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Act. 

 

Background  

Redevelopment agencies.  From the early 1950s until they were dissolved in 2011, California 
redevelopment agencies (RDAs) used property tax increment financing to pay for economic 

development projects in blighted areas pursuant to the provisions of the Community 
Redevelopment Law.  Generally, property tax increment financing involves a local government 
forming a tax increment financing (TIF) district to issue bonds and use the bond proceeds to pay 

project costs within the boundaries of a specified project area.  To repay the bonds, the district 
captures increased property tax revenues that are generated when projects financed by the bonds 

increase assessed property values within the project area.  To calculate the increased property tax 
revenues captured by the district, the amount of property tax revenues received by any local 
agency participating in the district is “frozen” at the amount it received from property within a 

project area prior to the project area’s formation.  In future years, as the project area's assessed 
valuation grows above the frozen base, the resulting additional property tax revenues—the so-

called property tax “increment” revenues—flows to the TIF district instead of other local 
agencies.  After the bonds have been fully repaid using the incremental property tax revenues, 
the district is dissolved, ending the diversion of tax increment revenues from participating local 

agencies. 

Citing a significant state General Fund deficit, Governor Brown’s 2011-12 budget proposed 
eliminating RDAs and diverting billions of dollars of property tax revenues back to schools, 

cities, and counties to fund core services.  Among the statutory changes that the Legislature 
adopted to implement the 2011-12 budget, AB X1 26 (Blumenfield, 2011) dissolved all RDAs.  

The California Supreme Court's 2011 ruling in California Redevelopment Association v. 
Matosantos upheld AB X1 26, but invalidated AB X1 27 (Blumenfield, 2011), which would 
have allowed most RDAs to avoid dissolution. 

 
RDAs’ dissolution deprived many local governments of the primary tool they used to eliminate 

physical and economic blight, finance new construction, improve public infrastructure, 
rehabilitate existing buildings, and increase the supply of affordable housing.  
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Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts.  After RDAs were dissolved in 2011, local 
officials sought other ways to use tax increment financing to raise the capital they need to fund 

public works projects.  In response, the Legislature enacted SB 628 (Beall, 2014) to allow local 
officials to create Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFDs), which augment the tax 
increment financing powers available to local agencies under existing infrastructure financing 

district statutes.  City or county officials can create an EIFD to finance public capital facilities or 
other specified projects of communitywide significance that provide significant benefits to the 

district or the surrounding community.  An EIFD is governed by a public financing authority 
with three members of each participating taxing entity’s legislative body and a minimum of two 
public members.   

To create an EIFD, the legislative body of a city or county must adopt a resolution of intention to 

establish the financing district.  The resolution must state a time and place for a hearing on the 
proposal, the proposed district’s boundaries, the types of facilities and development to be 

financed, the need for the district, the goals the district proposes to achieve, and that incremental 
property tax revenues may be used to finance the EIFD’s activities.  The city or county must 
create the public financing authority at the same time it adopts the resolution of intention.  The 

public financing authority then provides public notice, as specified, and directs an official to 
prepare an infrastructure financing plan that includes: 

 A map and legal description of the proposed district, including a requirement that the 

plan be consistent with the local agency’s general plan; 

 A description—including location, timing, and costs—of the public facilities and other 

forms of development or financial assistance that is proposed in the district, including 
those to be provided by the private sector, by governmental entities, or jointly; and 

 If funding from affected taxing entities is incorporated into the financing plan, a finding 
that the development and financial assistance are of communitywide significance and 

provide significant benefits to an area larger than the area of the district. 

The plan must also include a financing section that includes the following information:  

 The maximum annual tax revenues contributed to the EIFD; 

 A plan for financing the public facilities to be assisted by the district, including a detailed 

description of any intention to incur debt;  

 A limit on the total amount of taxes that may be allocated to the district pursuant to the 

plan, and; 

 A date on which the district will cease to exist, by which time all tax allocation to the 

district will end no more than 45 years from the date the EIFD issues bonds. 

Once approved by the initiating city or county, an EIFD receives funding from three revenue 
streams to fund its infrastructure financing plan.  Similar to Redevelopment Agencies, EIFDs can 

use a portion of the property tax increment, if the local governments approve it.  They may also 
use revenue that the infrastructure project generates, such as money generated from user fees, 
public-private partnerships, loans, and grants.  Finally, an EIFD may receive the local share of 

sales and use taxes (SUT) and transactions and use taxes (TUTs).  Like an RDA, an EIFD may 
issue bonds backed by these revenues to pay for projects.   

 
Until the Legislature enacted AB 116 (Ting, 2019), EIFDs required 55 percent voter approval to 
issue bonds.  AB 116 replaced voter approval with a protest process.  This process requires the 
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public financing authority to make the draft-enhanced infrastructure financing plan available to 
the public and to each landowner within the area at least 30 days before noticing the first public 

hearing.  The public financing authority must hold three public hearings to hear and comment on 
all public comments to consider the EIFD infrastructure plan.  It requires the public financing 
authority terminate the EIFD infrastructure plan if there is a majority protest.  A majority protest 

exists if protests have been filed representing over 50 percent of the combined number of 
landowners and residents in the area who are at least 18 years of age.  Finally, it requires an 

election if between 25 percent and 50 percent of the combined number of landowners and 
residents in the area who are at least 18 years of age file a protest.   
 

NIFTI-2.  Intending to provide additional incentives for the formation of EIFDs, the Legislature 
allowed certain EIFDs to form under the Neighborhood Infill Finance and Transit Improvements 

Act—known as “NIFTIs” (AB 1568, Bloom, 2017).  NIFTIs may receive a portion of the SUTs 
and TUTs contributed by participating entities in exchange for spending 20 percent of the 
NIFTI’s total funds on housing affordable to lower income households.  When no NIFTIs were 

created, the Legislature enacted SB 961 (Allen, 2018), or the Second Neighborhood Infill 
Finance and Transit Improvements Act, also known as “NIFTI-2.”  NIFTI-2 made several key 

changes to the first NIFTI Act.  First, NIFTI-2’s must be within a half mile of a major transit 
stop.  A district must divide its revenues as follows:  

 At least 40 percent to build housing affordable to households with income below 60 

percent of the area median income (AMI).  Of this amount, the NIFTI-2 must use half for 
households 30 percent to 60 percent AMI, and the other half for households below 30 
percent AMI or for permanent supportive housing for individuals experiencing 

homelessness.   

 At least 10 percent for parks, urban forestry, greening improvements, or active 

transportation capital costs. 

Funding not used for the above purposes can be used for the following: 

 Multi-family affordable housing projects or mixed-use projects with an affordable 
multifamily housing and ground floor commercial uses that support infill and compact 

development; 

 Transit capital projects; 

 Transit-oriented development (TOD) projects, including affordable housing and 
infrastructure at or near transit stations or connecting those developments to transit 

stations; 

 Capital projects that implement local complete streets programs; 

 Parking, including detached and decoupled parking structures that provide parking for 
residents, businesses, or visitors in lieu of onsite parking for proposed developments; and 

 Other projects or programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and other 
criteria air pollutants by reducing automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled. 

Similar to the original NIFTI legislation, NIFTI-2s must also be coterminous with the city or 

county that created them.  NIFTI-2 law requires the plan to ensure that the bill’s requirements are 
met every ten years, and prohibits NIFTI-2s from funding highway projects.  The NIFTI-2 
statute also deems projects it finances to be public works, even if they are built by private 

developers on private property. 
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NIFTI-2 affordable housing projects must include covenants to ensure they remain affordable for 
the longest feasible time, but for not less than 55 years for rental units and 45 years for owner-

occupied units.  A NIFTI-2 must first prioritize its affordable housing units for individuals who 
meet income requirements displaced from the district through no fault of their own, and secondly 
for households with a member employed within two miles of the district.  A city or county 

cannot terminate a NIFTI-2 before the district has complied with its affordable housing 
obligations.  NIFTI-2s do not require voter approval to issue bonds, but they do require the 

district to through the same protest process that EIFDs must go through with one key difference: 
NIFTI-2s must repeat this process every ten years. 

Office of Planning and Research reports.  SB 961 required the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research (OPR) to, on or before January 1, 2021, complete a study and make 

recommendations on (1) the effectiveness of tax increment financing, (2) the relative advantages 
and disadvantages of different types of tax increment financing tools, and (3) the impacts of 

extending NIFTI-2s to areas around bus stops, including segregated bus rapid transit. 

The first report identified several key limitations current TIF districts share: 

 They have limited revenue potential to make district formation worthwhile; 

 Unlike redevelopment where taxing entity participation was mandatory, current TIF 

districts rely on volunteer participation;  

 They have limited powers compared to RDAs; and  

 Some technical challenges interfere with their development.   

Additionally, the report found TIF district formation is most common in jurisdictions that share 
the following factors: 

 Relatively strong real estate market; 

 Ability to capture a significant portion of property tax revenue; 

 Ability to partner with other taxing entities; 

 Availability of other funding sources; 

 A limited number of property owners; 

 Community support for development; 

 A local champion who can advocate for the project; and 

 An adopted specific plan that identifies infrastructure needs required to enable 

development. 

The three reports found that despite the multitude of TIF tools available for local agencies to 
choose from, only five EIFDs have been created by the end of 2020: Otay Mesa (San Diego 

County), Placentia (Orange County), La Verne (Los Angeles County), West Sacramento (Yolo 
County), and Sacramento (Sacramento County).  Of these five, only the Placentia and La Verne 

EIFDs will include County participation.  Three additional TIF districts are under consideration 
in the cities of Fresno, Ontario, and Redondo Beach. 

To overcome these challenges and encourage the creation of more TIF districts, OPR 
recommended the following: 

 To address limited understanding of TIF tools, online resources and technical assistance 

should be made available to practitioners to better understand their application. 
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 Explore ways to encourage participation of multiple taxing entities and leverage state 
resources to increase TIF district revenue potential. 

 Explore changes to TIF districts to encourage their adoption in alignment with state 
affordable housing and location efficiency goals. 

 Make various technical changes to resolve potential confusion with TIF statutes. 

The author wants to address the reports’ findings to encourage more NIFTI-2 districts to develop 
with a greater focus on homelessness programs and affordable housing. 

Proposed Law 

Senate Bill 563 makes various changes to the NIFTI-2 Act, including: (1) changing its formation 

process, (2) recasting eligible expenditures, (3) adding a state matching component, and (4) 
expanding housing provisions.  

Formation process.  SB 563 makes two significant changes to the NIFTI-2 formation process.  

First, the measure conforms the NIFTI-2 protest process to EIFDs, removing the requirement 
that it repeat the process every ten years.  Second, it removes the requirement that NIFTI-2s must 
be coterminous with the city or county that created them, and allows a city or county to allocate 

jurisdiction-wide revenues, like SUT and TUT, for district projects after the city or county 
receives their jurisdiction’s allocation.   

Eligible expenditures.  SB 563 recasts its eligible expenditures to target homelessness programs 

and affordable housing for households earning under 60 percent AMI, as follows: 

 At least 20 percent for homelessness prevention programs for, or development of housing 
that is within one-half mile of a major transit stop and affordable to and occupied by, 

households with incomes between 30 percent and  60 percent AMI; and 

 At least 20 percent for homelessness prevention programs for, or development of housing 

that is within one-half mile of a major transit stop and affordable to and occupied by, 
households with incomes below 30 percent AMI, or permanent supportive housing.   

Under the measure, homelessness prevention programs include: rent subsidy programs, eviction 

defense programs, and code enforcement programs for households with incomes below 60 
percent AMI.  Instead of 10 years under existing law, SB 563 requires the infrastructure 
financing plan to require the district to ensure that these affordable housing requirements are met 

every five years.  

How a district spends remaining funds depends on where parcels are located.  In parcels within 
½ mile of a major transit stop, or in a downtown area zoned for commercial or industrial uses, 

the NIFTI-2 can finance: 

 Transit capital projects, including transit stations and ferry terminals; 

 Transit-oriented development projects, including infrastructure at or near transit stations. 

If the project includes housing, it must include compact development and a minimum of 
20 percent of the units must be for households with incomes below 60 percent AMI; 

 Capital projects that implement local complete streets programs; and 

 Parking, which should provide no more than one space for each residential unit.  The 

ground floors in these parking structures should provide space for pedestrian-oriented 
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commercial or public uses.  Revenues from parking may be used to maintain these 
parking structures and to implement programs to reduce automobile trips. 

In any location, SB 563 allows NIFTI-2s to finance: 

 Homelessness prevention programs; 

 Housing affordable to households 60 percent AMI and below; 

 Programs that support enhanced transit ridership, including, but not limited to, transit 

pass programs that provide low-cost transit service for students, seniors, and persons with 
disabilities; and 

 Programs designed to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and other criteria air pollutants by 
reducing automobile trips and vehicle miles traveled within a community. 

SB 563 requires all NIFTI-2 projects to use a skilled and trained workforce for all levels of 

contractors.   

State matching component.  SB 563 creates a state matching program administered by the 
Strategic Growth Council (SGC) for NIFTI-2s where a city and a county jointly form the district.  

Eligible districts can use these funds for homelessness prevention programs and affordable 
housing projects.  SGC must consult with the Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council 
prior to establishing additional requirements for homelessness programs.   

The maximum state matching contribution a district can receive each year is half the total 

amount of tax revenues or other resources the city and county contributed to the district since its 
formation, that meet the following requirements: 

 Resources the city and county contributes were used for homelessness prevention 

programs or affordable housing for households earning 60 percent AMI or below; 

 The total value of resources the county contributes is equal to, or greater than, that 

allocated by the city; 

 Resources the city contributes did not originate from the county, state, or federal 

government; 

 The value of property the city and/or county contributes is independently appraised; and 

 The state has not already matched these funds through another program.  

SB 563 requires at least 12 percent of state matching funds be set aside for counties with 
populations less than 200,000 and districts in such counties.  Of this amount, two percent must 

be used to provide technical assistance for these counties.  To the extent the set aside is not spent, 
the remaining funds roll over to the following year.  

To receive these funds, a district must submit a request to SGC with the following information: 

 A plan description, including the funding necessary each year for no more than 30 years; 

 Information demonstrating the district’s eligibility for state matching funds; 

 Information demonstrating that each project in the plan complies with NIFTI-2 

requirements; 

 Identification of any additional funds necessary to complete each program or project; 

 Administrative cost estimates, which cannot exceed 5 percent of state matching funds; 
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 Certification that affordable housing projects that receive state matching funds meet 
specified labor standards; 

 A strategy for outreach to, and retention of, women, minority, disadvantaged youth, 
formerly incarcerated, and other underrepresented subgroups in coordination with the 

California Workforce Investment Board and local boards, to increase their representation 
and employment opportunities in the building and construction trades; and 

 Any additional information SGC requires. 

Within 30 days of receiving a plan, SGC must submit any written questions to the agency 
submitting the plan.  If SGC denies a plan, it must submit a written explanation of its decision 
within 30 days of the decision.  SGC, after consulting with the Homeless Coordinating and 

Financing Council, must develop guidelines for allocating available state matching funds in any 
year where available funds are insufficient to meet all eligible districts’ maximum allocations 

based on number of people assisted per dollar and geographic equity.  Each district receiving 
state matching funds must provide an annual report to SGC including the amount of matching 
funds it received, how the district used those funds, how many people were assisted or housing 

units constructed, actions taken, and administrative costs. 

If SGC determines that a district violated any requirements or is not on track to complete projects 
on time, SGC must direct the district to develop a corrective action plan based on its 

recommendations.  The district has one year to develop the corrective action plan.  If it does not 
make adequate progress, SGC can determine that the district is out of compliance and stop 

transferring state matching funds for five years.   

Housing provisions.  SB 563 expands NIFTI-2s anti-displacement provisions.  After households 
displaced by the district, it must focus on households with a member who are either employed 
within two miles of the housing or live within the district and are children, elderly, or disabled.  

For homelessness prevention programs the measure creates, the district must prioritize 
households with a member who is employed within the district, or are children, elderly, or 

disabled. 

SB 563 expands existing anti-displacement provisions in NIFTI-2 for “protected units,” or units 
that were subject to specified affordability restrictions.  These provisions require that a city or 
county allocating tax revenues to a NIFTI-2 district: 

 Must not approve a project that will demolish residential dwelling units unless the 
replacement project creates as many units as will be demolished. 

 Must not approve a project that will require demolition of occupied or vacant protected 

units unless it replaces existing units with as many units as existed on the site within the 
last seven years.  Additionally, existing residents must be allowed to remain in their units 

until six months before construction starts, and developers must agree to provide 
relocation benefits and right of first refusal to when replacement units become available. 

 For projects within the coastal zone, replacement units must be located in the same city or 
county as the converted or demolished units.  They must be on the existing site, or 

elsewhere within the coastal zone.  If no such location is feasible, the replacement units 
must be within three miles of the coastal zone.   

SB 563 provides that these anti-displacement provisions do not supersede more protective 
locally-adopted provisions. 
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State Revenue Impact 

No estimate.  

Comments 

1.  Purpose of the bill.  According to the author, “SB 563 updates and improves upon the Second 
Neighborhood Infill Finance and Transit Improvements Act (NIFTI-2), a voluntary tax 

increment- financing tool to catalyze affordable infill housing near transit.  

In the wake of redevelopment’s dissolution, California created numerous infrastructure- financing 
instruments which have yet to catalyze substantial growth. NIFTI-2 was established in 

consultation with housing and transit advocates to provide cities and counties with a more 
powerful financing tool that incentivizes the development and construction of housing in transit-
oriented communities. The legislation creating the NIFTI-2 statute (SB 961, 2018) also required 

the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to study and report on the effectiveness 
of tax increment tools for increasing housing production. 

OPR’s report, released earlier this year, notes that ‘limited revenue potential’ of increment-

financing tools “significantly limits their ability to assist in meeting state housing goals”. It 
recommends the exploration of “ways to potentially leverage existing state programs and funding 

sources to enable use of [financing] to promote location-efficient development and affordable 
housing in places where [current increment financing] tools alone may be insufficient.” 

SB 563 incorporates OPR’s recommendation, envisioning a role for potential state funding to 
bolster a shared goal with cities and counties of building infill housing and complimentary 

infrastructure near transit. It updates and strengthens NIFTI-2’s tenant protections and anti-
displacement provisions, ensuring districts would augment rather than undermine California’s 

affordable housing stock.” 

2.  Sure, but will it work?  RDAs were widely adopted for two reasons.  First, they allowed cities 
and counties to take increment from the school share of the property tax, which the state 
backfilled from the General Fund in many cases.  This generated billions of dollars in additional 

funds that cities and counties could only access through redevelopment.  Second, they allowed 
cities and counties to skirt voter approval requirements on debt issuance.  SB 961 allowed 

NIFTI-2s to issue bonds without voter approval, provided they went through a robust public 
protest process.  Despite removing voter approval for bond issuances, no NIFTI-2s have formed.  
OPR’s evaluation of TIF tools made several findings why TIF districts have been slow to 

develop, including current tools’ limited revenue potential and reliance on volunteer participation 
of other taxing entities.  SB 563 attempts to address both these issues by including a state 

matching component that would increase the district’s revenue potential, but only in districts 
where the city and county participate.  While these changes align with some recommendations 
from OPR’s reports, there may also be additional barriers that SB 563 does not fix.   Some 

observers suggest that TIF formation has been slow due to legal uncertainty over their bonding 
capacity.  They suggest that there is concern over whether making payments to a TIF counts as a 

debt obligation for participating cities or counties, which would require two-thirds voter 
approval.  The Committee may wish to consider whether SB 563’s proposed changes set NIFTI-
2s up for success without resolving these other issues. 
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3.  Alphabet soup.  After the Supreme Court’s 2011 Matosantos decision dissolved all RDAs, 
legislators enacted a slew of measures creating new tax increment financing tools to pay for local 

economic development.  In 2014, the Legislature authorized the creation of EIFDs, quickly 
followed by Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities (CRIAs) in 2015 (AB 2, 
Alejo).  Four years ago, the Legislature authorized the formation of Affordable Housing 

Authorities (AHAs), which may use tax increment financing exclusively for rehabilitating and 
constructing affordable housing and also do not require voter approval to issue bonds (AB 1598, 

Mullin).  That same year, AB 1658 created the first NIFTIs to provide additional incentives for 
the formation of EIFDs.  The following year, SB 961 (Allen) created NIFTI-2s with yet another 
incentive to form by removing voter approval to issue bonds in areas near transit.  SB 563 makes 

further changes to NIFTI-2s.  OPR’s evaluation of the effectiveness of TIF tools has only been 
available for a few months.  These reports found that many local agencies have limited 

understanding of TIF tools, and could benefit from online resources and technical assistance to 
better understand their application.  In light of the recent creation of numerous TIF tools, and the 
lack of time local agencies have had to understand their application, should the Legislature adopt 

further changes to existing TIF tools?  Or, should the Legislature assess the TIF tools it has, 
figure out the most successful elements of each TIF tool, and focus efforts behind creating TIF 

legislation that is clear, easy to use, accountable, and allows local agencies across the state to 
promote stronger economic development?  

4.  Putting your money where your mouth is.  SB 563 attempts to address a long-standing issue 
with post-redevelopment TIF tools: a lack of state participation.  However, the measure’s state 

matching component has one key shortcoming: it does not require the Legislature to make a 
specific appropriation, it merely sets up the process for allocating state matching funds if 

appropriated.  There is no guarantee that an appropriation will be made in any year, or for a 
sufficient number of consecutive years, to make a significant impact on a city or county’s 
affordable housing or homelessness program needs.  To access whatever funding is available, 

local agencies must meet several key requirements.  First, no NIFTI-2 can receive state matching 
funds unless both a city and county participate in the district.  Second, the amount the NIFTI 

receives depends on how the resources the city and county can contribute to the district.  The 
respective city and county will have to do some homework to assess whether these matching 
funds, which can only be used for affordable housing and homelessness programs, are worth 

their while considering these requirements.  SB 563 requires SGC to administer the state 
matching fund, which already has a few grant programs it administers that have suffered from a 

lack of funding.  It is unclear how much of an additional burden this program would place on 
SGC without any guaranteed funds for the program or for SGC to administer it.  The Committee 
may wish to consider whether SB 563’s state matching program is set up in a manner to provide 

a meaningful guarantee of state participation for these districts.   

5.  Spreading the wealth.  Both NIFTI and NIFTI-2 included specific language that required 
districts to be coterminous with the cities and counties that created them.  This was for two 

important reasons.  First, the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration (CDTFA) 
collects SUT and TUT revenue on a jurisdiction-wide basis, unlike property tax revenue where 
the county assessor can trace revenue back to a specific parcel.  Second, since this revenue is 

collected on a jurisdiction-wide basis, its benefits should be shared across the entire jurisdiction 
that generated that revenue.  SB 563 removes this coterminous requirement, but also removes the 

specific calculation that would have been an administrative challenge for CDTFA.  While the bill 
solves the administrative problem, it leaves open the possibility that these revenues could 
disproportionately benefit one distinct area at the expense of the rest of the city or county.  On 

the other hand, it does not require a city and county to allocate its revenue, only gives them the 
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option to do so.  Such a decision would have to go through the public scrutiny of the city or 
county annual budget process.  The Committee may wish to consider whether this political 

process provides enough assurance that revenue collected throughout the jurisdiction does not 
disproportionately benefit the district at the expense of other parts of the city or county that need 
it.   

6.  Power to the people.  AB 116 (Ting, 2019) eliminated EIFDs voter approval requirement to 

issue bonds and replaced it with the same robust public input process as NIFTI-2s, except AB 
116 did not require EIFDs to repeat the process every ten years.  SB 563 removes the separate 

process for NIFTI-2s and instead subjects them to the same protest process as other EIFDs.  The 
California Association of Realtors expressed concerns with removing the 10-year requirement 
because they believe it eliminates a necessary check on local government bonding authorities.  

On the other hand, economic development advocates claim repeating this process every ten years 
adds a layer of uncertainty when they go to issue bonds, making these districts harder to create.  

To help balance these concerns, the Committee may wish to consider amending the bill to repeat 
the protest process every 15 years and clarify that this process cannot interfere with a district’s 
existing obligations.     

7.  Mandate.  The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local governments for 
the costs of new or expanded state mandated local programs.  Because SB 563 adds to the duties 
of local planning officials and expands the definition of a crime, Legislative Counsel says that 

the bill imposes a new state mandate.  SB 563 disclaims the state's responsibility for providing 
reimbursement because the costs are due to expanding a crime. 

8. Double referral.  The Senate Rules Committee has ordered a double referral of SB 563: first to 

the Senate Governance and Finance Committee to hear issues of tax increment financing and 
then to the Senate Housing Committee. 

9.  Related legislation.  SB 780 (Cortese, 2021) changes various statutory provisions governing 
EIFDs and Community Revitalization and Investment Authorities.  SB 780 is currently pending 

in the Senate Governance and Finance Committee.   

Support and Opposition (4/5/21) 

Support: Move LA, (Co-Sponsor); Santa Monicans for Renters' Rights (Co-Sponsor) 
 

Opposition:  California Association of Realtors; California Housing Partnership Corporation 

-- END -- 

 


