
 

 

AGENDA 

 

MEETING OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD  

 

The Board of Supervisors Chamber 

1115 Truxtun Ave. 1st Floor 

 Bakersfield, California  

Monday, January 27, 2020 

 

9:00 AM  

 

 
 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER: 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 

3. ROLL CALL 

4. PUBLIC COMMENT: This time has been set aside for members of the public to address 

the Oversight Board on any matter not on this agenda but within the subject matter 

jurisdiction of the Board. Although the Oversight Board values your comments, pursuant 

to the Brown Act, it generally cannot take any action on items not listed on the posted 

agenda.  Speakers are limited to two minutes.  Please state and spell your name before 

making your comments. 

 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS: 

 

5.A. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 023 “A RESOLUTION OF THE 

OVESRIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCIES OF KERN COUNTY 

ADOPTING THE ELECTION OF AN OVERSIGHT BOARD MEMBER TO SERVE AS 

CHAIRPERSON FOR THE TERM ENDING JUNE 30, 2020 AND THE ELECTION OF 

AN OVERSIGHT BOARD MEMBER TO SERVE AS VICE-CHAIRPERSON FOR THE 

TERM ENDING JUNE 30, 2020”. 

 

5.B. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 024 “RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD 

OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO 

THE DISSOLVED ARVIN COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, APPROVING 

All agenda item supporting documentation is available for public review in the office of the Clerk of the Board of 

Supervisors, 1115 Truxtun Ave., 5th Floor, Bakersfield, 93301 during regular business hours, 8:00 a.m. – 5:00 p.m., 

Monday through Friday, following the posting of the agenda. Any supporting documentation that relates to an agenda 

item for an open session of any regular meeting that is distributed after the agenda is posted and prior to the meeting 

will also be available for review at the same location.  



 

 

AND ADOPTING A RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 

COVERING THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021, PURSUANT 

TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34177(l) AND (o)”. 

 

5.C. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 025 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER CITY OF DELANO 

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED 

OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 

THROUGH JUNE 2021”. 

 

5.D. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 026 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER CITY OF SHAFTER 

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 

2021” 

 

5.E. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 027 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER CITY OF SHAFTER 

COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED 

OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 

THROUGH JUNE 2021”. 

 

5.F. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 028 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER CITY OF TEHACHAPI 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION 

PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 

2021”. 

 

5.G. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 029 “A RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE 

FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING A PROPOSED 

ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET COVERING THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 

THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE 

SECTION 34177(j)”. 

 

5.H. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION 

RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt Resolution No. 030 “A RESOLUTION OF THE KERN 

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE 

FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED 

OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 

THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021” 



5.I. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 031 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE

FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, APPROVING A LOAN

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF WASCO AND THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY

TO THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY (SUCCESSOR LOAN

AGREEMENT NO.1: ROPS 20-21).”

5.J. ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 032 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER ARVIN

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE SALE OF A CERTAIN REAL

PROPERTY TO OSCAR L. RUDNICK – APN 192-110-16”.

5.K ADOPTION OF A RESOLUTION

RECOMMENDATION:   Adopt Resolution No. 033 “RESOLUTION OF THE KERN

COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER CITY OF RIDGECREST

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION

PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE

2021”

6. BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS OR ANNOUNCENTS:

7. ADJOURNMENT:

Americans with Disabilities Act 

(Government Code Section 54954.2) 

 The Board of Supervisors Chamber is accessible to persons with disabilities.  Disabled individuals who need special 

assistance to attend or participate in a meeting of the Board of Supervisors may request assistance at the Clerk of the 

Board of Supervisors, Fifth Floor, 1115 Truxtun Avenue, Bakersfield, California or by calling (661) 868-3585.  Every 

effort will be made to reasonably accommodate individuals with disabilities by making meeting material available in 

alternative formats. Requests for assistance should be made five (5) working days in advance of a meeting whenever 

possible. 



BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD 

In the matter of: Resolution No. 23

RESOLUTION ELECTING OFFICERS
___________________________________

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director _____, seconded by Director _____, was duly passed and adopted by 

the Board of Directors at an official meeting on ______________________, 2020, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: ____________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 

 Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_________________________________________________________________ 

RESOLUTION 

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) The Board requires a Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson
(b) The Board has determined that X and Y are appropriately named to those positions

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Kern 
Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

1. This Board finds that the recited facts are true and that it has the jurisdiction to 
consider, approve, and adopt this Resolution. 

2. This Board hereby appoints the persons named in the attached Exhibit “A” as 
Chairperson and Vice-Chairperson for the term ending June 30, 2020. 

EXHIBIT A 

1 
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Chairperson 

Vice-Chairperson 



CITY OF ARVIN 

Staff Report 

Meeting Date: January 27, 2020

TO: 

FROM: 

Members of the Kern County Oversight Board

Jeff Jones,  City of Arvin Finance Director

SUBJECT:  A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

TO THE DISSOLVED ARVIN COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 

APPROVING AND ADOPTING A RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT 

SCHEDULE COVERING THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 

2021, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34177(l) AND (o).

BACKGROUND:  

As part of the RDA wind down process, each successor agency is responsible for drafting a 

Recognized Obligations Payment Schedule (ROPS) delineating the enforceable obligations of 

the former RDA and their source of payment every year. ROPS are subject to the approval of the 

local oversight board. 

In the past, the ROPS were presented every six months. The State of California has changed the 

reporting period to be an annual report. In compliance with this requirement, Staff has prepared 

ROPS 20-21 for the Period July 01, 2020 to June 30, 2021 which is due to the Department of 

Finance (DOF) by February 1, 2020. Attached is the ROPS that Staff is recommending for 

submittal. This list includes all obligations that have been identified and the amounts requested 

for payment in this cycle. Items are listed under the RPTTF column for Admin or Non Admin 

obligations. “RPTTF” stands for Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund. These are the 

revenues collected through the property taxes. These funds must be used first to meet debt 

obligations and any remaining obligations may be funded with the RPTTF. 

The rows highlighted in red on the “Obligation Payment Schedule” are items that have been 

denied in previous ROPS requests. Staff has kept them on the ROPS schedule in order to keep 

them active and give the City an opportunity to revisit these requests in future submissions. The 

main item identified for payment during this cycle will be the funds to meet bond obligations for 

a principal and interest payment in March and September. In addition to the bond principal and 

interest payments, a modest amount for general maintenance expenditures for the properties 



currently owned by the Successor Agency. The allowable amount for Administrative Costs is 

estimated to be $150,000 and will be included on this schedule. This amount is below the 

‘minimum amount’ of $250,000 which is authorized per ROPS guidelines and State law.  Staff 

has determined that $150,000 is sufficient to support all administrative costs of the Successor 

Agency.  Administrative costs include staff time, appraisals of property owned by the Successor 

Agency, City Attorney expense, and other consultant costs.  

In prior years, and most recently in 2014, the total available RPTTF through property taxes was 

less than the amounts being requested on the ROPS. Should this situation happen during FY 20-

21,the obligations that cannot be funded in this cycle will be carried over into the next ROPS 

cycle, and the City will be asked to provide a short-term loan to the Successor Agency to cover 

the shortfall.   

Once the ROPS is approved by the  Kern County Oversight Board for approval the ROPS will 
be then submitted to the Kern County Auditor Controller,the State Controller’s Office, and the 
State Department of Finance for review and approval.

RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends that the Kern  County Oversight Board approve the ROPS 20-21 for the

period of July 01, 2020 to June 30, 2021 and authorize staff to submit this item after approval by 
the Kern County Oversight Board to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State 
Controller and the State of California Department of Finance.

FISCAL IMPACT: 

None.  There is cost recovery for staff time which City staff spends on Successor Agency 

business. Such cost recovery is paid via an administrative allowance that the City requests on 

the ROPS. 



RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED ARVIN COMMUNITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, APPROVING AND ADOPTING A 

RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE COVERING THE 

PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021, PURSUANT TO 

HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34177(R) AND (M). 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Arvin 

became the successor agency to the Arvin Community Redevelopment Agency ("Successor 

Agency"); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor 

Agency is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section34l79(j), on July 1,2018 a 

single oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to the 

Arvin Community Redevelopment Agency, and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule ("ROPS"), by February 1st of each year, 

forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency 

to submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency's oversight board for its approval, and upon such 

approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS ("Approved 

ROPS") to the Kem County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of 

California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency's 

website; and 

WHEREAS, Health and Safety Code Section 34177(m) requires that the Approved 

ROPS for the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 ("ROPS 20-21”) is required to be 

submitted to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the Kern County 

Auditor Controller by February 1, 2020; and 

WHEREAS, all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have 

occurred. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY, THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 

THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER ARVIN COMMUNITY 

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY AS FOLLOWS: 



Section l. Recitals. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated 

into this Resolution by this reference. 

Section 2. Approval of ROPS. The Successor Agency hereby approves and adopts the 

ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021, in substantially the form 

attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

Section 3. Transmittal of ROPS. The City Manager and Finance Director are hereby 

authorized and directed to take any action necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution 

and comply with applicable law regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the ROPS 20-

21 to the Successor Agency's oversight board for approval, and submission of the Approved 

ROPS to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of 

California Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency's 

website. 

Section 4. Effectiveness.  This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its 

adoption. 



I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing resolution was passed and adopted by the City 

Council of the City of Arvin at a Special Meeting thereof held on the 19th day of December, 

2019 by the following vote: 

 

         ATTEST 

 

 

                                                                   

         CECILIA VELA, City Clerk 

CITY OF ARVIN 

 

 

By:                                                         

 JOSE GURROLA, Mayor 

 

 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

 

 

By:                                                         

 SHANNON L. CHAFFIN, City Attorney 

 Aleshire & Wynder, LLP 

 

I, ______________________________, City Clerk of the City of Arvin, California, DO 

HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and accurate copy of the Resolution passed and 

adopted by the City Council of the City of Arvin on the date and by the vote indicated herein. 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

________________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No. _______

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE OVERSIGHT BOARD 
OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE DISSOLVED ARVIN COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT AGENCY, APPROVING AND ADOPTING A RECOGNIZED 
OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE COVERING THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 
THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021, PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 
34177(l) AND (o) 
__________________________________ 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 
resolution, on motion of Director _ ___, seconded by Director _ ___, was duly passed 
and adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this _________ day of 
____________, 2020, by the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 
 
ABSENT: 

_________________ 
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board

    Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_________________________________________________________________ 

RESOLUTION 

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Arvin

became the successor agency to the Arvin Community Development Agency 

(“Successor Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 



2 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Arvin Community Development Agency, and 

(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, 

and the State of California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2019; and 

(g) All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred.

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into

this Resolution by this reference. 

2. The Kern County Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action

necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved ROPS 20-21 to the Kern 

County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of California 

Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s 

website. 
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4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h).. 

  



AGENDA ITEM NO. ______ 
 

OVERSIGHT BOARD 
FOR THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER 
DELANO COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

 
Meeting Date: January 27, 2020 
 
To: Oversight Board Members 
 
From: Maribel Reyna, Executive Director  
 Rosa Lara Rios, Director of Finance 
 
Subject: Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 20-21 A and B 
  
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Adopt the attached resolution approving the Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule (“ROPS”) 20-21 A and B for the Successor Agency to the former City of Delano Community 
Redevelopment Agency (“Successor Agency”) for the period of July 2020 through June 2021. 
 
BACKGROUND:  Pursuant to Health and Safety Code (“HSC”) § 34172 (a)(1), the City of Delano Community 
Redevelopment Agency was dissolved effective February 1, 2012.  Consistent with the provisions of the 
HSC, the City Council previously elected to serve in the capacity of the Successor Agency to the former City 
of Delano Community Redevelopment Agency (the “Successor Agency”).  The Oversight Board for the 
Successor Agency to the former City of Delano Community Redevelopment Agency (“Oversight Board”) has 
been established pursuant to HSC § 34179 to assist in the wind-down of the dissolved redevelopment 
agency. 
 
Per HSC § 34177 (o)(1), the Successor Agency is required to prepare a ROPS before each twelve-month 
fiscal year period commencing with the period from July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021.  Pursuant to HSC § 
34180 (g), Oversight Board approval is required for the establishment of each ROPS.  Pursuant to HSC § 
34177 (o) (1), an Oversight Board-approved ROPS 20-21 A and B for the period of July 2020 through June 
2021 must be submitted to the State Department of Finance and to the County Auditor-Controller not later 
than February 1, 2020. 
 
FISCAL IMPACT:  Pursuant to HSC § 34177, the Successor Agency is legally required to continue to make 
payments due for enforceable obligations.  The Oversight Board’s approval of the ROPS 20-21 A and B will 
ensure that the Successor Agency has the authority to continue to pay its enforceable obligations. 
 
ATTACHMENTS:  Resolution. 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

__________________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No._______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE 
FORMER CITY OF DELANO COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR 
THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 2021 
______________________________________________

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director ______, seconded by Director________, was duly passed and 

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this _______day of ________ 2020, by the 

following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: 
______________________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 

                                                         Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_______________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Delano

became the successor agency to the Delano Community Redevelopment Agency 

(“Successor Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Delano Community Redevelopment Agency, and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, 

and the State of California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for 

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2020; and  

(g)  All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

   

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved ROPS 20-21 to the Kern 

County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of California 

Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s 

website. 

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

 



Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Summary 

Filed for the July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 Period 

Successor Agency: Delano 

County: Kern 

Current Period Requested Funding for Enforceable 

Obligations (ROPS Detail) 

20-21A Total 

(July - 

December) 

20-21B Total 

(January - 

June) 

ROPS 20-21 

Total 

A Enforceable Obligations Funded as Follows (B+C+D) $ - $ - $ - 

B Bond Proceeds - - - 

C Reserve Balance - - - 

D Other Funds - - - 

E Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) (F+G) $ 2,426,853 $ 756,703 $ 3,183,556 

F RPTTF 2,301,853 631,703 2,933,556 

G Administrative RPTTF 125,000 125,000 250,000 

H Current Period Enforceable Obligations (A+E) $ 2,426,853 $ 756,703 $ 3,183,556 

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman: 

Name Title 

Pursuant to Section 34177 (o) of the Health and Safety 

code, I hereby certify that the above is a true and 

accurate Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for 

the above named successor agency. /s/ 

Signature Date 



Delano 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - ROPS Detail 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 

# 
Project Name 

Obligation 

Type 

Agreement 

Execution 

Date 

Agreement 

Termination 

Date 

Payee Description 
Project 

Area 

Total 

Outstanding 

Obligation 

Retired 

ROPS 

20-21 

Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 

Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 

Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 

Proceeds 

Reserve 

Balance 

Other 

Funds 
RPTTF 

Admin 

RPTTF 

Bond 

Proceeds 

Reserve 

Balance 

Other 

Funds 
RPTTF 

Admin 

RPTTF 

$41,671,617 $3,183,556 $- $- $- $2,301,853 $125,000 $2,426,853 $- $- $- $631,703 $125,000 $756,703 

3 2010A LRBs 

Reimbursement 

Agreement 

Revenue 

Bonds 

Issued On or 

Before 12/

31/10 

11/12/

2010 

12/01/2030 US Bank 

NA 

Debt Service 

on 2010A LRBs 

per 

Reimbursement 

Agreement 

RP 

No. 1 

22,945,968 N $2,100,712 - - - 1,690,406 - $1,690,406 - - - 410,306 - $410,306 

4 Securities 

Servicing 

Professional 

Services 

05/28/

2003 

09/01/2038 US Bank 

NA 

Annual 

Servicing for 

2015 A & B 

TABs and 

2010A LRBs 

RP 

No. 1 

119,600 N $2,750 - - - 2,750 - $2,750 - - - - - $- 

5 Continuing 

Disclosure 

Professional 

Services 

05/28/

2003 

09/01/2038 Willdan 

Financial 

Services 

Continuing 

Disclosure for 

TABs 

RP 

No. 1 

103,320 N $700 - - - - - $- - - - 700 - $700 

6 Continuing 

Disclosure 

Professional 

Services 

11/12/

2010 

09/01/2038 Willdan 

Financial 

Services 

Continuing 

Disclosure for 

LRBs 

RP 

No. 1 

82,500 N $2,000 - - - - - $- - - - 2,000 - $2,000 

12 Successor 

Agency 

Administration 

Admin Costs 02/01/

2012 

09/01/2038 City of 

Delano 

Successor 

Agency 

Administration 

(see Notes 

form) 

RP 

No. 1 

2,875,000 N $250,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 

14 Property 

Maintenance 

Property 

Maintenance 

01/02/

2014 

06/30/2016 Various Maintain 

Properties Until 

Sold per 

LRPMP 

RP 

No. 1 

- N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

18 LRPMP 

Implementation 

Fees 06/18/

2014 

09/01/2038 Selected 

vendors 

for 

appraisals, 

Legal, 

costs, 

fees, etc. 

LRPMP 

Implementation 

costs that 

cannot be paid 

from land sales 

proceeds., e.g., 

appraisals, 

Legal, costs, 

fees, etc. (See 

Notes) 

RP 

No. 1 

- N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

19 2015A TABs 

(Interest Only) 

Refunding 

Bonds 

Issued After 

6/27/12 

02/03/

2015 

09/01/2038 US Bank 

NA 

Refunding for 

2003A TABs 

(Interst Only 

Payments) 

RP 

No. 1 

4,705,229 N $437,394 - - - 218,697 - $218,697 - - - 218,697 - $218,697 



A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 

# 
Project Name 

Obligation 

Type 

Agreement 

Execution 

Date 

Agreement 

Termination 

Date 

Payee Description 
Project 

Area 

Total 

Outstanding 

Obligation 

Retired 

ROPS 

20-21 

Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 

Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 

Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 

Proceeds 

Reserve 

Balance 

Other 

Funds 
RPTTF 

Admin 

RPTTF 

Bond 

Proceeds 

Reserve 

Balance 

Other 

Funds 
RPTTF 

Admin 

RPTTF 

21 2015A TABs 

(Principal 

Reduction 

Only) 

Refunding 

Bonds 

Issued After 

6/27/12 

02/03/

2015 

09/01/2038 US Bank 

NA 

Refunding for 

2003A TABs 

(Principal 

Reduction 

Payments) 

RP 

No. 1 

10,840,000 N $390,000 - - - 390,000 - $390,000 - - - - - $- 



Delano 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Report of Cash Balances 

July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018 
(Report Amounts in Whole Dollars) 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34177 (l), Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) may be listed as a source of payment on the ROPS, but only to the extent no other 

funding source is available or when payment from property tax revenues is required by an enforceable obligation. 

A B C D E F G H 

 ROPS 17-18 Cash Balances 

(07/01/17 - 06/30/18) 

Fund Sources Comments 

Bond Proceeds Reserve Balance Other Funds RPTTF 

Bonds issued 

on or before 

12/31/10 

Bonds issued 

on or after 

01/01/11 

Prior ROPS 

RPTTF and 

Reserve 

Balances retained 

for future 

period(s) 

Rent, grants, 

interest, etc. 

Non-Admin 

and Admin 

 

1 Beginning Available Cash Balance (Actual 07/01/17) 

RPTTF amount should exclude "A" period distribution 

amount. 

355,326 D1 represents the DSRF balance for the 2015 

Refunding TABs 

2 Revenue/Income (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount should tie to the ROPS 17-18 total 

distribution from the County Auditor-Controller 

1,704 3,115,677 Cell D3 represents interest earnings on the 

DSRF balance. Cell G-2 represents the sum 

of the actual RPTTF received from the CAC 

for ROPS 18-19 A&B 

3 Expenditures for ROPS 17-18 Enforceable Obligations 

(Actual 06/30/18) 

2,935 3,115,677 Cell D3 represents the use of interest 

earnings from the DSRF balance for current 

debt service. Cell G3 represents the use of 

the sum of the actual RPTTF received from 

the CAC for ROPS 18-19 A&B 

4 Retention of Available Cash Balance (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount retained should only include the amounts 

distributed as reserve for future period(s) 



5 ROPS 17-18 RPTTF Prior Period Adjustment 

RPTTF amount should tie to the Agency's ROPS 17-18 PPA 

form submitted to the CAC 

 
No entry required 

6 Ending Actual Available Cash Balance (06/30/18) 

C to F = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4), G = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4 - 5) 

$- $354,095 $- $- $- 



Delano 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Notes 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

Item # Notes/Comments 

3 

4 

5 

6 

12 

14 

18 

19 

21 
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TO: Honorable Chairperson and Board Members of the Kern Countywide Oversight 

Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Shafter Community Development 

Agency 

 

FROM: Jim Zervis, Administrative Services Director 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting a proposed 

administrative budget for the two six-month periods of July 1, 2020 through June 

30, 2021, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j) 

 

BACKGROUND 

 

Following dissolution of the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Shafter (“Agency”), the City 

became the successor agency to the Agency (the “Successor Agency”).  Pursuant to Health and 

Safety Code Section 34173(b), the Successor Agency is now a separate legal entity from the 

City.  One of the responsibilities of the Successor Agency is to prepare a proposed administrative 

budget covering each 6-month period and submit it to the Successor Agency’s Oversight Board 

for approval.   

 

On April 16, 2013, the City of Shafter and the Successor Agency entered into an Administrative 

Services Agreement. According to that agreement, the City of Shafter conducts all administrative 

functions of the Successor Agency at the City’s expense in exchange for the Successor Agency 

remitting the entire Administrative Cost Allowance to the City each year. 

 

 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

 

One of the responsibilities of the Successor Agency is to prepare a proposed administrative 

budget for each 6-month fiscal period.  According to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j), 

the administrative budget is to include all of the following: (i) estimated amounts for the 

Successor’ Agency’s administrative costs for the upcoming six-month fiscal period; (ii) proposed 

sources of payment for the costs identified in (i); and (iii) proposals for arrangements for 

administrative and operations services provided by a city, county, city and county, or other 

entity.   

 

This proposed administrative budget is to be submitted to the Successor Agency’s oversight 

board for approval (“Approved Administrative Budget”).  Under Health and Safety Code Section 

34177(k), the Successor Agency is to provide administrative cost estimates, from the Approved 

Administrative Budget, that are to be paid from property tax revenues deposited in the 

Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund, to the Kern County Auditor-Controller for the 

upcoming two six-month fiscal periods. 
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The Administrative Cost Allowance has been computed according to the applicable California 

Health and Safety Codes, at $250,000 for fiscal year 2020-2021. In accordance, with the 

Administrative Services Agreement, this amount is to be remitted to the City as payment in full 

for contractual administrative services. 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

No City or Successor Agency funds are involved with the adoption of the proposed 

administrative budget.   

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 

It is recommended that the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency adopt 

Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting the proposed administrative budget pursuant to 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j). 

 

ATTACHMENT 

 

1. Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting the proposed administrative budget for the 

period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021, pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j). 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

__________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No._______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE 
FORMER CIT OF SHAFTER COMMUNIT REDEVELOPMENT AGENC 
APPROVING THE ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FOR THE PERIOD OF JUL 2020 
THROUGH JUNE 2021 

 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director _______, seconded by Director ________, was duly passed and 

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this _______day of _______, 2020, by the 

following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: 

_______________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board

          Kern Countywide Oversight Board

_________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS:

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Shafter

became the successor agency to the Shafter Community Development Agency 

(“Successor Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Shafter Community Development Agency, and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j) requires the Successor Agency to

prepare a proposed administrative budget covering each 6-month period, and submit it to 

the oversight board for approval; and 

(e) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(k), upon approval of the

administrative budget by the oversight board, the Successor Agency is required to provide 

administrative cost estimates, from the approved administrative budget, that are to be 

paid from property tax revenues deposited in the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust 

Fund, to the Kern County Auditor-Controller for each fiscal period covered by the 

administrative budget; and 

(F) All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred.

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows:

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 
this Resolution by this reference. 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 
approves and adopts the administrative budget covering the two six-month periods from 

uly 1, 2020 through une 30, 2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution 

as Exhibit A, as required by Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the proposed administrative budget, including submitting the proposed 

administrative budget to the California Department of Finance for review. 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 
Safety Code Section 34179(h). 

EXHIBIT A 



EXPENSE ANNUAL 7/1/20 - 12/31/20 1/1/21 - 6/30/21

CLASSIFICATION BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET

Administrative Services Agreement Fee to the City of Shafter: 250,000$  125,000$  125,000$  

(A) TOTAL BUDGET 250,000$  125,000$  125,000$  

* Administrative Budget limited to 3% of property tax distributed to the successor agency by the county auditor-controller
in the preceding fiscal year for payment of enforceable obligations less any city loan repayments and administrative cost
allowances ("PY Net Property Tax"), but not less than $250,000 per year, but in no case can exceed 50% of
the PY Net Property Tax, per H&S 34171(b),

Actual prior year property tax distributed to the successor agency (2019-20): 1,097,095$     

Less: city loan repayments: - 

Less: administrative cost allowances: (250,000) 

PY Net Property Tax: 847,095 

1. 3% net Property Tax - limit: 25,413$  

2. Statutory administrative cost allowance minimum: 250,000$  

3. Greater of 1 or 2: 250,000$  

4. 50% PY Net Property Tax - hard limit: 423,548$  

5. Administrative Budget (A): 250,000$  

6. In Compliance? YES

Administrative Budget Compliance Test:

SHAFTER COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY - SUCCESSOR AGENCY

Administrative Budget: 7/1/20 - 6/30/21



 

TO: Honorable Chairperson and Board Members of the Kern Countywide Oversight 

Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Shafter Community Development 

Agency 

 

FROM: Jim Zervis, Administrative Services Director 

 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting a Recognized 

Obligation Payment Schedule for the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021, 

pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) and (m). 

 

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS 

 

Annually the Successor Agency must prepare a Recognized Payment Obligation Schedule 

(ROPS) listing all enforceable obligations due for the next fiscal year as well as an actual 

accounting of the prior ROPS period and a reconciliation of all cash held by the Successor 

Agency. The ROPS must be approved by the Successor Agency Board of Directors, Oversight 

Board, and ultimately the Department of Finance. Once approved by all parties, the County 

Auditor Controller will distribute available property tax to the Successor Agency to fund the 

obligations on the ROPS. The ROPS 20-21 being considered for approval includes the following 

obligations. 

 

July 1, 2020 – December 31, 2020: 

1. 2016 Refunding Bonds:    $911,800 

2. Administrative Budget:    $125,000 

3. City / Agency Loan Agreement:   $201,113 

 

January 1, 2021 – June 30, 2021: 

1. Administrative Budget:    $125,000 

2. City / Agency Loan Agreement:   $0 

 

FISCAL IMPACT 

 

The $1,362,913 in total expenditures will be paid with property tax allocations from the County 

Auditor Controller including any unused property tax allocations from prior years. 

 

The Successor Agency stands alone as a private purpose trust fund. Thus, the financial activity of 

the Successor Agency is accounted for separately and not combined with the City’s finances. 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

 

It is recommended that the Board of Directors adopt Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting 

the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021. 

 

ATTACHMENT 

 



1. Resolution No. ___ approving and adopting the Recognized Obligation Payment 

Schedule covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021. 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

 __________________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No _______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE 
FORMER CITY OF SHAFTER COMMUNITY REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR 
THE PERIOD OF JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 2021 

 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director  _________, seconded by Director__________, was duly passed 

and adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this ________ day of _________, 

2020, by the following vote: 

AES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: 
 _________________

Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board  

                                                                          Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Shafter

became the successor agency to the Shafter Community Development Agency 

(“Successor Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Shafter Community Development Agency, and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, 

and the State of California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for 

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2020; and  

(g)  All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

   

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved ROPS 20-21 to the Kern 

County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of California 

Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s 

website. 

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 



 

 

3 

 

EXHIBIT A 
 

 



Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Summary 

Filed for the July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 Period 

Successor Agency: Shafter 

County: Kern 

Current Period Requested Funding for Enforceable 

Obligations (ROPS Detail) 

20-21A Total 

(July - 

December) 

20-21B Total 

(January - 

June) 

ROPS 20-21 

Total 

A Enforceable Obligations Funded as Follows (B+C+D) $ - $ - $ - 

B Bond Proceeds - - - 

C Reserve Balance - - - 

D Other Funds - - - 

E Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) (F+G) $ 1,237,913 $ 125,000 $ 1,362,913 

F RPTTF 1,112,913 - 1,112,913 

G Administrative RPTTF 125,000 125,000 250,000 

H Current Period Enforceable Obligations (A+E) $ 1,237,913 $ 125,000 $ 1,362,913 

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman: 

Name Title 
Pursuant to Section 34177 (o) of the Health and Safety 
code, I hereby certify that the above is a true and 
accurate Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for 
the above named successor agency. /s/ 

Signature Date 



Shafter 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - ROPS Detail 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 
# 

Project Name 
Obligation 

Type 

Agreement 
Execution 

Date 

Agreement 
Termination 

Date 
Payee Description 

Project 
Area 

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation 

Retired 
ROPS 

20-21 

Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 

Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 

Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

$16,850,027 $1,362,913 $- $- $- $1,112,913 $125,000 $1,237,913 $- $- $- $- $125,000 $125,000 

3 Administrative 
Budget 

Admin 
Costs 

07/01/
2013 

06/30/2014 City of 
Shafter 

Successor 
Agency 
Administrative 
Costs 

250,000 N $250,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 

4 Loan 
Agreement 

City/
County 
Loan 
(Prior 06/
28/11), 
Cash 
exchange 

01/18/
2011 

06/30/2015 City of 
Shafter 

SERAF and 
operating 
expense loan 
agreement 

1,231,802 N $201,113 - - - 201,113 - $201,113 - - - - - $- 

10 Property Tax 
Increment 
Allocation 
Bonds 

Bonds 
Issued 
After 12/
31/10 

12/28/
2016 

11/01/2036 U.S. 
Bank, 
N.A. 

2016 Series 
A Refunding 
Bonds 

1&2 15,368,225 N $911,800 - - - 911,800 - $911,800 - - - - - $- 



Shafter 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Report of Cash Balances 

July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018 
(Report Amounts in Whole Dollars) 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34177 (l), Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) may be listed as a source of payment on the ROPS, but only to the extent no other 
funding source is available or when payment from property tax revenues is required by an enforceable obligation. 

A B C D E F G H 

 ROPS 17-18 Cash Balances 

(07/01/17 - 06/30/18) 

Fund Sources Comments 

Bond Proceeds Reserve Balance Other Funds RPTTF 

Bonds issued 
on or before 

12/31/10 

Bonds issued 
on or after 
01/01/11 

Prior ROPS 
RPTTF and 

Reserve 
Balances retained 

for future 
period(s) 

Rent, grants, 
interest, etc. 

Non-Admin 
and Admin 

 

1 Beginning Available Cash Balance (Actual 07/01/17) 

RPTTF amount should exclude "A" period distribution 
amount. 

- - - - 177,316 

2 Revenue/Income (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount should tie to the ROPS 17-18 total 
distribution from the County Auditor-Controller 

512 6,396 1,238,850 

3 Expenditures for ROPS 17-18 Enforceable Obligations 

(Actual 06/30/18) 

404 6,396 1,232,051 

4 Retention of Available Cash Balance (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount retained should only include the amounts 
distributed as reserve for future period(s) 

5 ROPS 17-18 RPTTF Prior Period Adjustment 

RPTTF amount should tie to the Agency's ROPS 17-18 PPA 
form submitted to the CAC 

 
No entry required 

6 Ending Actual Available Cash Balance (06/30/18) 

C to F = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4), G = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4 - 5) 

$- $108 $- $- $184,115 



Shafter 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Notes 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

Item # Notes/Comments 

3 

4 Balance as of 6/30/2020. See Sponsoring Entity Loan Repayment Calculator for payment amount 
support. 

10 See bond payment amortization schedule. 
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KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD 

TO: 
 

MEMBERS OF THE  OF KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD 
 

FROM: 
 

HANNAH CHUNG, FINANCE DIRECTOR OF THE CITY OF TEHACHAPI, ON BEHALF OF THE 
SUCCESSOR AGENCY OF THE TEHACHAPI REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

DATE: 
 

JANUARY 27, 2020 

SUBJECT: 
 

APPROVE A RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE FOR THE FISCAL PERIOD 

FROM JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021 PURSUANT TO HEALTH AND SAFETY CODE 
SECTION 34177  

 

Executive Summary 

Pursuant to Section 34177 of the Health and Safety Code (“HSC”), in order to make payments on 
enforceable obligations, the Successor Agency must prepare a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 
(“ROPS”) for each fiscal year (from each July through June of the following year).  All ROPS must be 
approved by the Oversight Board and submitted to the State Department of Finance (“DOF”) for review. 

Background 

Pursuant to HSC Section 34177, the Successor Agency must prepare an annual ROPS listing the 
anticipated payments for enforceable obligations for the two six month periods (from July through 
December, and from January through June) of each fiscal year.  All ROPS must be approved by the 
Oversight Board.  Furthermore, each Oversight Board-approved ROPS must be submitted to the DOF for 
review.  HSC Section 34177 also requires the Successor Agency to submit an Oversight Board-approved 
ROPS to the DOF and to the County Auditor-Controller no later than February 1, 2020.  A copy of the 
Oversight Board-approved ROPS must be posted on the Successor Agency’s website.   

The DOF may eliminate or modify any item on the ROPS before approving the ROPS.  The DOF must 
make its determination regarding the enforceable obligations and the amount and funding source for each 
enforceable obligation listed on ROPS 20-21 no later than April 15, 2020.    Within five business days of 
the DOF’s determination, the Successor Agency may request to “meet and confer” with the DOF on 
disputed items.  The meet and confer period may vary, but an untimely submission of ROPS 20-21 may 
result in a meet and confer period of less than 30 days.   

The County Auditor-Controller may object to the inclusion of any item on the ROPS that is not demonstrated 
to be an enforceable obligation and may object to the funding source proposed for any item.  The County 
Auditor-Controller must provide notice of its objections to the DOF, the Successor Agency and the Oversight 
Board at least 60 days before disbursements from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (“RPTTF”) 
are required to be made. 

The County Auditor-Controller is required to make RPTTF disbursements to the Successor Agency 
pursuant to the DOF-approved ROPS 20-21 on June 1, 2020 (to cover enforceable obligation payments 
from July 1, 2020 through December 31, 2020) and January 2, 2021 (to cover enforceable obligation 
payments from January 1, 2021 through June 30, 2021).   

 



Staff Report - Oversight Board Approval of ROPS 20-21 
Page 2 of 2 
January 22, 2020 
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Penalties for Failure to Make Timely Submission 

If the Successor Agency does not submit an Oversight Board-approved ROPS 20-21 by February 1, 2020, 
the City of Tehachapi will be subject to a civil penalty of $10,000 per day for every day that ROPS 20-21 is 
not submitted to the DOF.  The penalty will be paid to the County Auditor-Controller for distribution to the 
taxing entities.  If the Successor Agency does not timely submit ROPS 20-21, creditors of the Successor 
Agency, the DOF, and affected taxing entities may request a writ of mandate to require the Successor 
Agency to immediately perform this duty.  Additionally, if the Successor Agency does not submit ROPS 20-
21 within 10 days of the February 1, 2020 deadline, the Successor Agency’s maximum administrative cost 
for that period will be reduced by 25 percent.   

If the Successor Agency fails to submit an Oversight Board-approved ROPS to the DOF within five business 
days of “the date upon which the ROPS is to be used to determine the amount of property tax allocations,” 
the DOF may order the County Auditor-Controller to withhold a scheduled RPTTF disbursement to the 
Successor Agency pending the DOF’s review of the related ROPS.  (It is not clear what is meant by “the 
date upon which the ROPS is to be used to determine the amount of property tax allocations.” Possibly, it 
is referring to October 1 and April 1, the dates by which the County Auditor-Controller must prepare 
estimates for the upcoming RPTTF disbursements on January 2 and June 1, respectively, and provide the 
estimates to the DOF, the Successor Agency and the taxing entities.)  In conjunction with such a 
withholding, the DOF may order the County Auditor-Controller to disburse to the taxing entities money from 
the RPTTF that the DOF determines to be in excess of the amount needed for enforceable obligations.        

Staff recommends that the Oversight Board adopt Resolution No. ____ approving ROPS 20-21 and taking 
certain related actions. 

Fiscal Impact 

The preparation and submittal of ROPS 20-21 is for the purpose of allowing the Successor Agency to pay 
its enforceable obligations for the period from July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021. 

Recommendation 

That the Oversight Board adopt Resolution No. ____ approving the Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule for the annual period from July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”). 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

________________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No._______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE 
FORMER CITY OF TEHACHAPI REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE 
RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF 
JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 2021 

 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director ______, seconded by Director __________, was duly passed and 

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this ________ day of _______, 2020, by 

the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: 

_________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board  

                                                          Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_______________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Tehachapi

became the successor agency to the Tehachapi Redevelopment Agency (“Successor 

Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Tehachapi Redevelopment Agency, and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, 

and the State of California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for 

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2020; and  

(g)  All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

   

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved ROPS 20-21 to the Kern 

County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of California 

Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s 

website. 

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

 



Tehachapi
ROPS 2020-21 Annual

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34177 (l), Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) may be listed as a source of payment on the ROPS, but only to the extent no other funding source is available or when payment from property tax revenues is required by an 
enforceable obligation. For tips on how to complete the Report of Cash Balances Form, see Cash Balance Tips. 

Note: Cash Balances data is auto-saved.

July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018
(Report Amounts in Whole Dollars)

A B C D E F G H

ROPS 17-18 Cash Balances 
(07/01/17 - 06/30/18)

Fund Sources

Comments

Bond Proceeds Reserve Balance Other Funds RPTTF

Bonds issued on or before 
12/31/10

Bonds issued on or after 
01/01/11

Prior ROPS RPTTF and 
Reserve Balances retained 

for future period(s)

Rent, 
Grants, 

Interest, etc.

Non-Admin 
and 

Admin

1 Beginning Available Cash Balance (Actual 07/01/17)
RPTTF amount should exclude "A" period distribution amount 

2 Revenue/Income (Actual 06/30/18)
RPTTF amount should tie to the ROPS 17-18 total distribution from the County Auditor-
Controller 

3 Expenditures for ROPS 17-18 Enforceable Obligations (Actual 06/30/18)

4 Retention of Available Cash Balance (Actual 06/30/18)
RPTTF amount retained should only include the amounts distributed as reserve for future 
period(s)

5 ROPS 17-18 RPTTF Prior Period Adjustment
RPTTF amount should tie to the Agency's ROPS 17-18 PPA form submitted to the CAC 

No entry required

6 Ending Actual Available Cash Balance (06/30/18) 
C to F = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4), G = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4 - 5)

Export to Excel

0 476,606 984,318 56,011

0 6,124 946,243 (F2):$6103 (Interest Income) 
(G2): $946,243 RPTTF 17-18B

76,028 984,318 6,124 268,144 (D3): $76,028: Cost of Issuance for 2017AB bonds $62,320; 
paid for a 
 portion of debt service interest $13,708  
(E3&F3): Reserve and Interest Funds were spent before 





Tehachapi
ROPS 2020-21 Annual

Export to Excel

Item # Obligation Name Obligation Type

Agreement 
Execution 

Date

Agreement 
Termination 

Date Payee Description

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation

Total 
Requested 

Funding Notes

5 Administrative 
Expense

Admin Costs 02/01/2012 06/30/2038 City of 
Tehachapi

Admin of 
Successor 
Agency - RDA

4,500,000 250,000

20 2017ATax 
Allocation 
Refunding 
Bonds

Refunding 
Bonds Issued 
After 6/27/12

06/30/2017 12/01/2035 Bank of 
New York

2017A Tax 
Allocation 
Refunding 
Bonds Debt 
Service

6,190,045 389,363

21 2017BTax 
Allocation 
Refunding 
Bonds

Refunding 
Bonds Issued 
After 6/27/12

06/30/2017 12/01/2037 Bank of 
New York

2017B Tax 
Allocation 
Refunding 
Bonds Debt 
Service

7,123,995 400,913

22 2017 A&B 
Refunding 
Bonds Trustee 
Service

Fees 06/30/2017 06/30/2038 Bank of 
New York

Trustee 
Service Fee

111,700 3,970

23 SB 1029 
Reporting 
Service

Professional 
Services

01/11/2018 02/28/2038 Urban 
Futures

SB 1029 
Annual 
Reporting 
Service

18,700 660

24 Annual 
Disclosure

Professional 
Services

02/01/2018 02/28/2038 Urban 
Futures

2017A & 
2017B Tax 
Revenue 
Refunding 
Bonds Annual 
Disclosure 
Reporting

54,300 1,930

25 2017 A&B 
Refunding 
Bonds Arbitrage 
Rebate Services

Professional 
Services

12/21/2005 02/28/2038 Willdan 
Financial 
Services

Arbitrage 
rebate 
calculation 
services for 
2017A and 
2017B Bonds

25,300 -

26 Parking Lot 
Maintenance

Property 
Maintenance

07/01/2018 12/06/2044 City of 
Tehachapi

Property 
maintenance

- -

27 Contingency for 
unexpected 
Expense

Miscellaneous 07/01/2018 12/06/2044 Unknown Misc. 
Expenses not 
listed

- -



Item # Obligation Name Obligation Type

Agreement 
Execution 

Date

Agreement 
Termination 

Date Payee Description

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation

Total 
Requested 

Funding Notes

28 2017 A & B Tax 
Allocation 
Refunding Bond 
Debt Service 
Reserves-
December 
Payment

Reserves 06/30/2017 12/01/1935 Bank of 
New York

2017 A & B 
Refunding 
Bond Debt 
Service 
Reserves for 
Principal

631,302 631,302



Tehachapi
ROPS 2020-21 Annual

Requested Funding for Obligations 20-21A Total 20-21B Total ROPS Total

A Obligations Funded as Follows (B+C+D) 0 0 0

B Bond Proceeds 0 0 0

C Reserve Balance 0 0 0

D Other Funds 0 0 0

E
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund 
(RPTTF) (F+G)

756,943 921,195 1,678,138

F RPTTF 631,943 796,195 1,428,138

G Administrative RPTTF 125,000 125,000 250,000

H Current Period Obligations (A+E) 756,943 921,195 1,678,138













  

 

                    STAFF REPORT 
 

 

OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

OF THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

TO:    Members of the Oversight Board 

 

FROM:   Daniel Ortiz-Hernandez, City Manager 

Daniel S. Briney, Interim Finance Director 

   

DATE:  January 27, 2020 

   

SUBJECT:    Adopt a Resolution of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor 

Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency Approving a Proposed 

Administrative Budget Covering the Period of July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021, 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j). 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Recommendation:   

Staff recommends the Kern Countywide Oversight Board Adopt a Resolution of the Kern 

Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment 

Agency Approving a Proposed Administrative Budget Covering the Period of July 1, 2020 

through June 30, 2021, Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j). 

 

 

Background:   

Pursuant to Part 1.85 of Division 24 of the California Health and Safety Code (the 

“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), the Successor Agency must prepare a proposed 

administrative budget and a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (“ROPS”) for the 12-

month fiscal period which must be submitted to the Oversight Board for approval.  The 

proposed administrative budget must include all of the following: 1) estimated amounts for 

Successor Agency administrative costs for the applicable 12-month fiscal period; 2) proposed 

sources of payment for the administrative costs; and 3) proposals for arrangements for 

administrative and operations services provided by the City or other entity.   

 

The Redevelopment Dissolution Law is unclear regarding the required timing for the submission 

of the proposed administrative budget for the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

(“Administrative Budget 20-21”) to the Oversight Board for approval.  However, because the 

Successor Agency’s administrative expenditures also have to be reflected on the ROPS, the 

Administrative Budget 20-21 and the ROPS for the same period (“ROPS 20-21”) should be 

consistent. 

  

Fiscal Impact:   

Under the Redevelopment Dissolution Law, an “Administrative Cost Allowance” is paid to the 

Successor Agency from property tax revenues allocated by the County Auditor-Controller 

(“RPTTF Funds”).  The Administrative Cost Allowance is defined as an amount, subject to the 



approval of the Oversight Board, which is up to 3% of the property tax allocated for 

enforceable obligations from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund by the County 

Auditor-Controller.  The amount shall not be less than $250,000 for any fiscal year unless the 

Oversight Board reduces this amount.  The amount also may not exceed 50% of the total RPTTF 

Funds distributed to pay enforceable obligations in the preceding year. The Administrative Cost 

Allowance is subject to reduction if there are insufficient funds to pay the enforceable 

obligations as listed on the ROPS.   

 

As the County Auditor-Controller did not distribute funds to the Successor Agency for the period 

of time between July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020 under “Wasco ROPS 19-20” no 

Administrative Cost Allowance shall be paid to the Successor Agency from RPTTF for the period 

of time between July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2021, under “Wasco ROPS 20-21”.  

 

Health and Safety Code Section 34173(h) authorizes the City to loan funds to the Successor 

Agency to pay for administrative costs, enforceable obligations, or project related expenses 

at the discretion of the City and that such loans, upon approval of the Oversight Board (and 

subsequent approval or deemed approval by the State Department of Finance) shall be 

reflected on the recognized obligation payment schedule of the Successor Agency. The City 

and Successor Agency have determined that it is necessary and appropriate to enter in a Loan 

Agreement (Successor Agency Loan Agreement No. 1: ROPS 20-21) in order that the Successor 

may pay administrative costs in fiscal year 2020-21. 

 

 

 Attachments:   

1. Resolution No._______ of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency 

to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency Approving a Proposed Administrative 

Budget Covering the Period of July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021, Pursuant to Health and 

Safety Code Section 34177(j). 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT 
BOARD 

________________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No._______

A RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF 
THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY APPROVING A PROPOSED ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET COVERING 
THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021, PURSUANT TO HEALTH 
AND SAFETY CODE SECTION 34177(j)

 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director ________, seconded by Director_______, was duly passed and 

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this _________day of _______, 2020, by 

the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT: 
___________________________

Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 
 Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Wasco

became the successor agency to the Wasco Redevelopment Agency (“Successor 

Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency; 

and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(j) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a proposed administrative budget and submit to the Successor Agency’s 

oversight board for its approval each year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e)  All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

 

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves the Proposed Administrative Budget 2020-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 

through June 30, 2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, 

as required by Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The City Manager and Finance Director are hereby authorized and directed 

to take any action necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with 

applicable law.  

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 

 

3 

EXHIBIT A 
 

The Successor Agency of the former Wasco Redevelopment Agency 

Administrative Budget for July 1, 2020, through June 30, 2021. 

 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section (“HSC”) 34177(j); the Successor 

Agency is to: 

 

Prepare a proposed administrative budget and submit it to the oversight board 

for its approval.  The proposed administrative budget shall include all of the 

following: 

 

1) Estimated amounts for successor agency administrative costs for the 

upcoming six-month fiscal period. 

 

2) Proposed sources of payment for the costs identified in paragraph 1. 

 

3) Proposals for arrangements for administrative and operations services 

provided by a city, county, city, and county or other entity. 

 

In accordance with HSC 34171(b) the City proposes to request the Administrative 

Cost Allocation (“ACA”) for the fiscal year 2020-2021 as set forth below. HSC 

34171(b)(3) limits the ACA to 3% of actual RPTTF distributed in the preceding year 

or $250,000, whichever is greater, not to exceed 50 percent of the RPTTF 

distributed in the preceding year.  

 

1) The estimated amount for the 12-months of FY 2021 (July 2020 – June 2021) 

would be $ 40,000.  

 

2) The proposed source of payment for these costs is an advance from the 

City of Wasco to be repaid by the Successor Agency to the City from tax 

revenue collected and to be distributed by the Kern County Auditor 

Controller’s office from the Redevelopment Property Trust Fund or by 

Reserve Funds or any other funds of the Successor Agency. 

 

3) The City proposes to arrange for administrative and operational services of 

the Successor Agency business by using City staff, facilities, materials, 

supplies, equipment and outside legal and professional services to 

accomplish the required administrative activities of the Successor Agency 

and the Oversight Board. Budget estimates for the period of July 1, 2020, 

through June 30, 2021, are as follows: 
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Salaries & benefits of City Staff  $   30,000 

Professional services           5,000 

Indirect Cost Allocation          5,000 

 

Total                                 $    40,000 

 

 

City Staff: Consist of all full-time City employees involved in the preparation 

and processing of the Successor Agency business activities including 

preparation for the Oversight Board meetings, development and 

implementation of the administrative and operating budget, the payment 

of invoices and the full administration of the dissolution of the former 

redevelopment agency.  

 

Professional services: Includes all legal services and other miscellaneous 

professional services. 

 

Indirect Cost Allocation: Include all overhead costs associated with the 

administration of the successor agency; such as printing, postage, support 

staff, utilities, advertising, office supplies and miscellaneous costs.   

 
.   



  

 

                    STAFF REPORT 
 

 

OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

OF THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
 

 

TO:    Members of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

 

FROM:   Daniel Ortiz-Hernandez, City Manager 

Daniel S. Briney, Interim Finance Director 

   

DATE:  January 27, 2020 

   

SUBJECT:    Approve a Resolution of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor 

Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency, Approving the 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 20-21 for the Period of July 1, 2020 

through June 30, 2021. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Recommendation:   

Staff recommends the Kern Countywide Oversight Board Approve a Resolution of the Kern 

Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment 

Agency, Approving the Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 20-21 for the Period of 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021. 

 

Background:   

Pursuant to Part 1.85 of Division 24 of the California Health and Safety Code (the 

“Redevelopment Dissolution Law”), the Successor Agency must prepare a Recognized 

Obligation Payment Schedule (“ROPS”) for the 12-month fiscal period (commencing July 1), 

listing the payments to be made by the Successor Agency during such period.  All ROPS must 

be approved by the Oversight Board.  Furthermore, each Oversight Board-approved ROPS 

must be submitted to the State Department of Finance (“DOF”) for review.   

 

Deadlines for ROPS Submission and Review: 

The Redevelopment Dissolution Law does not specify a deadline for the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS for July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) to the Oversight Board 

for approval.  However, the Successor Agency must submit an Oversight Board-approved ROPS 

20-21 to the DOF, the Office of the State Controller and the County Auditor-Controller no later 

than February 1, 2020.  The Successor Agency must submit the ROPS to the DOF electronically 

in the manner of DOF’s choosing.  A copy of the Oversight Board-approved ROPS must be 

posted on the Successor Agency’s website.   

 

The DOF may eliminate or modify any items on the ROPS before approving the ROPS.  The DOF 

must make its determination regarding the enforceable obligations and the amount and 

funding source for each enforceable obligation listed on a ROPS no later than 45 days after 

the ROPS is submitted.    Within five business days of the DOF’s determination, the Successor 



Agency may request to “meet and confer” with the DOF on disputed items.  The meet and 

confer period may vary, but an untimely submission of ROPS 20-21 may result in a meet and 

confer period of less than 30 days.   

 

The County Auditor-Controller may object to the inclusion of any item on the ROPS that is not 

demonstrated to be an enforceable obligation and may object to the funding source 

proposed for any item.  The County Auditor-Controller must provide notice of its objections to 

the DOF, the Successor Agency and the Oversight Board by April 1, 2020. 

 

Penalties for Failure to Make Timely Submission: 

If the Successor Agency does not submit an Oversight Board-approved ROPS by February 1, 

2020, the City of Wasco will be subject to a civil penalty of $10,000 per day for every day the 

ROPS is not submitted to the DOF.  The penalty is to be paid to the County Auditor-Controller 

for distribution to the taxing entities.  If the Successor Agency does not timely submit a ROPS, 

creditors of the successor agency, the DOF, and affected taxing entities may request a writ of 

mandate to require the Successor Agency to immediately perform this duty.  Additionally, if the 

Successor Agency does not submit a ROPS within 10 days of February 1, the Successor Agency’s 

administrative cost allowance for that period will be reduced by 25 percent.   

 

If the Successor Agency fails to submit an Oversight Board-approved ROPS to the DOF within 

five business days of “the date upon which the ROPS is to be used to determine the amount of 

property tax allocations”, the DOF may determine whether the County Auditor-Controller 

should distribute any of the property tax revenues to the taxing entities, or whether any amount 

should be withheld for enforceable obligations pending approval of the ROPS.  It is not clear 

what is “the date upon which the ROPS is to be used to determine the amount of property tax 

allocations.”       

 

Fiscal Impact:   

The preparation and submittal of ROPS 2020-21 is for the purpose of allowing the Successor 

Agency to pay its enforceable obligations for the period from July 1, 2020 to June 30, 2021.  

 

 

 

Attachments:  

1. Resolution No._______ of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency 

to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency, Approving the Recognized Obligation 

Payment Schedule 20-21 for the Period of July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021. 

2. Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency Recognized 

Obligation Payment Schedule FY 2020-21 (ROPS FY 2020-21). 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD 

_______________________________

In the matter of: Resolution No._______

A RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF
THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY, APPROVING THE RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE
20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF JULY 1, 2020 THROUGH JUNE 30, 2021

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director ________, seconded by Director_________, was duly passed and

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this ______ day of ________, 2020, by the

following vote: 

AYES:

NOES:  

ABSENT: 
_________________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 

 Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

_________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Wasco

became the successor agency to the Wasco Redevelopment Agency (“Successor 

Agency”); and 

(b) pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency; 

and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the county administrative officer, county auditor-controller, the 

California State Controller, and the State of California Department of Finance, and post 

the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for 

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2020; and  

(g)  all other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through 

June 30, 2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as 

required by Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The City Manager and Finance Director are hereby authorized and directed 

to take any action necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with 

applicable law regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved 

ROPS 20-21 to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and 

the State of California Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website. 

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 
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EXHIBIT A 



Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Summary 
Filed for the July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 Period 

Successor Agency: Wasco 

County: Kern 

Current Period Requested Funding for Enforceable 
Obligations (ROPS Detail) 

20-21A Total 
(July - 

December) 

20-21B Total 
(January - 

June) 

ROPS 20-21 
Total 

A Enforceable Obligations Funded as Follows (B+C+D) $ 100,000 $ 20,000 $ 120,000 

B Bond Proceeds - - - 

C Reserve Balance 80,000 - 80,000 

D Other Funds 20,000 20,000 40,000 

E Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) (F+G) $ 20,000 $ 20,000 $ 40,000 

F RPTTF 20,000 20,000 40,000 

G Administrative RPTTF - - - 

H Current Period Enforceable Obligations (A+E) $ 120,000 $ 40,000 $ 160,000 

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman: 
Name Title 

Pursuant to Section 34177 (o) of the Health and Safety 
code, I hereby certify that the above is a true and 
accurate Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for 
the above named successor agency. /s/ 

Signature Date 



Wasco 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - ROPS Detail 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 
# 

Project Name 
Obligation 

Type 

Agreement 
Execution 

Date 

Agreement 
Termination 

Date 
Payee Description 

Project 
Area 

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation 

Retired 
ROPS 
20-21 
Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 
Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 
Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

$160,000 $160,000 $- $80,000 $20,000 $20,000 $- $120,000 $- $- $20,000 $20,000 $- $40,000 

3 Administrative 
Costs 

Admin 
Costs 

02/01/
2012 

06/30/2020 City of 
Wasco 

Administrative 
Costs 

Wasco 
RDA I 

40,000 N $40,000 - - 20,000 - - $20,000 - - 20,000 - - $20,000 

9 Registrar/
Transfer Agent 

Professional 
Services 

05/25/
2017 

09/15/2018 US 
Bank 

Admin Fees 
for Bonds 

- N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

10 Legal Fees for 
Sale of RDA 
Land 

Professional 
Services 

02/01/
2012 

06/30/2020 City of 
Wasco 

Mineral 
Rights Issue 

60,000 N $60,000 - 60,000 - - - $60,000 - - - - - $- 

11 Land Sale 
Broker Costs 

Professional 
Services 

02/01/
2012 

06/30/2020 City of 
Wasco 

Broker Fees 20,000 N $20,000 - 20,000 - - - $20,000 - - - - - $- 

12 Advance from 
City of Wasco 

Admin 
Costs 

07/01/
2020 

06/30/2021 City of 
Wasco 

Administrative 
Costs 

Wasco 
RDA I 

40,000 N $40,000 - - - 20,000 - $20,000 - - - 20,000 - $20,000 



Wasco 
Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Notes 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

Item # Notes/Comments 

3 

9 

10 

11 

12 Advance from the City of Wasco to fund Administrative costs pursuant to the Administrative Budget. 



  

 

                    STAFF REPORT 
 

 

OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 

OF THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

 

 

TO:    Members of the Oversight Board 

 

FROM:   Daniel Ortiz-Hernandez, City Manager 

Daniel S. Briney, Interim Finance Director 

   

DATE:  January 27, 2020 

   

SUBJECT:    Approve a Resolution of the Board of Directors of the Kern Countywide Oversight 

Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency 

Approving a Loan Agreement Between the City of Wasco and the Successor 

Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency (Successor Loan No. 1: 

ROPS 20-21) 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Recommendation:   

Staff recommends the Kern Countywide Oversight Board Approve a Resolution of the Kern 

Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment 

Agency Approving a Loan Agreement Between the City of Wasco and the Successor Agency 

to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency (Successor Loan No. 1: ROPS 20-21) 

 

Background:   

State Law required the dissolution of Redevelopment Agencies under Abx1 26 in FY2011-12. 

Dissolution Law provides that an Administrative Cost Allowance is paid to the Successor Agency 

from Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Funds (“RPTTF”). The Administrative Cost Allowance is 

defined as an amount, subject to the approval of the Oversight Board, which is up to 3% of the 

property tax allocated for enforceable obligations from the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust 

Fund by the County Auditor-Controller.  The amount shall not be less than $250,000 for any fiscal 

year unless the Oversight Board reduces this amount.  The amount also may not exceed 50% 

of the total RPTTF Funds distributed to pay enforceable obligations in the preceding year. The 

Administrative Cost Allowance is subject to reduction if there are insufficient funds to pay the 

enforceable obligations as listed on the ROPS.   

 

As the County Auditor-Controller did not distribute funds to the Successor Agency for the period 

of time between July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020 under “Wasco ROPS 19-20” no 

Administrative Cost Allowance shall be paid to the Successor Agency from RPTTF for the period 

of time between July 1, 2010 through June 30, 2021, under “Wasco ROPS 20-21”.  

 

Health and Safety Code Section 34173(h) authorizes the City to loan funds to the Successor 

Agency to pay for administrative costs, enforceable obligations, or project related expenses 

at the discretion of the City and that such loans, upon approval of the Oversight Board (and 



subsequent approval or deemed approval by the State Department of Finance) shall be 

reflected on the recognized obligation payment schedule of the Successor Agency. The City 

and Successor Agency have determined that it is necessary and appropriate to enter in the 

Loan Agreement (Successor Agency Loan Agreement No. 1: ROPS 20-21) in order that the 

Successor may pay administrative costs in fiscal year 2020-21. 

 

Fiscal Impact:   

This funding is necessary in order for the Successor Agency to pay administrative costs in fiscal 

year 2020-21. 

 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

 

1. Resolution No._______ of the Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency 

to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency, Approving a Loan Agreement Between 

the City of Wasco and the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment 

Agency (Successor Loan No. 1: ROPS 20-21). 

 

2. Resolution 2020-3406 of the City Council of the City of Wasco approving a loan 

agreement between the City of Wasco and the Successor Agency to the Former Wasco 

Redevelopment Agency (SUCCESSOR AGENCY LOAN AGREEMENT NO. 1, ROPS 20-21). 

 

3. Resolution 2020-018 of the Successor Agency of the Former Wasco Redevelopment 

Agency approving a loan agreement between the City of Wasco and the Successor 

Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency (SUCCESSOR AGENCY LOAN 

AGREEMENT NO. 1: ROPS 20-21). 

 

4. Successor Agency Loan Agreement No. 1: ROPS 20-21. 

 

 



BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT
BOARD 

_____________________________________

In the matter of:  Resolution No._______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD OF THE 
SUCCESSOR AGENC TO THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY, 
APPROVING A LOAN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY OF WASCO AND THE 
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE FORMER WASCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
(SUCCESSOR LOAN AGREEMENT NO. 1: ROPS 20-21) 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director ________, seconded by Director _______, was duly passed and 
adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this ____ day of___________, 2020, by the 
following vote: 

AYES:

NOES:  

ABSENT: 
_____________________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 

 Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION 

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) The City of Wasco (the "City") authorized the formation and operation of a

community redevelopment agency within the territorial jurisdiction of the City pursuant to 

state law; and 

(b) The former Wasco Redevelopment Agency undertook the redevelopment

of certain areas of the City in reliance upon the provisions of state law and the former 

Wasco Redevelopment Agency entered into certain contracts, expended public funds, 

incurred indebtedness and assumed certain obligations and liabilities with third parties in 

reliance upon applicable State and federal law in order to eliminate and prevent the 

spread of blight and to enhance and preserve the supply of affordable housing within the 

City; and 



(c) The State of California (the "State") has ordered the Former Wasco 

Redevelopment Agency to be dissolved under the provisions of ABX1 26 (Stats 2011-12, 

18' Ex. Sess., Chapter 5), as amended by AB 1484 (Stats 2012, Chapter 26), and 

collectively the State legislation identified in this sentence is referred to herein as the 

"State Redevelopment Dissolution Law"; and 

 

(d) The Successor Agency to the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency 

(“Successor Agency”) has initiated the implementation of the State Redevelopment 

Dissolution Law including the repayment of existing obligations, the marshaling of cash 

assets, non-cash assets and liabilities and the preparation of land assets for disposition 

and sale to third parties (including without limitation so-call "Land Held for Resale") of the 

former Wasco Redevelopment Agency subject to the payment of enforceable obligations 

of the former Wasco Redevelopment Agency under applicable State and federal law, and 

such implementation of the State Redevelopment Dissolution Law has included, the 

preparation and submission to the State by the Successor Agency of a recognized 

obligation payment schedule for the period of July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020, (Wasco 

ROPS 19-20) as provided under Health and Safety Code Section 34177; and 

 

(e) The Successor Agency has determined that because the County Auditor-

Controller did not distribute funds to the Successor Agency from the Redevelopment 

Property Tax Trust Fund for the Former Wasco Redevelopment Agency, for the period of 

time between July 1, 2019 through June 30, 2020 under "Wasco ROPS 19-20" no 

Administrative Cost Allowance shall be paid to the Successor Agency from the 

Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund for the period of time between July 1, 2020 

through June 30, 2021, under “Wasco ROPS 20-21” as this term is described in the next 

paragraph; and 

 

(f) As used herein, the term "Wasco ROPS 20-21" means and refers to the 

draft document entitled "Wasco ROPS 20-21", as presented to the governing body of the 

Successor Agency and the City Council, at the joint public meeting of the Successor 

Agency and the City Council at which this Loan Agreement has been approved by the 

Successor Agency and the City. The final form of Wasco ROPS 20-21 is subject to such 

changes and edits as may be recommended by the staff of the Successor Agency and 

approved by the Oversight Board for the former Wasco Redevelopment Agency as set 

forth under the State Redevelopment Dissolution Law; and 

 
(g) Health and Safety Code Section 34173(h) provides authorization for the City 



to loan funds to the Successor Agency to pay for administrative costs, enforceable 

obligations, or project-related expenses, at the discretion of the City, and that such a loan, 

upon approval by the Oversight Board (and subsequent approval or deemed approval by 

the State Department of Finance) shall be reflected on the recognized obligation payment 

schedule of the Successor Agency; and 

 
(h) The City and the Successor Agency have both determined that it is 

necessary and appropriate to enter into the Loan Agreement, as herein provided below, 

in order that the Successor Agency may pay administrative costs in fiscal year 2020-21. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows:  

 

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and incorporated into this 

Resolution by reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves the Successor Agency Loan Agreement (No. 1: ROPS 20-21) between the City 

of Wasco and the Successor Agency to the former Wasco Redevelopment Agency, 

attached to this Resolution as Exhibit "A." The Loan in the maximum principal amount 

not-to-exceed Forty Thousand Dollars ($40,000), as hereby approved, shall be used and 

applied by the Successor Agency solely for the purpose set forth in Section 2 and 

Section 3 of the Loan Agreement. 

 

3. The Loan Agreement as hereby approved by the Oversight Board shall take 

effect five (5) business days after the written notice and information as relates to the Loan 

Agreement and this approving Resolution of the Oversight Board has been given to the 

State Department of Finance as provided in Health and Safety Code Section 34179(h). 

For the purposes of any review of this Resolution as may hereafter be requested by the 

State Department of Finance, the Oversight Board hereby designates the following official 

to whom the State Department of Finance may make that request: 

 

[Designated Official] 

Daniel Ortiz-Hernandez 

City Manager 

City of Wasco 

(661) 758-7203 



E-mail: daortiz@ci.wasco.ca.us  

 
with copy to:  

Daniel S. Briney 

Interim Finance Director 

City of Wasco 

(661) 758-7230 

E-mail: fidirector@ci.wasco.ca.us 

 

with additional copy to:  

Thomas F. Schroeter 

City Attorney 

City of Wasco 

(661) 327-4189 

E-mail: tomschroeter@sbcglobal.net 

 

4. This Resolution shall take effect in accordance with Health and Safety Code 

Section 34179(h). 

 

mailto:E-mail:%20daortiz@ci.wasco.ca.us
mailto:E-mail:%20fidirector@ci.wasco.ca.us
mailto:rolivarez@omlawyers.com
























 

 

CITY OF ARVIN  

Agenda Report 

Successor Agency and City Council  

Meeting Date:  June 25, 2019               

 

 

 

TO:  County of Kern Oversight Board 

 

FROM: Pawan Gill, Administrative Services Director  

  Jerry Breckinridge, City Manager/Executive Director   

    

SUBJECT: Joint Resolution of the Arvin Successor Agency and City Council 

Approving Sale and Request Kern County Oversite Board Affirm Sale of 

Property, APN 192-110-16, Consisting of 7,142 Square Feet, Subject to 

Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions 

  by and Between the Arvin Successor Agency and Oscar L. Rudnick and 

Authorize the Executive Director to Act on Behalf of the Successor Agency 

 

 

RECOMMENDATION:   

Adopt Joint Resolution of the Arvin Successor Agency and City Council Approving Sale and 

Request Kern County Oversite Board Affirm Sale of Property, APN 192-110-16, Consisting of 

7,142 Square Feet, Subject to a Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions 

by and Between the Successor Agency and Oscar L. Rudnick (BUYER) and Authorize the 

Executive Director to Act on Behalf of the Successor Agency.  

 

BACKGROUND: 

The City of Arvin Successor Agency adopted Resolution AOB2014-02 establishing a Long-Range 

Property Management Plan (LRMP), attached, and submitted the LRMP to the State of 

California’s Department of Finance (DOF) on March 7, 2014, attached.   The Plan was approved 

by DOF on March 7, 2014 and to implement the LRPMP the Successor Agency must either sell 

the property or transfer the properties as listed in the plan.   The Long-Range Property Management 

Plan lists some 32 properties that are to be either transferred or sold.   The Long-Range Property 

Management Plan complies with the requirements of California Health and Safety Code (HSC) 

34191.5.   

The property is listed under Resolution No. AOB2014-02 as item number 32.  Inasmuch, as the 

appraisal value established in 2014 and the May 16, 2019 appraisal value is equal to or greater 

than that established on the LRPMP, the sale of the property and approval by the Kern County 



Oversight Board is not required to be sent to the Department of Finance.   

 

The Successor Agency to the Arvin Community Redevelopment Agency (Agency) currently own 

APN’s 192-110-16 located at the northeast corner of Sycamore and Meyer.  The vacant parcels 

total 7,142 square feet.  The appraisal reflects a 5,144 square foot value based on the adjustment 

for the offer of public right of way along Sycamore Road. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

On March 15, 2018, Mr. Oscar W. Rudnick (BUYER) submitted a letter stating interest in 

purchasing the site.  To move forward with sale of the Site, staff ordered a real property appraisal 

and said appraisal was completed on May 16, 2019. The appraisal (Appraisal), attached, has 

determined the valuation for the SITE to be $6.00 per square foot with a total appraised value of 

$31,000.00. The appraisal reflects the established easement required for road right-of-way along 

Sycamore Road.  Staff met with Mr. Rudnick and reviewed the Appraisal, Mr. Rudnick agreed 

with the appraised value of $31,000.00 and on June 6, 2019 provided a Letter of Intent to purchase 

the property along with a Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions with 

close of Escrow to be on or before March 9, 2020.   This long escrow period is to allow for the 

processing of and upon obtaining certain development entitlements for the property. 

 

On June 25th, 2019, the Arvin City Council and the Successor Agency adopted the joint resolution 

to request approval of the sale.  Upon approval by the Oversite Board, the Executive Director is 

authorized to coordinate the close of escrow upon the applicant processing various land 

entitlements that include General Plan Land Use Amendment and Rezoning from Single Family 

Residential to R-3 Limited Multiple Family, Lot Line Adjustment, Conditional Use Permit for the 



Expansion of an Existing Mobile Home Park, and a Site Development Permit as required by Arvin 

Municipal Code.  The Developer is required to provide a $1,000.00 deposit with the balance of 

$30,000.00 due at close of escrow.   

 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: 

Net proceeds from the sale of the Site will be submitted to the DOF and will go towards paying 

debt accrued by the Agency.  Development of the Project will result in (i) Building Permit Fee 

revenue to the City; and (ii) Development Impact Fee revenue to the City.  Once completed, the 

proposed Project is also expected to generate a small increase in real property taxes. 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Joint Resolution of the Arvin City Council and Successor Agency  

Appraisal dated May 16, 2019 

AOB2014-02 dated February 25, 2014 with Long-Range Property Management Plan 

Department of Finance Approval dated March 7, 2014  

Letter to Intent to Purchase dated June 7, 2019 and Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint 

Escrow Instructions 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD 
 

In the matter of: Resolution No. _______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE FORMER 
ARVIN REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE SALE OF A CERTAIN REAL 
PROPERTY TO OSCAR L RUDNICK – APN 192-110-16. 
__________________________________ 

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director_________, seconded by Director_________, was duly passed and 

adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this ______ day of _____________, 2018, by the 

following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES:  

ABSENT:  
_________________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board 

 Kern Countywide Oversight Board 

___________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) The City of Arvin Successor Agency, as Successor Agency (“SA”) to the Arvin

Redevelopment Agency, has been established to oversee the wind down of the affairs

of the former Arvin Redevelopment Agency (“Agency”) in accordance with the

California Health and Safety Code section 34173; and

(b) The SA prepared its LRPMP in accordance with Health and Safety Code section

34191.5, subdivision (c), and submitted it to the Oversight Board for approval; and

(c) The SA was required to (i) prepare a “Long Range Property Management Plan”

(“LRPMP”) meeting the requirements of Health and Safety Code section 34191.5, subdivision 

(c), and (ii) submit the LRPMP to the Oversight Board and the California Department of Finance 

(“DOF”) for approval; and 



 

 

 

2 

 (d) The SA prepared its LRPMP in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 

34191.5, subdivision (c), and submitted it to the Oversight Board for approval; and 

(e)  The Arvin Oversight Board adopted AOB2014-01 on February 6, 2014 and 
subsequently adopted AOB2014-02 on February 25, 2014 approving the Long-Range 
Management Plan (RPMP), Exhibit A of the resolutions and directed that it be submitted to the 
Department of Finance (DOF) for approval in accordance Health and Safety Code section 
34191.5, subdivision (b); and   

 (f) on Arvin Oversight Board adopted AOB2014-01 on February 6, 2014 and 
subsequently adopted AOB2014-02 on February 25, 2014 approving the Long-Range 
Management Plan (RPMP), Exhibit A of the resolutions and directed that it be submitted to the 
Department of Finance (DOF) for approval in accordance Health and Safety Code section 
34191.5, subdivision (b); and 

 (g)  The LRPMP lists thirty-two properties held by the SA as listed on Exhibit A of 

Resolution No. AOB 2014-02, Long-Range Management Plan (LRMP) whereby the transfer of 

and/or sale of former RDA properties are to be managed by the Arvin Successor Agency; and  

(h) The  sale of any former RDA lands and any such proceeds from the City's disposition 

of the Property for Future Development will be remitted by the City to the Kern County Auditor-

Controller for distribution to the affected taxing entities in accordance with their proportional 

shares of base property tax revenues; and   

(i)  The SA received notice of DOF’s approval of the LRPMP on March 7, 2014 which 

referenced both AOB2014-01 and AOB2014-02 with the Exhibit A listing of RDA properties to 

be sold and/or transferred; and   

(j) The Successor Agency to the Arvin Community Redevelopment Agency (Successor 

Agency) owns the property is listed under Resolution No. AOB2014-02 as item number 32; and  

(k) on March 15, 2018, Mr. Oscar L. Rudnick (BUYER) submitted a letter stating interest 

in purchasing the site and on June 6, 2019 provided a Letter of Intent to purchase the property 

along with a Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions with close of 

Escrow to be on or before June 10th, 2020; and 

(l)  an appraisal (Appraisal) was obtained on May 16, 2019 with a valuation of  $6.00 per 

square foot with a total appraised value of $31,000.00 reflecting the fair market value of the 

property; and  
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(m) as the appraisal value established in 2014 and the May 16, 2019 appraisal value is 

equal to or greater than that established on the LRPMP, the sale of the property and approval 

by the Kern County Oversight Board is not required to be sent to the Department of Finance; 

and    

(n) The City Council and the Board of the Successor Agency desire to authorize the 

approval of agreement with Oscar W. Rudnick (BUYER) to allow for the potential purchase of 

the property. 

 
 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the Kern 

Countywide Oversight Board, as follows:  

   

1. That based upon staff reports, presentations, public testimony, and other matters 

presented during consideration of this matter, the Kern Countywide Oversight Board finds and 

declares the foregoing recitals to be true and correct, and are expressly incorporated as a 

material part of this Resolution. 

 

2. As required by Health and Safety Code section 34191.4, subdivision (a) and 

section 34191.5, subdivision (c)(2), upon sale of the property, the SA is directed to deposit the 

Disposition Parcel into the Community Redevelopment Property Trust Fund created pursuant to 

Health and Safety Code section 34191.5, subdivision (a).  

 

3. The City of Arvin Successor Agency hereby approves the Vacant Land Purchase 

Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions for the sale of the Disposition Parcel substantially in 

the form attached hereto as Exhibit A, conditioned upon approval of the Oversight Board. The 

SA will utilize the proceeds of the sale of the Disposition Parcel to distribute to the taxing entities 

in accordance with Health and Safety Code section 34191.5, subdivision (c)(2). 

 

4. The SA is authorized to sell and transfer the Disposition Parcel as soon as 

reasonably practical after Oversight Board approval of this Resolution. 

 

5. The SA and its staff are authorized and directed to do any and all things, and to 

execute any and all documents, including, without limitation, a Vacant Land Purchase 

Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions substantially in the form attached hereto, which they 
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may deem necessary or advisable to effectuate this Resolution. Any previously-taken acts or 

previously-executed documents in furtherance of the subject matter hereof are hereby ratified. 

6.  If any provision of this Resolution or the application thereof to any person 

or circumstance is held invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other provisions or applications of 

this Resolution which can be given effect without the invalid provision or application, and to this 

end the provisions of this Resolution are severable. The City of Arvin Successor Agency hereby 

declares that it would have adopted this Resolution irrespective of the invalidity of any particular 

portion thereof. 

7. The City Council and Successor Agency to the Arvin Community Redevelopment 

Agency jointly find that the mere transfer of title to Oscar W. Rudnick (BUYER) is not a “project” 

for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Additionally, even if this 

were more than a transfer and a “project” for the purposes of CEQA, the City Council and 

Governing Board further approve a finding of a categorical exemption under CEQA Guidelines 

section 15303 is warranted. Further, none of the exceptions to categorical exemptions set forth 

under CEQA Guidelines section 15300.2 apply to this project. 

 

8. The City Manager/Executive Director, or his designee, is authorized to enter into 

a Vacant Land Purchase Agreement and Joint Escrow Instructions, Exhibit A, to buy with Oscar 

W. Rudnick (BUYER) at a cost of $31,000.00 subject to legal form by the City 

Attorney/Successor Agency Counsel and deposit $1,000.00 in escrow.  Said agreements shall 

also ensure that the BUYER shall comply with any statutory requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act and applicable entitlements or other permits required by the municipal 

ordinances of the City of Arvin.   

 

9. If any portion of the parcel to be purchased is affected by other obligation(s) that 

would affect the City’s ability to enter into a sales agreement with the BUYER, the City 

Manager/Executive Director, or designee, is authorized to take all steps, including modification 

of any existing agreements, subject to approval as to legal form by the City Attorney/Successor 

Agency Counsel. 

  



































KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD AGENDA ITEM 
 

SUBJECT:   
Review and Approve Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS) 2020-21 And 
Administrative Budget For Fiscal Year 2020-21 Of The Successor Agency to the 
Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency And Approval of Resolution. 

PRESENTED BY:   
Cheri Freese, Finance Director 
 

SUMMARY:   
The City Council at their regular meeting of January 11, 2012 adopted Resolution No 12-
02, electing to serve as the Successor Agency to the Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency 
(“Successor Agency”) and making certain findings in connection therewith. 
 
The Successor Agency is required to prepare a Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule 
(“ROPS”) prior to each 12-month fiscal period, in a manner prescribed by the California 
Department of Finance (“DOF”), and submit the ROPS to the oversight board, the Kern 
County Auditor-Controller, the State Controller’s Office, and DOF for review and approval. 
ROPS for July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“20-21”) is due to DOF by February 1, 
2020 and the City of Ridgecrest (“City”) is subject to a civil penalty equal to $10,000 per 
day for every day the ROPS is not submitted to DOF. 
 
On July 1, 2018, local oversight boards established by Health & Safety Code (“HSC”) 
Sections 34179 to 34181 to oversee successor agencies’ actions were replaced by 
countywide oversight boards. All local oversight boards for Kern County successor 
agencies were consolidated into the Kern Countywide Oversight Board (“Oversight 
Board”).  
 
Oversight boards have broad authority to determine meeting dates at which successor 
agencies must submit items, to set administrative budgets, to approve enforceable 
obligations, and otherwise to direct the successor agency to perform activities to wind 
down the former redevelopment agencies. Therefore, after the ROPS 20-21 and the 
Administrative Budget have been approved by the Successor Agency, both will be sent to 
the Oversight Board for approval. 
 
The Successor Agency’s 20-21 enforceable obligations include: Bond Debt Service 
Payments, Wastewater Loans, Fiscal Agent Fees, Continuing Disclosure Reporting Fees, 
and Administrative Cost Allowance.  Total requested Redevelopment Property Tax Trust 
Funds (“RPTTF”) for ROPS 2020-21 is $7,784,491, including $250,000 for Administrative 
Allowance Costs as allowed by DOF. The repayment of Senior Housing Loans following 
the Matosantos court case for an amount of $3,290,403 ($3,000,000 loan plus $290,403 in 
attorney fees), Bond Debt Service Payments are the second largest enforceable obligation 
totaling $2,936,069. The Successor Agency is requesting $1,300,000 in RPTTF for 
Wastewater Loan repayment. Fiscal Agent Fees and Continuing Disclosure combine for 
the remaining $8,020 in RPTTF requested on ROPS 2020-21. 
 



Line Items # 39 & 40 on ROPS 2020-21 “Wastewater Loan” are outstanding loans 
approved by DOF to be repaid to the Ridgecrest Wastewater Fund/City totaling 
$3,155,129. By law, these Wastewater Loan payments are subordinate to other 
enforceable obligations. DOF has a specific formula to calculate the maximum allowable 
payment per fiscal year for loans to be repaid to a city. Payments on loans made are 
limited in each fiscal year to one half of the difference between the previous fiscal year’s 
residual revenue and the fiscal year 2012-13 residual revenue. Based on the DOF formula 
and a cash flow analysis, the Successor Agency can expect that approximately $815,440 
will be approved in payments on the Wastewater Loans on ROPS 2020-21. In case actual 
revenues are higher than estimated, the Successor Agency is requesting $1,300,000 in 
RPTTF on ROPS 2020-21. DOF will deny any amount above the maximum allowable 
payment based on the formula. 
 
Line Item # 38 on ROPS 2020-21 “Senior Housing Loan” for the amount of $3,290,403 
has been updated following a court ruling stating that a loan approved by the former 
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Ridgecrest is an enforceable obligation. The amount 
includes $3,000,000 for the loan itself and $290,403 for attorney fees. 
 
The Successor Agency approved Resolution No. 20- at its meeting on December 18, 
2019, approving the ROPS 20-21 along with the Administrative Budget for 20-21, and is 
recommending approval by the Oversight Board and then submission to DOF. 
 

FISCAL IMPACT: 
Upon approval by the Oversight Board and DOF, ROPS 20-21 would request RPTTF 
funding needed for the Successor Agency to timely remit payments on enforceable 
obligations due during Fiscal Year 2020-21.  The City and other affected taxing agencies 
are entitled to receive the balance (“residual”) of any RPTTF available after each of the 
two RPTTF distribution periods based on their respective shares. 
 
Reviewed by Finance Director 

ACTION REQUESTED:   
 
Review and approval of ROPS 2020-21 and Fiscal Year 2020-21 Successor Agency 
Administrative Budget and corresponding resolution. 
 

CITY MANAGER / EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Action as requested. 
 
 

Submitted by: Cheri Freese     Action Date: January __, 2020 
 
(Rev. 6/12/09) 
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BEFORE THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD

In the matter of: Resolution No.______

RESOLUTION OF THE KERN COUNTYWIDE OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE
FORMER CITY OF RIDGECREST REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING THE
RECOGNIZED OBLIGATION PAYMENT SCHEDULE 20-21 FOR THE PERIOD OF
JULY 2020 THROUGH JUNE 2021

I, Amanda Ruiz, Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board, do certify that the following 

resolution, on motion of Director  ________, seconded by Director__________, was duly passed

and adopted by the Board of Directors at an official meeting this _____ day of _________, 2020, by

the following vote: 

AYES:

NOES:  

ABSENT: 

_______________________________
Secretary on behalf of the Oversight Board

Kern Countywide Oversight Board

________________________________________________________________

RESOLUTION

Section 1. WHEREAS: 

(a) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(d), the City of Ridgecrest

became the successor agency to the Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency (“Successor 

Agency”); and 

(b) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34173(g), the Successor Agency

is now a separate legal entity from the City; and 

(c) Pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 34179(j), on July 1, 2018 a single

oversight board, staffed by the county auditor-controller, was created to oversee the 

actions of all successor agencies within Kern County, including the Successor Agency to 

the Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency, and 
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(d) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l) requires the Successor Agency to 

prepare a recognized obligation payment schedule (“ROPS”), by February 1st of each 

year, forward looking to the next fiscal year; and 

(e) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(l)(2) requires the Successor Agency to 

submit the ROPS to the Successor Agency’s oversight board for its approval, and upon 

such approval, the Successor Agency is required to submit a copy of the approved ROPS 

(“Approved ROPS”) to the Kern County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, 

and the State of California Department of Finance, and post the Approved ROPS on the 

Successor Agency’s website; and 

(f) Health and Safety Code Section 34177(o) requires that the Approved ROPS for 

the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 (“ROPS 20-21”) is required to be submitted 

to the Department of Finance, California State Controller and the County Auditor-

Controller by February 1, 2020; and  

(g)  All other legal prerequisites to the adoption of this Resolution have occurred. 

Section 2. THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Board of Directors of the 

Kern Countywide Oversight Board, as follows: 

   

1. The Recitals set forth above are true and correct and are incorporated into 

this Resolution by this reference. 

 

2. The Kern Countywide Oversight Board of the Successor Agency hereby 

approves and adopts the ROPS 20-21, covering the period July 1, 2020 through June 30, 

2021, in substantially the form attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, as required by 

Health and Safety Code Section 34177. 

 

3. The Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to take any action 

necessary to carry out the purposes of this Resolution and comply with applicable law 

regarding the ROPS 20-21, including submitting the approved ROPS 20-21 to the Kern 

County Auditor-Controller, the California State Controller, and the State of California 

Department of Finance, and posting the Approved ROPS on the Successor Agency’s 

website. 

 

4. This Resolution shall be effective in accordance with California Health and 

Safety Code Section 34179(h). 
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EXHIBIT A 
 

 



Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Summary 

Filed for the July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 Period 

Successor Agency: Ridgecrest 

County: Kern 

Current Period Requested Funding for Enforceable 

Obligations (ROPS Detail) 

20-21A Total 

(July - 

December) 

20-21B Total 

(January - 

June) 

ROPS 20-21 

Total 

A Enforceable Obligations Funded as Follows (B+C+D) $ - $ - $ - 

B Bond Proceeds - - - 

C Reserve Balance - - - 

D Other Funds - - - 

E Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) (F+G) $ 6,196,156 $ 1,588,335 $ 7,784,491 

F RPTTF 6,071,156 1,463,335 7,534,491 

G Administrative RPTTF 125,000 125,000 250,000 

H Current Period Enforceable Obligations (A+E) $ 6,196,156 $ 1,588,335 $ 7,784,491 

Certification of Oversight Board Chairman: 

Name Title 
Pursuant to Section 34177 (o) of the Health and Safety 
code, I hereby certify that the above is a true and 
accurate Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule for 
the above named successor agency. /s/ 

Signature Date 



Ridgecrest 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - ROPS Detail 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 
# 

Project 
Name 

Obligation 
Type 

Agreement 
Execution 

Date 

Agreement 
Termination 

Date 
Payee Description 

Project 
Area 

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation 

Retired 
ROPS 

20-21 

Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 

Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 

Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

$41,208,757 $7,784,491 $- $- $- $6,071,156 $125,000 $6,196,156 $- $- $- $1,463,335 $125,000 $1,588,335 

9 Continuing 
Disclosure 
Reporting 

Fees 11/01/
2005 

06/30/2037 Rosenow 
Spevacek 
Group 

Annual Bond 
Reporting 
Requirement 

Ridgecrest 
RDA 

95,200 N $5,600 - - - 2,100 - $2,100 - - - 3,500 - $3,500 

12 Legal Cost Legal 01/01/
2014 

06/30/2019 Stradling 
Yocca, 
Carlson 

Attorney 
Bond 
Assistance 

Ridgecrest 
RDA 

- N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

13 Employee 
Costs 

Admin Costs 01/01/
2014 

06/30/2019 Various City 
Employees 

Successor 
Agency & 
Debt 
Administration 
Costs 

Ridgecrest 
RDA 

250,000 N $250,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 - - - - 125,000 $125,000 

18 Wastewater 
Loan 

City/County 
Loan (Prior 
06/28/11), 
3rd party 
agmt-
infrastructure 

11/03/
2010 

11/03/2047 Ridgecrest 
WasteWater 
Fund / City 
of 
Ridgecrest 

Loan to 
Finance Solar 
Park - Loan 
balance net of 
DOF first 
approval (see 
item #39 and 
notes on item 
18) 

Ridgecrest 
RDA 

- N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

38 Senior 
Housing 
Loan 

Third-Party 
Loans 

12/12/
2011 

01/24/2047 City of 
Ridgecrest/
AMG 

Loan to 
Senior 
Housing 
Developer 

3,290,403 N $3,290,403 - - - 3,290,403 - $3,290,403 - - - - - $- 

39 Wastewater 
Loan 

City/County 
Loan (Prior 
06/28/11), 
3rd party 
agmt-
infrastructure 

11/03/
2010 

11/03/2047 Ridgecrest 
WasteWater 
Fund / City 
of 
Ridgecrest 

Loan to 
Finance Solar 
Park - As 
approved by 
DOF 

2,504,615 N $650,000 - - - 650,000 - $650,000 - - - - - $- 

40 Wastewater 
Loan 

City/County 
Loan (Prior 
06/28/11), 
3rd party 
agmt-
infrastructure 

11/03/
2010 

11/03/2047 Ridgecrest 
WasteWater 
Fund / City 
of 
Ridgecrest 

Interest 
earned on 
Line#39 from 
11/3/2010 to 
06/30/2019 at 
3% 

650,514 N $650,000 - - - 650,000 - $650,000 - - - - - $- 

42 2018 TARB 
Bonds- 
Series A 

Refunding 
Bonds 
Issued After 
6/27/12 

05/31/
2018 

03/01/2026 U.S. Bank Refunded 
Bond Debt 
Service 

3,611,099 N $603,051 - - - 303,212 - $303,212 - - - 299,839 - $299,839 



A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O P Q R S T U V W 

Item 
# 

Project 
Name 

Obligation 
Type 

Agreement 
Execution 

Date 

Agreement 
Termination 

Date 
Payee Description 

Project 
Area 

Total 
Outstanding 
Obligation 

Retired 
ROPS 

20-21 

Total 

ROPS 20-21A (Jul - Dec) 

20-21A 

Total 

ROPS 20-21B (Jan - Jun) 

20-21B 

Total 

Fund Sources Fund Sources 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

Bond 
Proceeds 

Reserve 
Balance 

Other 
Funds 

RPTTF 
Admin 
RPTTF 

43 2018 TARB 
Bonds- 
Series B 

Refunding 
Bonds 
Issued After 
6/27/12 

05/31/
2018 

03/01/2037 U.S. Bank Refunded 
Bond Debt 
Service 

30,757,596 N $2,333,017 - - - 1,173,021 - $1,173,021 - - - 1,159,996 - $1,159,996 

44 2018 TARB 
Bonds- 
Arbitrage 
Report 

Fees 05/31/
2018 

03/01/2037 BLX Group 
LLC 

Arbitrage 
Analysis 
Report 

8,100 N $- - - - - - $- - - - - - $- 

45 2018 TARB 
Bonds- 
Fiscal 
Agent Fees 

Fees 05/31/
2018 

03/01/2037 U.S. Bank Fiscal Agent 
Fees 

41,230 N $2,420 - - - 2,420 - $2,420 - - - - - $- 



Ridgecrest 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Report of Cash Balances 

July 1, 2017 through June 30, 2018 
(Report Amounts in Whole Dollars) 

Pursuant to Health and Safety Code section 34177 (l), Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) may be listed as a source of payment on the ROPS, but only to the extent no other 
funding source is available or when payment from property tax revenues is required by an enforceable obligation. 

A B C D E F G H 

 ROPS 17-18 Cash Balances 

(07/01/17 - 06/30/18) 

Fund Sources Comments 

Bond Proceeds Reserve Balance Other Funds RPTTF 

Bonds issued 
on or before 

12/31/10 

Bonds issued 
on or after 
01/01/11 

Prior ROPS 
RPTTF and 

Reserve 
Balances retained 

for future 
period(s) 

Rent, grants, 
interest, etc. 

Non-Admin 
and Admin 

 

1 Beginning Available Cash Balance (Actual 07/01/17) 

RPTTF amount should exclude "A" period distribution 
amount. 

6,025,512 249,733 299,750 

2 Revenue/Income (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount should tie to the ROPS 17-18 total 
distribution from the County Auditor-Controller 

26,228 77,660 3,883,448 

3 Expenditures for ROPS 17-18 Enforceable Obligations 

(Actual 06/30/18) 

3,977,320 3,612,058 

4 Retention of Available Cash Balance (Actual 06/30/18) 

RPTTF amount retained should only include the amounts 
distributed as reserve for future period(s) 

249,733 299,720 

5 ROPS 17-18 RPTTF Prior Period Adjustment 

RPTTF amount should tie to the Agency's ROPS 17-18 PPA 
form submitted to the CAC 

 
No entry required 

271,390 

6 Ending Actual Available Cash Balance (06/30/18) 

C to F = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4), G = (1 + 2 - 3 - 4 - 5) 

$2,074,420 $- $- $77,660 $30 



Ridgecrest 

Recognized Obligation Payment Schedule (ROPS 20-21) - Notes 

July 1, 2020 through June 30, 2021 

Item # Notes/Comments 

9 

12 

13 

18 

38 

39 

40 

42 

43 

44 

45 























EXHIBIT B 

RIDGECREST SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FY 2020-21 
FOR JULY 1, 2020 to JUNE 30, 2021 

Expense Category Responsibilities 
FY 2020-21 
Proposed 

Budget 
Salaries and Wages   

Staff salaries, benefits, and 
payroll taxes 

• Process payment of enforceable obligations 
• Maintain documentation of Agency records 
• Coordinate with consultant to answer questions and provide 

documentation as requested by Oversight Board, County Auditor-
Controller, and Department of Finance 

$190,000 

TOTAL  $190,000 
   

Maintenance and 
Operations   

Contract services 

• Prepare ROPS, PPA, staff reports, and resolutions 
• Coordinate with and answer questions for Oversight Board, County 

Auditor-Controller, and Department of Finance 
• Monitor and project cash flow to ensure sufficient revenues for 

obligations and to inform Agency staff of expected revenues 

$10,000 

Insurance and legal services 
• Review staff reports and resolutions 
• Provide legal services as needed $50,000 

TOTAL  $60,000 
   

TOTAL BUDGET  $250,000 
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NOT TO BE PUBLISHED 

 
California Rules of Court, rule 8.1115(a), prohibits courts and parties from citing or relying on opinions not certified for 
publication or ordered published, except as specified by rule 8.1115(b).  This opinion has not been certified for publication 
or ordered published for purposes of rule 8.1115. 
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CITY OF RIDGECREST, 
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KEELY BOSLER, as Director, etc., 
 
  Defendant and Respondent;  
 
COUNTY OF KERN, et al.,  
 
  Real Parties in Interest and Respondents. 
 

C084574 
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As is well known, the Legislature dissolved redevelopment agencies in 2011.  

(Health & Saf. Code, §§ 34161-34176, the “Dissolution Law”.)  It tasked defendant 

Department of Finance to ensure that local agencies who succeeded to the redevelopment 
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agencies’ obligations remitted their unencumbered funds for redistribution to other taxing 

entities.   

The Department determined that a loan the former redevelopment agency of the 

City of Ridgecrest approved before the Dissolution Law became effective and eventually 

made to a private developer was not an enforceable obligation, and it directed plaintiff 

City of Ridgecrest to remit the amount of the loan.   

The City challenged the Department’s action by a petition for writ of mandate 

under Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 and complaint for declaratory and injunctive 

relief and damages.  The trial court denied the petition.  Relying on California contract 

law, we reverse. 

FACTS AND PROCEEDINGS 

At a hearing on March 16, 2011, the City’s redevelopment agency approved a 

$3 million loan commitment for a developer.  The developer proposed using the funds to 

build a senior housing project.  The commitment was necessary to enable the developer 

to apply for tax credits from the state Tax Credit Allocation Committee to be used with 

the project. 

The agency’s executive director issued a loan commitment letter dated March 23, 

2011.  The letter was addressed to Alexis Gevorgian of Ridgecrest Pacific Associates, a 

California L.P. (the developer). It stated:  “We are pleased to inform you that the City of 

Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency . . .  has approved your request for financing in the 

amount of $3,000,000.  Loan terms will include a simple interest rate of 4 [percent] with 

an amortization term consistent with a regulatory agreement, to be executed.  Payments 

shall be based on 60 [percent] of residual receipts until paid in full with a maturity date of 

not less than sixteen years.  The loan is subject to the final execution of a promissory 

note, deed of trust, regulatory agreement and an Owner Participation Agreement (OPA).  

After the loan is paid off in full, the Agency, or successor entity[] to the extent that the 



3 

Agency exists at the time, shall receive twenty percent (20%) of the cash flow from the 

property in perpetuity.  The remaining loan terms will be in accordance with the 

Agency’s ‘or successor entity’ standard [of] affordable housing lending policies which 

will be codified in loan documents including a promissory note, deed of trust and 

regulatory agreement.”   

The commitment letter included two preconditions.  It stated:  “Please be advised 

that this loan commitment is expressly conditioned upon your successful application for 

housing tax credits and the production of a final sources and uses confirming that the 

project is feasible.”   

The developer set out to fulfill the preconditions.  On March 21, 2011, the 

developer secured a loan commitment from a private lender to complete funding for the 

project.  On June 22, 2011, the Tax Credit Allocation Committee approved the 

developer’s application for tax credits.  The private financial commitment and the 

reservation of tax credits constituted the final sources and uses confirming that the project 

was feasible.  The developer informed the agency that it had fulfilled the commitment 

letter’s preconditions.   

The Dissolution Law took effect on June 29, 2011, seven days after the Tax Credit 

Allocation Committee approved the developer’s application for tax credits.  (Health & 

Saf. Code, §§ 34161-34191.6, statutory section references that follow are to the Health 

and Safety Code.)  The law prevented the redevelopment agency from entering into 

contracts or incurring obligations, but it authorized the agency to continue meeting 

“enforceable obligations.”  (§§ 34163, subd. (b), 34166, 34169.)  An “enforceable 

obligation” included “[a]ny legally binding and enforceable . . . contract that is not 

otherwise void as violating the debt limit or public policy.”  (§ 34171, subd. (d)(1)(E).) 

On December 15, 2011, approximately six months after the Dissolution Law froze 

the redevelopment agency’s authority to enter contracts, the agency and the developer 

signed the owner participation agreement.  In the agreement, the agency agreed to 
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disburse the loan subject to the developer satisfying 18 conditions precedent set forth in 

the agreement.  The conditions required the developer, among other things, to submit 

evidence of financing, insurance and title, to submit a final project budget, standard form 

lease agreement, a management plan and a partnership agreement, to have obtained all 

building permits, to comply with all relevant laws, and not to have defaulted. 

The owner participation agreement also provided further detail about the loan’s 

terms.  The obligation to repay was to be set forth in a promissory note with a term of 55 

years at an interest rate of 4 percent per annum.  The developer was to pay annually an 

amount equal to 60 percent of its residual receipts from operating the project until the 

note was paid in full.  The term “residual receipts” was defined, roughly, as an amount 

equal to annual revenue less expenses.  Because the amount of the annual payment would 

fluctuate based on the amount of residual receipts each year, the promissory note clarified 

that the developer would make the annual payment until the note had been paid in full, 

but in no event later than the earlier of 55 years or December 31, 2075.   

On or about the same day, December 15, 2011, the agency funded the loan.  

Construction soon began, and the project was completed in November 2012.   

Meanwhile, the Dissolution Law dissolved the redevelopment agency on 

February 1, 2012.  (California Redevelopment Assn. v. Matosantos (2011) 53 Cal.4th 

231, 275.)  The agency’s assets and enforceable obligations were transferred to the City 

acting as the successor agency.  

The Dissolution Law required successor agencies to remit any of the former 

redevelopment agency’s unencumbered balances to the county auditor-controller for 

eventual distribution to other local taxing agencies.  (§§ 34177, subd. (d), 34183, subd. 

(a)(4), 34188.)  The law included provisions to enforce this duty.  One provision required 

successor agencies to list their enforceable obligations on a schedule, known as the 

recognized obligation payment schedule or ROPS, and submit the schedule to the 

Department for approval and payment.  (Former §§ 34171, subd. (h), 34177, subds. (a), 
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(l)(1).)  Another provision required successor agencies to hire an accountant to review 

their balances in a due diligence review.  (§ 34179.5.)  Due diligence reviews were also 

subject to the Department’s approval.  (§§ 34177, subd. (m); 34179.6, subds. (a)-(e).)  

The City identified the $3 million loan in its ROPS and due diligence review as 

one of its enforceable obligations.  The Department determined the loan did not qualify 

as an enforceable obligation because the commitment letter was not a binding agreement 

and the actual loan agreements were entered after the Dissolution Law froze the agency’s 

authority to enter contracts.   

The City initiated this action, petitioning the superior court for a writ of mandate 

and declaratory and injunctive relief to reverse the Department’s decision.  It also paid 

the county auditor-controller $2,992,887 under protest to remit the loan funds.   

At the hearing on the petition, the City presented new evidence.  The trial court 

remanded the matter to the Department to consider the evidence.  After doing so, the 

Department issued its revised final determination on December 14, 2015, finding the 

commitment letter was not an enforceable obligation.   

The trial court denied the City’s petition and entered judgment in favor of the 

Department.  It ruled the Department did not abuse its discretion when it determined the 

commitment letter was not an enforceable obligation.  The redevelopment agency 

approved the commitment only on condition that a binding agreement would be approved 

later in the form of the owner participation agreement.  That agreement was not approved 

before the Dissolution Law became effective.  The court relied upon comments made by 

Alexis Gevorgian, agency staff, and agency members at the approval hearing to reach its 

conclusion.   

The trial court also found the public had no knowledge at the hearing that the 

borrower was the developer, Ridgecrest Pacific Associates.  At the hearing, Gevorgian 

stated he was with another entity, AMG and Associates.  The court stated there was no 

evidence the public knew the borrower would be the developer, and it intimated this lack 
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of notice violated requirements of the Ralph M. Brown Act, the state’s open meetings 

law.  (Gov. Code, §§ 54950 et seq., 54954.2.)   

DISCUSSION 

The City contends the trial court erred.  It argues the commitment letter was an 

enforceable obligation because it was a binding contract.  It contained all material terms 

needed to be an enforceable contract.  The agency and the developer intended to be 

bound by the letter, and the developer satisfied all the letter’s preconditions.   

The City also claims the court erred when it found no evidence that the public 

knew the developer was the borrower.  Gevorgian disclosed his relationship to the 

developer with enough specificity at the agency hearing and in other documents that the 

agency and the public knew the developer was the borrower.   

The City raises additional arguments.  It claims the Department’s decision was 

arbitrary and capricious, the Department is estopped from denying that the commitment 

letter is an enforceable obligation, the letter was validated by operation of law, and it was 

an enforceable obligation as a matter of law.   

I 

Standard of Review 

Code of Civil Procedure section 1085 authorizes a court to issue a writ of mandate 

“to compel the performance of an act which the law specially enjoins, as a duty resulting 

from an office, trust, or station . . . .”  (Code Civ. Proc., § 1085, subd. (a).)   

“In reviewing a judgment granting or denying a writ of mandate petition [under 

Code of Civil Procedure section 1085], ‘ “we apply the substantial evidence standard of 

review to the court’s factual findings . . . .” ’  (James [v. State of California (2014)] 

229 Cal.App.4th [130,] 136; accord, Cox v. Los Angeles Unified School Dist. (2013) 

218 Cal.App.4th 1441, 1444-1445.)  We are governed by this review standard even 

‘ “when the matter is heard only on written evidence . . . .’ ” (Agosto [v. Board of 
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Trustees (2010)] 189 Cal.App.4th [330,] 336.)  ‘ “[A]ll conflicts in the written evidence 

are resolved in favor of the prevailing party, and factual findings are examined for 

substantial evidence.” ’  (Ibid.)  On questions of law, including statutory interpretation, 

the appellate court applies a de novo review and makes its own independent 

determination.  (Ibid.)”  (Hayes v. Temecula Valley Unified School Dist. (2018) 

21 Cal.App.5th 735, 746.) 

II 

Commitment Letter as Binding Contract 

The City contends the commitment letter was an enforceable obligation for 

purposes of the Dissolution Law because under California contract law, it was a binding 

agreement.  It contained all the material terms needed to be an enforceable contract.  The 

agency and the developer intended to be bound by the letter, and the developer satisfied 

the letter’s preconditions before the Dissolution Law took effect.  We agree with the City.  

As a result, we do not address the parties’ other arguments. 

“It is well established that ‘. . . separate written instruments between the same 

parties and relating to the same subject matter . . . are to be construed together as one 

transaction . . . .’  [Citations.]”  (Chern v. Bank of America (1976) 15 Cal.3d 866, 874.)  

Thus, if the commitment letter is a binding contract, all of the agreements executed by the 

parties to implement the loan would be considered one agreement, and that agreement 

would be an enforceable obligation under the Dissolution Law because the parties entered 

into the contract before the Dissolution Law took effect.  We, therefore, must decide 

whether the commitment letter is an enforceable contract. 

Where the evidence is not in conflict, the court decides as a question of law 

whether a writing is sufficiently definite to be enforced as a binding contract.  

(Bustamante v. Intuit, Inc. (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 199, 208-209.)  “The interpretation of 

a written instrument, even though it involves what might properly be called questions of 
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fact (see Thayer, Preliminary Treatise on Evidence, pp. 202-204), is essentially a judicial 

function to be exercised according to the generally accepted canons of interpretation so 

that the purposes of the instrument may be given effect.  (See Civ. Code, §§ 1635-1661; 

Code Civ. Proc., §§ 1856-1866.)  Extrinsic evidence is ‘admissible to interpret the 

instrument, but not to give it a meaning to which it is not reasonably susceptible’ 

[citations], and it is the instrument itself that must be given effect.  (Civ. Code, §§ 1638, 

1639; Code Civ. Proc., § 1856.)  It is therefore solely a judicial function to interpret a 

written instrument unless the interpretation turns upon the credibility of extrinsic 

evidence.  Accordingly, ‘An appellate court is not bound by a construction of the contract 

based solely upon the terms of the written instrument without the aid of evidence 

[citations], where there is no conflict in the evidence [citations], or a determination has 

been made upon incompetent evidence [citation].’  [Citations.]”  (Parsons v. Bristol 

Development Co. (1965) 62 Cal.2d 861, 865-866, fn. omitted.) 

A trial court’s interpretation of a written instrument is binding “only when 

conflicting inferences arise from conflicting evidence, not from uncontroverted evidence 

. . . .  ‘The very possibility of . . . conflicting inferences, actually conflicting 

interpretations, far from relieving the appellate court of the responsibility of 

interpretation, signalizes the necessity of its assuming that responsibility.’  [Citations.]”  

(Parsons v. Bristol Development Co., supra, 62 Cal.2d at p. 866, fn. 2.)   

Here, conflicting inferences arise from uncontroverted evidence.  We thus 

determine the enforceability of the commitment letter de novo. 

“Whether a writing constitutes a final agreement or merely an agreement to make 

an agreement depends primarily upon the intention of the parties. . . .  Where all of the 

essential terms of an agreement are definitely agreed upon in the writing there is a 

binding contract even though there is an intention that a formal writing will be executed 

later.  [Citations.]  The intent of the parties is to be determined by an objective standard 

and not by the unexpressed state of mind of the parties.  (King v. Stanley (1948) 
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32 Cal.2d 584, 591.)  Where any of the terms are left for future determination or there is a 

manifest intention that the formal agreement is not to be complete until reduced to a 

formal writing to be executed, there is no binding contract until this is done.  (Store 

Properties, Inc. v. Neal (1945) 72 Cal.App.2d 112, 116.)”  (Smissaert v. Chiodo (1958) 

163 Cal.App.2d 827, 830-831.) 

“ ‘To be enforceable, a promise must be definite enough that a court can determine 

the scope of the duty[,] and the limits of performance must be sufficiently defined to 

provide a rational basis for the assessment of damages.’  (Ladas v. California State Auto. 

Assn. (1993) 19 Cal.App.4th 761, 770; see also Robinson & Wilson, Inc. v. Stone [(1973)] 

35 Cal.App.3d [396,] 407.)  ‘Where a contract is so uncertain and indefinite that the 

intention of the parties in material particulars cannot be ascertained, the contract is void 

and unenforceable.’  (Cal. Lettuce Growers v. Union Sugar Co. (1955) 45 Cal.2d 474, 

481; see also Civ. Code, § 1598; Ladas v. California State Auto. Assn., supra, 

19 Cal.App.4th at p. 770.)  ‘The terms of a contract are reasonably certain if they provide 

a basis for determining the existence of a breach and for giving an appropriate remedy.’  

(Rest.2d Contracts, § 33, subd. (2); accord, Weddington Productions, Inc. v. Flick 

[(1998)] 60 Cal.App.4th [793,] 811.)  But ‘[i]f . . . a supposed “contract” does not provide 

a basis for determining what obligations the parties have agreed to, and hence does not 

make possible a determination of whether those agreed obligations have been breached, 

there is no contract.’  (Weddington Productions, Inc. v. Flick, supra, 60 Cal.App.4th at 

p. 811.)”  (Bustamante v. Intuit, Inc., supra, 141 Cal.App.4th at p. 209.) 

As we apply these tests, we acknowledge that “ ‘ “ ‘[t]he law does not favor but 

leans against the destruction of contracts because of uncertainty; and it will, if feasible, so 

construe agreements as to carry into effect the reasonable intentions of the parties if 

[they] can be ascertained . . . .’ ” ’  [Citations.]”  (Patel v. Liebermensch (2008) 

45 Cal.4th 344, 349.) 
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“Under the usual principles of lender liability, ‘[a] loan commitment is not binding 

on the lender unless it contains all of the material terms of the loan, and either the 

lender’s obligation is unconditional or the stated conditions have been satisfied.  When 

the commitment does not contain all of the essential terms . . . the prospective borrower 

cannot rely reasonably on the commitment, and the lender is not liable for either a breach 

of the contract or promissory estoppel.’  (9 Miller & Starr, [Cal. Real Estate (3d ed.)] 

§ 28.4, at p. 8, fn. omitted [see now 11 Miller & Starr, Cal. Real Estate (4th ed.) § 35.9, 

fn. omitted].)  The material terms of a loan include the identity of the lender and 

borrower, the amount of the loan, and the terms for repayment.  ([Ibid.]; see Laks v. 

Coast Fed. Sav. & Loan Assn. (1976) 60 Cal.App.3d 885, 891, 893.)”  (Peterson 

Development Co. v. Torrey Pines Bank (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 103, 115.) 

“Other essentials are . . . payment schedules for each loan, identification of the 

security, prepayment conditions, terms for interest calculations, loan disbursement 

procedures, and rights and remedies of the parties in case of default.  None of these, 

standing alone, would necessarily make the offer conditional if missing.  However, the 

fact that so many important conditions [may be] absent, further emphasizes the 

conditional nature of the letter and strengthens the argument that the parties were still in 

the negotiation stage.”  (Laks v. Coast Fed. Sav. & Loan Assn., supra, 60 Cal.App.3d at 

p. 891.) 

The City claims the commitment letter is an enforceable contract because it 

includes the material terms of the loan and its preconditions were fulfilled.  It identifies 

the lender as the redevelopment agency.  It identifies the borrower as Ridgecrest Pacific 

Associates.  It identifies the amount of the loan as $3 million.  It identifies the interest 

rate as 4 percent.  It states payments are based on 60 percent of residual receipts until the 

loan is paid in full with a maturity date of not less than 16 years.  Remaining terms were 

to be consistent with the agency’s standard affordable housing lending policies and would 
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be codified in loan documents including a promissory note, deed of trust, and a regulatory 

agreement.   

Also, the City contends the commitment letter became effective because the 

preconditions were fulfilled before the Dissolution Law froze the redevelopment 

agency’s authority to enter contracts.  The developer timely obtained tax credits and it 

demonstrated the project was financially feasible.  The commitment letter was a binding 

contract and thus an enforceable obligation under the Dissolution Law. 

The City argues that the loan being subject to final execution of an owner 

participation agreement, promissory note, deed of trust, and a regulatory agreement did 

not render the commitment letter unenforceable.  The parties did not intend to construe 

those obligations in the same manner as the conditions requiring the developer to obtain 

tax credits and prove the project’s feasibility.  Both parties intended to perform, and did 

perform, the terms of the commitment letter before the owner participation agreement 

was executed.  In addition, executing a binding loan commitment before executing an 

owner participation agreement and related implementing agreements was standard 

practice.  Indeed, state regulations required the loan commitment to be final and 

enforceable for the developer to receive tax credits.  (4 Cal. Code Regs., § 10325, subds. 

(e), (f)(3), (f)(8)(B).)   

The Department contends the commitment letter is not a binding loan agreement.  

It does not include all of the material terms; specifically, an amortization schedule or a 

maturity date.  The borrower named in the commitment letter is not the borrower the 

agency approved at its March 16 hearing to receive the loan.  And the agency could not 

rely on customs and practices to supply the missing material terms.   

The Department also argues the evidence shows the agency and the developer did 

not intend for the commitment letter to be binding.  The letter itself indicates it is not a 

binding agreement.  It was conditional and subject to further negotiation in the form of 

the owner participation agreement.  That agreement supplied the missing material terms, 
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and it imposed new conditions on the developer before the agency would make the loan.  

The parties could not have intended the commitment letter to be binding absent execution 

of the owner participation agreement and fulfillment of its preliminary conditions.  

Extrinsic evidence in the form of comments at the March 16 hearing also show the parties 

did not intend for the commitment letter to be binding.   

The Department further argues that the commitment letter’s conditions were not 

satisfied by the time the Dissolution Law froze the agency’s ability to enter contracts.  

Specifically, the condition that the owner participation agreement be executed was not 

timely satisfied.   

We conclude the commitment letter states all the material terms of the loan 

transaction.  We address the City’s and the Department’s arguments on this issue. 

A. Material terms 

The letter names the parties, the loan amount, and the terms of payment such that a 

court could objectively determine damages or specific performance should a party 

breach.  Although a payment of 60 percent of “residual receipts” seems vague, the agency 

staff defined the term at the hearing.  Staff stated the loan was a residual loan because 

“every year, an audit would be performed and based on the profits generated by the 

management company for the project, revenues above expenditures for that year would 

be shared . . . part going to deferred profit of the developer and part going to the 

retirement of the loan . . . .”  Gevorgian, to whom the commitment letter was addressed at 

Ridgecrest Pacific Associates, clarified at the agency’s hearing that payment on the loan 

is based on a percentage of cash flow.  This was a sufficiently objective definition to be 

enforceable. 

Because the agreement was a “residual” type of agreement, it was not important 

for the commitment letter to include an amortization schedule and a maturity date.  In 

fact, it would be impossible for such an agreement at its inception to include an accurate 
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amortization schedule, as the amount of the payment on the loan changes each year based 

on profit, not on a predetermined price.  In this instance, the lack of an amortization 

schedule does not prevent the borrower from knowing how much it owes or a court from 

determining damages should the borrower breach.  “The law in California is clear that so 

long as the price may be objectively determined, a contract in which the price is not 

expressed may nonetheless be enforced.”  (Carver v. Teitsworth (1991) 1 Cal.App.4th 

845, 853.) 

An omission of a contract term or duration also did not render the commitment 

letter fatally uncertain and indefinite.  (Consolidated Theatres, Inc. v. Theatrical Stage 

Employees Union (1968) 69 Cal.2d 713, 724.)  “However, such omission does require 

that the duration of the contract be judicially determined in accordance with established 

rules of construction.  [Citations.]  [¶]  In construing contracts which call for continuing 

performance or forbearance but which contain no express term of duration, it is first 

necessary to determine whether the intention of the parties as to duration can be implied 

from the nature of the contract and the circumstances surrounding it.  [Citations.]  Thus, 

in some cases the court by referring to the nature of the contract and the totality of 

circumstances is able to determine that the obligations of the contract were impliedly 

conditioned as to duration upon the occurrence or non-occurrence of some event or 

situation.”  (Id. at pp. 724-725.)   

“California courts have not hesitated to imply a term of duration when the nature 

of the contract and surrounding circumstances afford a reasonable ground for such 

implication.  Thus, in Haggerty v. Warner [(1953)] 115 Cal.App.2d 468, it was held that 

a contract which provided that plaintiff was to receive ‘Five Per Cent (5%) of all our 

billings’ on certain units, but which contained no express term of duration, was subject to 

the construction that its obligations were to continue as long as ‘billings’ were made by 

defendants.  (115 Cal.App.2d at p. 473; [citations].”  (Consolidated Theatres, Inc. v. 

Theatrical Stage Employees Union, supra, 69 Cal.2d at p. 727.) 
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Such is the case here.  Under the commitment letter, the developer’s obligation to 

pay 60 percent of its annual profit toward the loan continues until the loan is paid in full.  

Because the commitment letter required the developer to make payments that were to be 

determined annually until the loan was paid off, no specific term of duration was required 

to make it enforceable. 

B. Approval of the borrower 

As to the identification of the parties, there is no doubt the commitment letter 

identified the borrower.  The Department, however, contends the agency never approved 

making the loan to the borrower; it approved making the loan to another entity named 

AMG.  We disagree. 

The developer’s name was not mentioned at the hearing.  The hearing’s agenda 

called for authorizing a letter of commitment “for AMG and Associates LLC Low 

Income Set-Aside Housing Project.”  The staff report for the hearing referred to the 

matter as a letter of commitment for “AMG Senior and Market Rate Housing” and the 

“pending AMG project.”  A chart summarizing the development named it the “Ridgecrest 

Senior Apartments by AMG.”  Other pages in the staff report said the development was 

“by AMG/Pacific West Communities,” and referred to the project as “Proposed AGM 

[sic] Apartments” and “Proposed AGM [sic] Senior Apartments.”  The financial pro 

forma for the project stated it was prepared by “AMG/Pacific West Communities, Inc.”  

Gevorgian’s resume was included in the staff report.  It stated he “is the Managing 

Member of AMG & Associates, LLC.”  At the agency hearing, staff introduced the 

matter as “a letter of commitment for AMG for senior and market rate housing.”   

Gevorgian, however, appeared at the hearing as an agent.  He introduced himself 

at the hearing as follows:  “[I] am with AMG and Associates.  I represent the partnership 

that has proposed the project in conjunction with Pacific West Communities.  Combined, 

we’ve developed approximately 150 of these projects throughout California. . . .  In fact, 
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in the City of Ridgecrest, we’ve already developed one project, which has been very 

successful.  We are not newcomers to Ridgecrest.  We’ve been here for approximately 6 

years.”   

Other evidence confirmed that Gevorgian was the developer’s agent.  In 

declarations submitted to the trial court in support of the City’s petition, Caleb Roope 

stated AMG was the developer’s authorized agent.  Roope said he was a member of 

“Roope LLC, an Idaho limited liability company of Ridgecrest Pacific Associates, 

L.P. (‘Ridgecrest Pacific’), a California limited partnership.”  His company was the 

administrative general partner of the project.  Ridgecrest Pacific owned the land on which 

the project was built and was the entity that applied to the redevelopment agency for the 

loan.  Ridgecrest Pacific hired AMG Associates to represent it before the City and the 

redevelopment agency.  Gevorgian of AMG & Associates appeared at the agency hearing 

as Ridgecrest Pacific’s authorized agent.   

The City submitted evidence showing that Gevorgian had acted as the developer’s 

agent on this project.  On March 8, 2011, eight days before the agency hearing, 

Gevorgian signed a land purchase contract as the manager of the general partner of the 

developer, Ridgecrest Pacific Associates.  By this contract, the developer purchased the 

land on which the project was built.  Although there is no evidence the redevelopment 

agency was provided with a copy of this agreement before the hearing, it nonetheless 

supports Roope’s testimony that Gevorgian was the developer’s agent on the project. 

“The rule is well established that the contract of an agent who deals in his own 

name without disclosing that of his principal, is the contract of the principal.”  

(Hollywood Holding & Development Corp. v. Oswald (1931) 119 Cal.App. 21, 25.)  

Thus, although the project bore AMG’s name and Gevorgian did not disclose the 

developer’s name at the hearing, his acknowledged appearance as an agent and his 

principal’s obvious ratification of his actions demonstrate the City entered into an 

enforceable agreement with the proper party. 
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“There is an important distinction to be drawn between a description [of a 

contractual party] which is inherently uncertain and indeterminate and one which is 

merely imperfect and capable of different applications.  ‘To correct the one is, in effect, 

to add new terms to the instrument; while to complete the other is only to ascertain and 

fix the application of terms already contained in it. . . .  In all these cases a resort to 

extraneous facts and circumstances may become necessary, in order to ascertain the 

individual to whom the description was intended to apply; but it is not perceived that the 

greater or less probability of this should, in either case, affect the validity of the deed.’  

[Citation.]”  (Woodward v. McAdam (1894) 101 Cal. 438, 440.) 

The Department complains that the public was not informed of the developer’s 

identity.  That fact does not render the letter unenforceable.  There is no dispute that the 

agency approved a loan with the developer’s agent.  There also is no evidence that once 

the developer’s name was known, any of the public objected.   

Indeed, even the Brown Act allows for such contracts to remain enforceable.  That 

law requires a public agency to include in its posted agenda a “brief general description” 

of each item to be discussed.  (Gov. Code, § 54954.2, subd. (a)(1).)  But if a public 

agency enters into a contract in violation of this or other provisions of the Brown Act, as 

the Department suggests the agency did, the agency’s action “shall not be determined to 

be null and void . . . .”  (Gov. Code, § 54960.1, subd. (d)(2), (3).)   

The agency’s approval of the loan at the hearing was not rendered unenforceable 

because it publicly negotiated the terms of the loan with the borrower’s agent. 

C. Conditional terms 

Although the commitment letter contained all of the material terms of a loan 

transaction to be enforceable, the Department argues the parties could not have intended 

the letter to be an enforceable contract because of its conditional nature.  The letter stated 

the loan was subject to final execution of other agreements such as the owner 
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participation agreement.  It further stated the remaining terms would be in accordance 

with standard policies that would be codified in subsequent loan documents.   

The Department also references comments made at the agency’s hearing by board 

members, staff, and Gevorgian that the approval was conditional.  Staff stated, “Once, if 

they’re awarded, uh, tax allocations and tax credits, then we would come back and 

develop the specific agreement, loan documents, and all of that.  So this is part of a 

competitive application to receive uh the State tax revenue.”  Gevorgian stated, “This is a 

conditional commitment in which we would have to bring back to you all of the 

documents.  Some cities like a DDA, others like an OPA. . . .  [S]o ultimately, um, we 

would come back to the [agency board] and the documents would still have to be 

approved.  So it’s a conditional commitment . . . .”  Board members also expressed 

concern about how binding the commitment would be.   

The evidence, however, shows that the condition on which the effectiveness of the 

commitment letter depended was whether the state would grant tax credits to the 

developer.  All of the parties intended to agree to the loan if the developer obtained tax 

credits. 

Staff indicated the issue before the board at the hearing was to provide a letter of 

commitment that the agency would fund the project in part.  The development proposal 

would move forward only if the developer could win the tax credits, and the project had 

to be leveraged within the community it was servicing to win them.  Indeed, by law, the 

commitment letter had to be binding in order for the state to award tax credits.  (4 Cal. 

Code Regs. § 10325(e), (f)(3), (f)(8).)  

Gevorgian stated the loan commitment was a conditional commitment because the 

developer would receive the agency’s money only when it was awarded the tax credits.  

Later in the hearing, staff confirmed with the mayor that he wanted the letter of intent 

conditioned on the successful award of tax credits and that the developer would not 
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compel the City to make the loan from its general fund should the state take action 

detrimental to redevelopment agencies.   

After a break to allow staff and Gevorgian to negotiate, the parties came back into 

open hearing and proposed the loan terms that were eventually offered in the 

commitment letter.  Staff informed the board that the developer was willing to agree to 

the new terms “now.”  Gevorgian confirmed that he was ready to agree to them “right 

now.”  Staff stated the motion to approve the loan as follows:  “[T]he motion as I 

understand it is to move forward with the agreement with 2.5 [million] from the Housing 

set-aside, $500,000 from the RDA, uh, 60/40 split until the pay down of the agreement, 

followed by a 20/80 split uh in perpetuity, um moving the number of residential units for 

this portion from 40 down to 32?”   

Staff stated the city attorney wanted to remind the board that the motion was to 

condition the letter, and that the letter was not the actual agreement, which would come 

back to the board again.  The board then approved the motion unanimously.   

This evidence shows the agency intended to enter into a binding agreement to 

make the loan to the developer on condition the developer obtained the tax credits. 

Subsequent agreements necessary to implement the loan would not affect the material 

terms of agreement.  “ ‘ “When parties orally agree upon all the terms and conditions of 

an agreement with the mutual intention that it shall thereupon become binding, the mere 

fact that a formal written agreement to the same effect is to be prepared and signed does 

not alter the binding validity of the oral agreement.  [Citation.]”  [Citation.]’  [Citations.]”  

(Kohn v. Jaymar-Ruby, Inc. (1994) 23 Cal.App.4th 1530, 1534.) 

The parties’ subsequent conduct also indicates the parties intended the 

commitment letter to be a binding agreement.  “When the parties to a contract perform 

under it and demonstrate by their conduct that they knew what they were talking about 

the courts should enforce that intent.”  (Crestview Cemetery Assn. v. Dieden (1960) 

54 Cal.2d 744, 754.)  The parties fulfilled each of the conditions expressed in the 
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commitment letter.  The developer obtained financing and the tax credits, and the parties 

executed the other implementing agreements.  Significantly, in none of these actions did 

the parties alter the material terms to which they had agreed in the commitment letter.  

The commitment letter’s reference to standard conditions also did not make the 

agreement unenforceable or show the parties did not intend to be bound by it.  “ ‘Equity 

does not require that all the terms and conditions of the proposed agreement be set forth 

in the contract.  The usual and reasonable conditions of such a contract are, in the 

contemplation of the parties, a part of their agreement.  In the absence of express 

conditions [in a real property purchase agreement], custom determines incidental matters 

relating to the opening of an escrow, furnishing deeds, title insurance policies, prorating 

of taxes, and the like.  [Citations.]  The material factors to be ascertained from the written 

contract are the seller, the buyer, the price to be paid, the time and manner of payment, 

and the property to be transferred, describing it so it may be identified [citations.]’  

[Citation.]”  (Patel v. Liebermensch, supra, 45 Cal.4th at p. 349.) 

Here, where the material terms of the loan were stated in the commitment letter, it 

was appropriate for the parties to agree that the other terms would be consistent with 

standard policies for financing senior housing.  That agreement did not render the 

material terms unenforceable. 

The Department also contends the commitment letter was not an enforceable 

agreement by the time the Dissolution Law took effect because the condition that the 

parties enter into the owner participation agreement had not been fulfilled.  This 

contention brings us back to where we began.  “It is well established that ‘. . . separate 

written instruments between the same parties and relating to the same subject matter . . . 

are to be construed together as one transaction . . . .’  [Citations.]”  (Chern v. Bank of 

America, supra, 15 Cal.3d at p. 874.)  Because the commitment letter is a binding 

contract, all of the agreements executed by the parties to implement the loan are 

considered to be one agreement, and that agreement is an enforceable obligation under 
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the Dissolution Law because the parties entered into the contract before the Dissolution 

Law took effect.   

DISPOSITION 

The judgment is reversed, and the matter is remanded with directions for the trial court to 

grant the petition for writ of mandate.  Costs on appeal are awarded to the City.  (Cal. 

Rules of Court, rule 8.278(a).)   
 
 
 
             
 HULL, J. 

We concur: 
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Tess Sloan

From: Axt, John W <john.axt@usbank.com>
Sent: Monday, June 04, 2018 11:50 AM
To: Tess Sloan
Subject: Ridgecrest 2018 Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds
Attachments: Ltr_FeeSchedules.pdf

Tess,

The attached PDF File contains letter and Fee Schedules for the services.

The annual Trustee Fee amount to be added to the ROP is $2,420 and will be billed each March, commencing 2019.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to send me an email.   Thanks

John W Axt
Vice President – Relationship Manager
p. 213.615.6005 | c. 213.247.1069
john.axt@usbank.com

U.S. Bank
US Bank Tower, Los Angeles
633 W 5th St, Los Angeles, CA 90071

U.S. BANCORP made the following annotations
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Electronic Privacy Notice. This e-mail, and any attachments, contains information that is, or may be,
covered by electronic communications privacy laws, and is also confidential and proprietary in nature.
If you are not the intended recipient, please be advised that you are legally prohibited from retaining,
using, copying, distributing, or otherwise disclosing this information in any manner. Instead, please
reply to the sender that you have received this communication in error, and then immediately delete
it. Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

---------------------------------------------------------------------



 

 Corporate Trust Services 
633 W. Fifth Street, 24th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
 
usbank.com 

 

Via Email 
 

June 4, 2018 
 

Tess Sloan 
Finance Director 
City of Ridgecrest 
100 West California Avenue 
Ridgecrest, CA  93555 

 
Re:  Successor Agency to the Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency 

        Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, Series 2018A and 2018B Taxable 
 

Dear Ms. Sloan: 
 

U.S. Bank pleased to provide Trustee, Registrar, Paying Agent and Refunding Escrow Agent Services for the above 
referenced issues.   Enclosed are the Fee Schedules for the Services. 
 
The Series 2018 Fee Schedule is for bonds issued at a fixed rate, paying interest and principal semi-annual. 
 

The amount of fees and expenses paid at closing May 31, 2018 is $10,951.51.  This amount is comprised of 
the Acceptance Fee, Legal Expense of Trustee’s Counsel, First Year Trustee Fee billed from the closing date 
to March 1, 2019 and a one-time charge for -Refunding Escrow, -Paying Agent Services 2010 Bonds.  
 
There are no escrow, redemption charges for the 2005 Certificates of Participation as the annual trustee fee 
billed in advance from the defeasance escrow date to March 1, 2019 compensates U.S. Bank for the services.  
 
The City will be billed fees and expenses of $2,420 annually each March, commencing March 2019.  
 
The consolidation of the two financings to a single financing has multiple benefits and savings to the City one 
of which is lower trustee fees as the current annual trustee fees and expenses are $3,200 and refinancing 
under a single indenture results in a savings of $1,000.   
 
We appreciate being of service to the City.  Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact 
me via email at john.axt@usbank.com or phone at (213) 615-6005.  Thank you. 

 
Very truly yours,  

 
John Axt 
Vice President 
 
Encl.  



 
U.S. Bank Customer Confidential 

 

 
Schedule of Fees for Services as 

Trustee, Registrar and Paying Agent 
 

For 
Successor Agency to the  

Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency  
Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, Series 2018A 

and 
Taxable Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, Series 2018B  

 
 

 
 CTS01010A Acceptance Fee The acceptance fee includes the administrative review of 

documents, initial set-up of the account, and other reasonably required services up to 
and including the closing.  This is a one-time, non-refundable fee, payable at closing.  

$1,200.00 

 
 CTS16156B Legal Expenses Includes fees and expenses of legal counsel as well as the rendering 

of a standard legal opinion if required.     
$2,500.00 

 
CTS04121  Cost of Issuance, Onetime fee for the set-up of the account and payment of issuance 

costs. This is a one-time fee payable at closing.     
$300.00 

 
 CTS04200 Trustee Annual fee for the standard trustee services associated with the 

administration of the account.  Administration fees are payable in advance.     
$2,200.00 

 
 Out of Pocket  Incidental Expense Charge for miscellaneous expenses such as; fax, messenger 

service, overnight mail, telephone, stationery and postage. This charge is a percent of 
total Administration Fees, charged in advance.     

10% 

 
     Direct Out of Pocket Expenses Reimbursement of expenses associated with the 

performance of our duties, including but not limited to publications, legal counsel after 
the initial close, travel expenses and filing fees.     

At Cost  

 
  Extraordinary Services Extraordinary Services are duties or responsibilities of an 

unusual nature, including termination, but not provided for in the governing documents 
or otherwise set forth in this schedule. A reasonable charge will be assessed based 
on the nature of the services and the responsibility involved. At our option, these 
charges will be billed at a flat fee or at our hourly rate then in effect.     

 

 
Account approval is subject to review and qualification.  Fees are subject to change at our discretion and upon written notice.  Fees 
paid in advance will not be prorated.  The fees set forth above and any subsequent modifications thereof are part of your agreement.  
Finalization of the transaction constitutes agreement to the above fee schedule, including agreement to any subsequent changes upon 
proper written notice.  In the event your transaction is not finalized, any related out-of-pocket expenses will be billed to you directly.  
Absent your written instructions to sweep or otherwise invest, all sums in your account will remain uninvested and no accrued interest or 
other compensation will be credited to the account.  Payment of fees constitutes acceptance of the terms and conditions set forth. 
 
IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES FOR OPENING A NEW ACCOUNT: 
To help the government fight the funding of terrorism and money laundering activities, Federal law requires all financial institutions to 
obtain, verify and record information that identifies each person who opens an account. 
For a non-individual person such as a business entity, a charity, a Trust or other legal entity we will ask for documentation to verify its 
formation and existence as a legal entity. We may also ask to see financial statements, licenses, identification and authorization 
documents from individuals claiming authority to represent the entity or other relevant documentation. 

 



 
U.S. Bank Customer Confidential 

 

 
 

Schedule of Fees for Services as 
Refunding Escrow and Paying Agent 

 
For 

Ridgecrest Redevelopment Agency  
Ridgecrest Redevelopment Project 

Tax Allocation Refunding Bonds, Series 2010 
 

 
 CTS01010A Acceptance Fee The acceptance fee includes the administrative review of 

documents, initial set-up of the account, and other reasonably required services up to 
and including the closing.  This is a one-time, non-refundable fee, payable at closing.  

$600.00 

 
 CTS04160  Refunding Escrow Agent, Onetime fee for the standard agent services in 

administration of the defeasance escrow.  Administration fees are payable in advance  
$2,500.00 

 
 CTS04125  Paying Agent Onetime fee for the standard paying agent services associated with the 

administration of the account.  Administration fees are payable in advance.     
$1,400.00 

 
 CTS19189 Redemptions Fee charged for mandatory and optional redemptions.  $300.00 

 
 CTS19190 Other Fee for updating systems, holders including EMMA of defeasance.    $200.00 

 
 CTS04290  Administration, Onetime fee for subscription, settlement of SLGS.  Administration 

fees are payable in advance.     
$300.00 

 
     Direct Out of Pocket Expenses Reimbursement of expenses associated with the 

performance of our duties, including but not limited to publications, legal counsel after 
the initial close, travel expenses and filing fees.     

At Cost  

 
  Extraordinary Services Extraordinary Services are duties or responsibilities of an 

unusual nature, including termination, but not provided for in the governing documents 
or otherwise set forth in this schedule. A reasonable charge will be assessed based 
on the nature of the services and the responsibility involved. At our option, these 
charges will be billed at a flat fee or at our hourly rate then in effect.     

 

 
 
Account approval is subject to review and qualification.  Fees are subject to change at our discretion and upon written notice.  Fees paid 
in advance will not be prorated.  The fees set forth above and any subsequent modifications thereof are part of your agreement.  
Finalization of the transaction constitutes agreement to the above fee schedule, including agreement to any subsequent changes upon 
proper written notice.  In the event your transaction is not finalized, any related out-of-pocket expenses will be billed to you directly.  
Absent your written instructions to sweep or otherwise invest, all sums in your account will remain uninvested and no accrued interest or 
other compensation will be credited to the account.  Payment of fees constitutes acceptance of the terms and conditions set forth. 
 
IMPORTANT INFORMATION ABOUT PROCEDURES FOR OPENING A NEW ACCOUNT: 
To help the government fight the funding of terrorism and money laundering activities, Federal law requires all financial institutions to 
obtain, verify and record information that identifies each person who opens an account. 
For a non-individual person such as a business entity, a charity, a Trust or other legal entity we will ask for documentation to verify its 
formation and existence as a legal entity. We may also ask to see financial statements, licenses, identification and authorization 
documents from individuals claiming authority to represent the entity or other relevant documentation. 

 
 
 
 

 

 
  


	ROPS 20-21 A&B.pdf
	Summary
	ROPS Detail
	Cash Balances
	Notes

	Resolution - Admin Budget 2020-21 Exhibit A.pdf
	Budget

	Resoultuion - ROPS 20-21 Exhibit A.pdf
	Summary
	ROPS Detail
	Cash Balances
	Notes

	ROPS 2020-21 Wasco.pdf
	Summary
	ROPS Detail
	Notes

	ROPS 20-21.pdf
	Summary
	ROPS Detail
	Cash Balances
	Notes

	ROPS Item # 42 & 43 -Debt Service Schedule.pdf
	A00 Schedule of Transcript Docs
	A01 List of Financing Participants
	A02 Cert. Re SA Resolution 
	A03 Cert. Re OB Resolution
	A04 CA Finance Approval Letter
	A05 Acknowledgment Nos. 2018-0640 & 2018-0648
	A06 ExecutedSeriesABPA
	A07 ExecutedSeriesBBPA
	A08 Redemption Instructions
	A09 Indenture of Trust
	A10 Escrow Agmnt. Series 2005
	A11 Escrow Agmnt. Series 2010
	A12 Placement Agent Agmt
	A13a CDIAC RFS Series A
	A13b CDIAC RFS Series B
	B01 Incumbency and Sig Cert 
	B02 Arbitrage Cert
	B03 Certificate of the SA
	B04 Request to Trustee to Deliver Bonds
	B05 Cert Re Use of Proceeds Series A
	B06 Requisition No. 1 with Invoices
	B07 Written Direction to Trustee Re Investments
	B08 Form 8038-G
	B09 Agency's Counsel Opinion
	C01 Trustee Signer(s) Certificate
	C02 Certificate of Trustee
	C03 Trustee's Receipt of Proceeds
	C04 Certificate of Escrow Bank
	C05 Escrow Bank's Receipt
	C06 Dorsey Opinion A
	C07 Dorsey Opinion B
	D01 Receipt for Series A Bonds
	D02 Receipt for Series B Bonds
	D03 SeriesABondSPEC
	D04 SeriesBBondSPEC
	D05 Cert. of Municipal Advisor 
	D06 Final Verification Report
	E01 Series A Final Opinion
	E02 Series B Final Opinion
	E03 Supplemental Opinion
	E04 2005 Defeasance Opinion
	E05 2010 Defeasance Opinion
	E06 Reliance Ltr to Banner Bank
	E07 Reliance Ltr to Sterling National Bank
	E07 Reliance Ltr to Trustee
	F01a Final Numbers Series A
	F01b Final Numbers Series B
	F02 IRS Form W-9
	F03 Series B IRMA Ltr

	ROPS Item # 45 - USBank Trust Fees 2018 Bonds.pdf
	Fee Schedule-esc.pdf
	Fee Schedule.pdf
	Fee Letter.pdf




