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fund fiscal impact (over $40 million on a present-value basis), while also potentially recruiting 
County match dollars of over $130 million that would otherwise not be available for public 
improvement projects within the City. Not included in these figures is the additional potential State 
grant funding that could be recruited with the assistance of the EIFD. 
 
Potential Next Steps and Timing 
 
Potential next steps would include bringing forth a presentation of the feasibility analysis at 
meetings of the Economic Development and Opportunity Committee; Mobility, Ports and 
Infrastructure Committee; and the Economic Development Commission.  Concurrently, City staff 
would also like to include outreach to County staff and elected officials to discuss potential 
partnership. See the attached presentation for more information. 
 
If the desire is ultimately to implement an EIFD, the district formation process pursuant to State 
EIFD law would require approximately eight to twelve months to complete, including six to eight 
public meetings and hearings of the City Council, County Board of Supervisors, and the newly-
formed PFA. 
 
Public information is an important part of the EIFD formation process.  A web page would be 
developed that would serve as a resource to interested stakeholders.  Landowners and residents 
within the EIFD boundaries will also receive mailed notifications of public meetings and hearings 
throughout the formation process, and public hearings will additionally be advertised via local 
newspaper. In the event of a majority protest by property owners or residents within the 
boundaries, the formation proceedings would be discontinued. 
 

Target Date Task 

October 
2024 - 

February 
2025 

a) Conduct outreach / discussion among City staff and Council, County staff and Board 
of Supervisors (BOS), other relevant stakeholders  

b) Final determination of TIF district boundaries, targeted projects, governing Public 
Financing Authority (PFA) Board composition 

March 2026 
c) City Council / County BOS consider Resolution(s) of Intention (ROI) to form EIFD 
and establish PFA Board 

April 2026 d) PFA directs the drafting of the Infrastructure Financing Plan (IFP)  

June 2026 
e) Distribute draft IFP to property owners, affected taxing entities, City Council, County 
BOS, Planning Commission 

July 2026 
f) PFA holds an initial public meeting to present the draft IFP to the public and property 
owners 

August 
2026 

g) City Council / County BOS consider resolution(s) approving IFP  

September 
2026 

h) PFA holds first public hearing to hear additional comments and take action to modify 
or reject IFP 

October 
2026 

i) PFA holds second public hearing to consider oral and written protests and take action 
to terminate proceedings or adopt IFP and form the district by resolution 
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If you have any additional questions, please contact Bo Martinez at (562) 570-5282 or 
bo.martinez@longbeach.gov.  
 
ATTACHMENT 

 
CC: DAWN A. MCINTOSH, CITY ATTORNEY 
 DOUGLAS P. HAUBERT, CITY PROSECUTOR 
 LAURA L. DOUD, CITY AUDITOR 
 APRIL WALKER, ASSISTANT CITY MANAGER 
 TERESA CHANDLER, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
 MEREDITH REYNOLDS, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 

GRACE YOON, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
TYLER BONANNO-CURLEY, DEPUTY CITY MANAGER 
KEVIN LEE, CHIEF PUBLIC AFFAIRS OFFICER 
MONIQUE DE LA GARZA, CITY CLERK  
DEPARTMENT HEADS 

 





Introduction and Background
• Spurred by a 2019 City Council motion and a 2021 funding allocation from the Long Beach 

Recovery Act (LBRA), the City of Long Beach is evaluating the use of special districts as a financing 
strategy to achieve economic development in designated opportunity areas within the City

• An financing strategy that includes Tax Increment Financing (TIF) financing and complementary 
sources would be well-suited to capture value from new development to fund targeted critical 
infrastructure and community investment priorities

• While a City-only TIF district strategy would likely achieve favorable “return on investment” for the 
City, a broader partnership including the County of Los Angeles would further improve financial 
feasibility

• Subject to feedback from City staff, City Council, and community stakeholders, immediate next 
steps could include outreach to the County to discuss potential partnership



Presentation Outline

1. Overview of Funding and Financing Tools

2. Boundary Evaluation within Long Beach

3. Funding and Financing Analysis

4. Return on Investment

5. Potential Next Steps and Timing
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EIFD Fundamentals
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Types of Projects EIFD Can Fund
Partial List
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Roadway / Parking / Transit

Brownfield Remediation

Storm / Flood / Public Facilities Parks / Open Space / Recreation

Libraries & Childcare Facilities Affordable Housing

Broadband Small Business (e.g., Façade) / 
Nonprofit Facilities

Wildfire Prevention / Other 
Climate Change Response



Why are Public Agencies Authorizing EIFDs?
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1. Return on Investment: Private sector investment induced by district commitment accelerates growth 
of net fiscal revenues, job creation, housing production, essential infrastructure improvements

2. Ability to attract additional funds / other public money (“OPM”) – tax increment from other entities 
(county, special districts), federal / state grants / loans (e.g., for transit oriented development, water, 
housing, parks, remediation)



Fully Formed In Formation Process Under Evaluation

Districts in Progress Statewide
(Partial List)

8 Jurisdiction Purpose
Artesia + L.A. County Transportation and affordable housing
Barstow Industrial and housing supportive infrastructure
Brentwood Housing, employment, and transit-supportive infrastructure
Buena Park Mall reimagination, tourism-supportive infrastructure
Calipatria (CRD) Economic and climate resilience infrastructure
Carson + L.A. County Remediation, affordable housing, recreation
Covina Downtown housing and blended use supportive infrastructure
Fresno Downtown, housing and transit-supportive infrastructure
Fresno County Industrial and commercial supportive infrastructure
Humboldt County Coastal mixed-use and energy supportive infrastructure
Inglewood + L.A. County (CRD) Transportation and affordable housing
Imperial County Renewable energy, housing and infrastructure
La Verne + L.A. County Housing and transit-supportive infrastructure
Lakewood + L.A. County Mall reimagination, smart streets, affordable housing
Long Beach Economic empowerment and affordable housing
Los Angeles (Palisades, Downtown, other) Affordable housing and transit-supportive infrastructure
Los Angeles County Santa Monica Mountains Wildfire Recovery and Rebuild
Los Angeles County West Carson Housing / bio-science / tech infrastructure
Madera County (3 Districts) Water, sewer, roads and other housing infrastructure
Modesto + Stanislaus County Downtown, housing, and recreation infrastructure
Mount Shasta Rural brownfield mixed-use infrastructure
Napa Downtown, housing, tourism supportive infrastructure
Norwalk + L.A. County Affordable housing and infrastructure
Ontario Airport-related, blended use, infrastructure
Palmdale + L.A. County Housing, blended use, transit infrastructure
Pittsburg Housing, commercial, and tech park infrastructure
Placentia + Orange County Housing and TOD infrastructure
Rancho Cucamonga Blended use and connectivity infrastructure
Redlands Education related blended use, mall reimagination
Redondo Beach + L.A. County Parks / open space, recreation infrastructure
Riverside County Thousand Palms Housing, hospitality, medical supportive infrastructure
Sacramento County (Unincorporated) Industrial / commercial supportive infrastructure
Salinas Water, sewer, and other housing supportive infrastructure
Sanger Commercial, hospitality, supportive infrastructure
Santa Cruz (EIFD + CRD) Downtown, blended use, and climate resilience infrastructure
Santa Fe Springs + L.A. County Housing and transit-oriented development infrastructure
Santa Rosa + County of Sonoma Downtown investment, affordable housing, aging infrastructure
Sebastopol + County of Sonoma Housing, flood control, library, civic facilities
Sonoma County West (Unincorporated) Housing, flood control, sewer, fire facilities
Yucaipa Housing and commercial infrastructure



Designation of EIFD Boundaries in Long Beach9

Areas within the City were screened for potential inclusion in the EIFD based on various criteria, 
including but not limited to the following:
• General Plan land use designations
• Underutilized commercial properties
• Disadvantaged Community Census Tracts (CalEnviroScreen)
• Demographic data (e.g., educational attainment, household income, owner vs renter)
• Employment density
• SCAG Priority Growth Areas 
• Opportunity Zones
• Cultural centers  / community-serving facilities
• Areas with planned or proposed new residential/commercial/other major new development.



Potential EIFD 
Boundaries Under Study
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Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller (2025)

Five (5) non-contiguous areas in the City 
being studied for potential financing 
district implementation:

Area Acreage % of City
By Size

Existing 
Assessed 
Value (AV)

% of City 
by AV

Airport Area 1,301 AC 2.5% $1.39 B 2.0%

Cambodia Town 1,279 AC 2.5% $2.10 B 2.9%

Downtown-LBB 1,677 AC 3.3% $3.60 B 5.1%

North LB 479 AC 0.9% $1.18 B 1.7%

Santa Fe 
Corridor 182 AC 0.4% $396 M 0.6%

TOTAL 4,949 AC 9.6% $8.66 B 12.2%

LB



11 Potential Investments for EIFD Funding
Partial List

Source: Kosmont discussions with City departmental staff (2024-2025)

> $5.1 billion in total unfunded costs, anticipated to require a combination of EIFD funding, 
grants, impacts fee funds, gas tax, LA County Measure W, and other sources

Potential Investment Categories
1. Sidewalks
2. Storm drains
3. Pump stations
4. Streets, alleys, medians
5. Landscaping and irrigation improvements in public rights of ways 
6. Park facilities
7. Community centers
8. Senior centers
9. Active transportation and vision zero initiatives
10. Affordable housing gap financing
11. Grow Long Beach 1.5 - Airport job growth
12. Grow Long Beach 5.3 - Solar, wind, other clean energy projects
13. Grow Long Beach 6.3 - Utilization of Existing City Parking Assets
14. Grow Long Beach 6.4 - Potential New Parking Structures

Potential Investments
1. Cultural Center improvements
2. North Long Beach aquatics center
3. Washington Neighborhood youth center and park improvements
4. Infrastructure to support additional economic growth around Long Beach 

Airport
5. Signage, gateways, visual improvements to the designated areas and 

corridors such as Santa Fe, Pacific, Anaheim, Long Beach Blvd
6. Creation of additional parking assets to support business growth
7. Sidewalk and roadway improvements to facilitate additional walking traffic 

in key corridors
8. Improvements at the Long Beach Arena to spur citywide economic activity
9. Transition away from oil and reuse of properties to spur additional 

economic growth
10. Upgraded storm protection systems
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• Primary non-school recipients and potential contributors 
of property tax are City of Long Beach and County of 
Los Angeles

• City share varies by area and averages ~21% each of 
every $1 collected in property taxes within the EIFD 
Study Area
 City additionally receives equivalent of ~9% of property tax 

in lieu of MVLF, also available to EIFD

• County share varies by area and averages ~27%
 County additionally receives equivalent of ~10% of 

property tax in lieu of MVLF, also available to EIFD, but not 
incorporated into this analysis to be conservative

• School-related entities cannot participate

As counties tend to rely more heavily on property tax revenue sources generated by new development within incorporated jurisdictions, it is Kosmont’s 
experience that it is not reasonable to assume allocation of property tax in lieu of MVLF by the County. As cities benefit from additional non-property tax 
revenue sources (e.g., sales tax, transient occupancy tax) from new development, it is Kosmont’s experience that it is reasonable for cities to consider 
contributing property tax in lieu of MVLF.
Tax Rate Area (TRA) weighted average distributions for EIFD Study Area shown. Post-ERAF (Education Revenue Augmentation Fund) distribution.
Parcels within former Redevelopment Agency Project Areas are subject to RPTTF revenue flow until expiration of ROPS obligations.
Source: Los Angeles County Auditor Controller (Accessed February 2023)

City
21%

County
27%

Other / School Entities 
(not eligible)

52%

Weighted Average Property Tax Distribution 
within EIFD Study Area

Property Tax Revenues Available to EIFD
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EIFD Revenue 
Allocation Scenario

Year 5
Accumulated 

Revenue +
Bonding 
Capacity*

Year 10
Accumulated 

Revenue +
Bonding 
Capacity*

50-Year 
Present-Value 

@ 3% 
Discount Rate

50-Year 
Nominal 

Total

A) City 25% + County 25% $32,758,000 $85,556,000 $278,049,000 $701,423,000 

B) City 50% + County 50% $66,162,000 $171,757,000 $556,098,000 $1,402,846,000 

City allocation includes allocation from both AB8 + MVLF in-lieu. County allocation does not include MVLF in-lieu. 
* Bonding capacity assumes Year 5 is first bond issuance for EIFD. “Year 5 means fifth year of revenue following district 
formation. Net proceeds shown. Bondable revenue assumes $25,000 admin charge, 150% debt service coverage. 6.5% interest 
rate; 30-year term. Proceeds net of 2% underwriter's discount, estimated reserve fund (maximum annual debt service), costs of 
issuance estimated at $350,000.Source: Kosmont Financial Services (KFS), registered municipal advisor.

Revenue and Bonding Capacity Scenarios



County of Los Angeles EIFD Participation Policy
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Property Tax Increment:
• Minimum $0.15 City share (not including MVLF and other sources)
• City share contributed ≥ County share contributed
• County contributes less than 100% of its share



Fiscal Analysis: Positive net impact to County General Fund 

Board Priorities: Supports affordable housing, homeless prevention, workforce development, or 
sustainability 

Regional and Community Significance: As related to Board priorities above, job creation, blight 
removal, or improvements to regional transportation 

Affordable Housing: 20% of rental housing must be affordable ?

“But for…” Test: Contribution of County property tax increment is necessary precondition for 
targeted projects 



City of  Long Beach “Return on Investment”
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• Implementation of essential infrastructure improvements of communitywide and regional benefit

• Social impacts: Quality of life improvement, environmental sustainability

• Housing: 3,900+ units

• Economic benefits: 
 1,380+ permanent, direct jobs from operation; additional 640+ indirect and induced permanent jobs, supporting 

$128M+ in ongoing annual wages in the County
 25,300+ temporary construction-related jobs*, supporting $1.9B in construction-period wages in the County

• Acceleration of development and related fiscal revenues:
 Positive City general fund net fiscal impact of $42.0M on a present-value basis over district lifetime (net of City service 

costs and net of City contribution to EIFD)**

• More competitively attract third-party funding (e.g., grants)

* 25,300 construction job-years, where a construction job-year is defined as one-year of employment for one construction-related worker

** Present value at 3% discount rate



Fiscal Return on Investment for City of  Long Beach
Net Fiscal Impact – EIFD (25% Scenario)
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improves drastically after year 50



17 Potential EIFD Formation Schedule

 Tax increment allocation begins fiscal year following district formation

 Debt issuance, if desired, would occur after a stabilized level of tax increment has been established (may 
be 3-5 years)

Target Date Task

Oct 2024 – Feb 2026

a) Conduct outreach / discussion among City staff and Council, Committees, County staff and Board of Supervisors (BOS), 
other relevant stakeholders 

b) Final determination of TIF district boundaries, targeted projects, governing Public Financing Authority (PFA) Board 
composition

Mar/Apr 2026 c) City Council / County BOS consider Resolution(s) of Intention (ROI) to form EIFD and establish PFA Board

Apr/May 2026 d) PFA directs the drafting of the Infrastructure Financing Plan (IFP) 

June 2026 e) Distribute draft IFP to property owners, affected taxing entities, City Council, County BOS, Planning Commission

July 2026 f) PFA holds an initial public meeting to present the draft IFP to the public and property owners

August 2026 g) City Council / County BOS consider resolution(s) approving IFP 

September 2026 h) PFA holds first public hearing to hear additional comments and take action to modify or reject IFP

October 2026 i) PFA holds second public hearing to consider oral and written protests and take action to terminate proceedings or adopt IFP 
and form the district by resolution
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Next Steps

• Present findings to Mayor and City Councilmembers

• Initial outreach to County to discuss potential partnership

• Based on City/County feedback, City and County staff to pursue district formation as soon as 
feasible (first action would be City/County adoption of a Resolution of Intention)



Thank you
Questions?

Kosmont Companies
2301 Rosecrans Ave., Suite 4140
El Segundo, CA 90245
TEL: 424-297-1070
URL: www.kosmont.com
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APPENDIX



Airport Area21

Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller (2025)



Cambodia Town22

Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller (2025)



Downtown-LBB23

Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles 
County Auditor-Controller (2025)



North LB24

Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller (2025)



Santa Fe Corridor25

Source: City of Long Beach; Los Angeles County Auditor-Controller (2025)



26 Preliminary Future Development Assumptions
Absorption Assumed over ~10  Years

Note: AV at buildout values in current 2025 dollars..
Sources: Discussion with City staff; CoStar

Area # SF or Units Estimated 
AV Factor

Estimated 
Total AV at Buildout

Residential (Rental) 3,659 units $450K per unit $1.65 billion

Residential (For Sale) 57 units $650K per unit $37.1 million

Residential (Affordable) 239 units $0 per unit $0

Hotel 185 rooms $400K per room $74.0 million

Industrial / Flex 1,315,000 SF $300 PSF $394.5 million

Commercial / Retail / Office / Other 123,136 SF $375 PSF $46.2 million

Total New Development Assumed within EIFD Study Area $2.20 billion
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Potential Cash Flow / Debt Issuance Approaches

• Kosmont Financial Services is in active discussions with public finance underwriters regarding 
EIFD debt issuances in other jurisdictions

• Underwriters have proposed several approaches for the leverage of EIFD tax increment for 
accelerated debt issuance (e.g., 2-3 years from EIFD formation), for example:
a) EIFD increment only

b) Overlapping EIFD and CFD (CFD Backstop) – landowners / developers must be willing to pay CFD 
special taxes in the short term (e.g., 5-10 years) until EIFD increment reaches a level to cover debt 
service

c) EIFD increment with City or County general fund backstop

• There are advantages and disadvantages with each approach (e.g., upfront proceeds available, 
public agency risk, cost of capital)

• Additional alternatives are available if private sector partners (e.g., landowners / developers are 
willing to advance infrastructure funding in exchange for reimbursement from EIFD proceeds)



28 EIFDs work better with a Multi-Agency Partnership
& Attract Other Funding 

Other Private Sources
 Development Agreement / impact fees
 Benefit assessments (e.g., contribution from 

CFD)
 Statewide Community Infrastructure Program 

(SCIP) pooled financing
 Private tax credits available through IRA and 

IIJA for climate investments

• Ideal strategy includes City and County partnership
• EIFDs which involve a City / County joint effort are more likely to win state grant funding sources
• EIFDs explicitly increase scoring for CA state housing grants (e.g., IIG, AHSC, TCC)

Other Public Sources
 Cap-and-Trade / HCD & SGC grant 

/ loan programs (AHSC, IIG, TCC)
 Prop 4 climate funding
 Prop 68 parks & open space grants
 Prop1 water/sewer funds
 Caltrans ATP / HSIP grants
 Federal EDA / DOT / EPA 
 Federal IRA and IIJA direct funds



29 Summary of Potential Net Fiscal Impacts
Net of Potential 25% Increment Contribution to EIFD

Note: Assumes installation of necessary public infrastructure. $2025

City of  Long Beach 
Fiscal Revenues and Expenditures 

Within EIFD Study Area

Stabilized 
Annual

Revenues

Year 0-50 
Nominal

Total

Year 0-50 
Present Value

@ 3.0%

Primary Fiscal Revenues (Net of 25% Allocation to EIFD) $22,095,950 $1,162,890,000 $469,350,800 

Primary Fiscal Expenditures ($20,244,900) ($1,074,984,200) ($427,316,800)

Estimated Net Fiscal Impact $1,851,050 $87,905,800 $42,034,000 
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Governance and Implementation Considerations

Consolidated vs. Separate EIFDs
• Suggested format is a single financing district with multiple projects sub-areas, leveraging updated State 

legislation that allows tracking of revenues across multiple non-contiguous project areas, while still enabling 
flexible expenditures across all areas, if/as desired

• Single district would also entail a single governing Public Financing Authority (PFA) body, and only one set of 
formation and annual reporting documentation, for purposes of more streamlined administration

Decision-making Responsibilities
• PFA is authorized to carry out the activities of the Infrastructure Financing Plan (IFP) approved by the City 

Council and County Board of Supervisors (e.g., disbursing funding for approved projects)

• Minor amendments to the IFP (e.g., updates to revenue projections) can be managed by the PFA, while major 
amendments (e.g., adding new projects to be funded, increasing revenue allocation levels) must separately be 
approved by the City Council and County Board of Supervisors in public meetings



31 Governing Public Financing Authority (PFA) 
Board Composition

• In the targeted scenario where the City partners with another taxing entity such as the County, the 
suggested PFA composition based on the EIFD statute and other EIFDs across the County and State 
would be five (5) members, including:

– Two (2) members of the City Council (Mayor is eligible)
– One (1) member of the County Board of Supervisors
– One (1) member of the public appointed by the City Council
– One (1) member of the public appointed by the County Board of Supervisors

• If desired, City may choose to expand the PFA to include additional members, so long as the majority 
of PFA members are either City Councilmembers or County Supervisors, and so long as there are at 
least two members of the public

• It is typical for the PFA to adopt Bylaws to govern term limits, Chair/Vice Chair designation, regularity 
of meetings, and other administrative functions
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Long-Term EIFD Staffing and Budgeting

• Tax increment financing (TIF) districts typically require 3-5 years of assessed property value growth 
before revenues reach levels to fund major projects

• Local City as lead agency for the financing district typically provides staffing for the district (e.g., 
combination of Finance / Community Development / Public Works / City Attorney staff)

• Administrative budgets are expected to begin in the $25,000 - $100,000 range in early years and 
grow with financing activities to levels in the range of $400,000 - $600,000



Example Financing District Budget

• Example FY 24/25 budget from San Diego 
Otay Mesa EIFD formed in 2017: 
https://www.sandiego.gov/sites/default/file
s/2024-04/item-2-attachment-1-otay-mesa-
eifd-fy25-budget-amendment_0.pdf 
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