9. Even if the plan implicates Social Security, it does not expand it
Terry J. Hatter, Jr. 90, Judge, US District Court, California Central, “In re Eastport Assoc.,” 114 B.R. 686, Lexis
 [**10]  Second, Eastport asserts that the presumption against retroactivity does not apply because the amendment was intended only as a clarification of existing law. HN7 Where an amendment to a statute is remedial in nature and merely serves to clarify existing law, no question of retroactivity is involved and the law will be applied to pending cases. City of Redlands v. Sorensen, 176 Cal. App. 3d 202, 211, 221 Cal. Rptr. 728, 732 (1985). The evidence in this case, however, does not support the conclusion that the amendment to section 66452.6(f) was simply a clarification of preexisting law. The Legislative Counsel's Digest specifically states that "the bill would expand the definition of development moratorium." Senate Bill 186, Stats. 1988, ch. 1330, at 3375 (emphasis added). Since the Legislative Counsel is a state official required by law to analyze pending legislation, it is reasonable to presume that the Legislature amended the statute with the intent and meaning expressed in the Counsel's digest. People v. Martinez, 194 Cal. App. 3d 15, 22, 239 Cal. Rptr. 272, 276 (1987). By its ordinary meaning, the term "expand" indicates a change in the law, rather than a restatement of existing  [**11]  law. In light of the Counsel's comment, Eastport's argument is unpersuasive.
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