carry out
the provisions of the community redevelopment law.
In addition, SB 1156 would authorize the authority to
adopt a redevelopment plan for a project area covering
specified areas and sites and to include a provision in
the plan to provide for tax increment financing,
provided that certain mitigation and land use plans
have been adopted. This bill is being heard in the
Senate Committee on Governance and Finance.

Sen. Darrell Steinberg has introduced two bills also
proposing to affect the dissolution of redevelopment

Sen. Bob Dutton, vice-chair of the Sen. Committee
on Governance and Finance, has introduced SB 986 to
amend H&S 34177 and 34180 to provide that all bond
proceeds that were generated by a former
redevelopment agency shall be deemed to be
encumbered and would prohibit a successor agency
from remitting these proceedings to the county auditorcontroller. The proceeds of bonds must be used by the
successor agency for the purposes for which the bonds
were sold pursuant to an enforceable obligation entered
into either by the former redevelopment agency prior
to its dissolution or by the successor agency by
12/14/2014.
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* Final draft of a legislative proposal

Assembly member Bob Wieckowski of Fremont
introduced AB 1692 to amend Gov’t § 53760.1 to
authorize a successor agency to file for bankruptcy
under applicable federal bankruptcy law.
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HISTORICAL SUMMARY OF THE 1945
COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT ACT
In January of 1945, Gov. Earl Warren’s “Message”
to the Legislature printed in the Senate Journal
addressed a post-World War II California and
burgeoning population of returning veterans. Looking
to what homecoming vets wanted, Gov. Warren stated:
As I visualize their return to the homeland,
these service men and women of ours will want
to have the opposite of what they have
experienced in foreign lands. First they will
want peace—peace that comes from the
elimination of racial prejudices, religious
bigotry, and political intolerance. They will
want an opportunity to work and to help develop
the vast natural resources of our State. They will
want industrial peace. They will want to be
protected against the ravages of mass
unemployment. They will want to see new
evidence that we realize the importance of strong
and vigorous health programs for they will have
seen signs which give urge to a search for
perfection in this field.
(Sen. Journal, 01/08/1945, page 25)
Promoting “urban redevelopment,” the Governor
urged the legislature as follows:
In the course of developing new programs for
low cost housing, we should seize upon the
opportunity to clean up and eliminate areas of
blight and slums in our communities. There is to
be presented to this Legislature a proposal to
provide for urban redevelopment. It will propose
the exercise of the power of eminent domain to
acquire the title to blighted areas and to permit
their sound redevelopment by private enterprise.
I urge that you give this proposal your serious
consideration, not alone from the standpoint that
our people must be afforded decent housing, but
also from the standpoint that slum clearance will
lead to the lessening of social friction, crime, and
delinquency.
(Sen. Journal, 01/08/1945, page 29)
On January 26, 1945, Assembly member Albert
Stewart introduced AB 1531, which was signed by
Gov. Warren six months later in July, enacting the
“Community Redevelopment Act.” In its quick travel

through both Chambers, AB 1531 was amended six
times to conform to suggestions by a committee of
seven appointed by the director of the State
Reconstruction and Re-employment Commission. The
League of California Cities supported this measure,
calling it “the most important single piece of
legislation adopted by the Legislature at the 1945
regular session.” It was challenged by some
municipalities who feared large portions of their cities
would be designated “blighted.”
In response to the new law, also known as the
“Urban Redevelopment Act,” Gov. Warren’s 1946
published “Message” to the Legislature stated:
Nationally and in California, we may expect
gigantic activity in home building for the next
five or ten years. It is in the public interest to see
that the program is beneficial in every way. The
cooperation of the State with the local
communities and with private industry can
accomplish this by making the Urban
Redevelopment Act accomplish its intended
purpose. I recommend to you that an adequate
appropriation be made available to the cities and
counties for implementing this act, and that you
take such other steps as may be necessary to
insure its functioning.
(Sen. Journal, 01/08/1946)
If you would like to see what the 1945 Act looked
like, attached is a copy of the 1945 chaptered law.
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