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By email and Overnight Muail

Mindy Wilcox,

AICP, Planning Manager

City of Inglewood, 4* Floor

I Manchester Boulevard
Inglewood, California 20301
mwilcox@citvofinglewood. org

Re:  Comments on Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Repont
for the Inglewood Basketball Entertainment Center

Dear Ms. Wilcox:

Oun behalf of Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions (IRATE), we
submit the following comments on the Notice of Preparation of an environmental impact
report (EIR) for the Inglewood Basketball Entertainment Center (Proposed Project).

A, The ENA Muost Be Rescinded Prior to Consideration of the EIR,

Ag an initial matter, we again call npon Inglewood to rescind its August 2017
approval of the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) with Murphy’s Bowl LLC that
has locked Inglewood into refusing to consider any alternative uses of the Project site for
at least three years.!

The NOP claims that the EIR will identify and evaluate a range of reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Project, including a No Project Alternative {Guidelines
section 15126.6). However, Inglewood, along with its associated redevelopment and
parking entities, through the ENA has already committed itself to refuse to consider
alternatives during the three vear exclusive negotiating period.

The ENA explicitly states: “During the Hxclusive Negotiating Period and the sixty
{60} day period referred to in Section 22 below, the Public Entitics ... shall not negotiate
with or consider any offers or solivitations from, any person or entity, other than the

VIRATE seeks a writ of mandate from the Los Angeles Superior Court to require
Inglewood to set aside the ENA in Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions v.
Inglewood, case no. BS 170333,
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Developer, regarding a proposed DDA [Development and Disposition Agreement] for the
sale, lease, disposition, and/or development of the City Parcels or Agency Parcels within
the Study Area Site.” (ENA, section 2 (a).) With the ENA in place, Inglewood would
not in good faith be able to fully consider a range of alternatives as required by CEQA.
Instead, its EIR review would become a post-hoc rationalization for a decision to approve
the Proposed Arena Project which has already been made. Courts have expressly
condemned such a use of an EIR:

A fundamental purpose of an EIR is to provide decision makers with information
they can use in deciding whether to approve a proposed project, not to inform
them of the environmental effects of projects that they have already approved. If
post-approval environmental review were allowed, EIR’s would likely become
nothing more than post hoc rationalizations to support action already taken. We
have expressly condemned this use of EIR s,

{(Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376, 394.)

B. Alternatives to the Arena Project Must Be Analyzed in Depth in the EIR.

While an environmental impact report is “the heart of CEQA”, the “core of an EIR
is the mitigation and alternatives sections.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Bd. Of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.) Preparation of an adequate EIR with analysis of
a reasonable range of alternatives is crucial to CEQA’s substantive mandate to “prevent
significant avoidable damage to the environment” when alternatives or mitigation
measures are feasible. (CEQA Guidelines § 15002 subd. (3)(3).)

1. A Potential Rezone of the Lockhaven Tract Back to Its Original
Residential Zoning Should be Analyzed.

Alternative uses of the parcels throughout the Project area are possible, including
for housing. The proposed project area, also known as the northern portion of the
Lockhaven Tract, was formerly zoned as R-3 until 1980. Then it was changed to M1-L
for limited manufacturing. There are people living in the northern portion of the
Lockhaven Tract currently, including people receiving Section 8 housing vouchers, If the
area is rezoned to a residential type of zoning as it was in 1980 and before, the vacant lots
could be used for affordable housing.

From the NOP, it is apparent that one or more zone changes would be required as
part of the Proposed Project approvals. (NOP, p. 5 [“Zoning Changes” listed among
“Anticipated Entitlements and Approvals™].) Therefore, the alternative of changing
zoning to R-3 or some other type of residential zoning should be analyzed in the EIR.
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2. The Potential for Usage of the Area for a Technology Park Must be
Analyzed,

There was discussion of 2 Technology Park to be placed on the parcels, and that
would be a potentially feasible alternative well worth analysis in the EIR.
{(https:/fwww.dailvbreeze.com/201 8/03/06/owners-of-the-forum-sue-inglewood-its-
mayor-for-fraud-over-potential-clippers-arena/.)  The area’s current M-11L zoning allows
for extensive uses such as hotels, warehousing, and retail sales,
{https:/fwww.qoodeus/codes/inglewood/ )

3. The Potential for Usage of the Area for Community Serving Uses Must be
Analyzed.

The community group Uplift Inglewood has a detailed proposal for potential usage
of the parcels for various parts of the project area which is posted at the following
address: https://www.uplifiinglewood.org/resources.,

The proposal includes a youth center, a day care sentor center, a day care children
center, a creative arts center, an enviromunental studies commumnity center, a financial
literacy center, & small business incubator center, office space, public art, public plazas,
parks, courtyards, bikepaths, and sideswales. Because the parcels owned by the City,
Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, and the Parking District are public
property, these public-serving ideas roust be analyzed as part of the alternatives analysis.

4. Alternative Locations For the Arena Project Must Be Analvzed in the
EIR.

Offsite alternatives are a key component of an adeguate environmental analysis,
An EIR must describe “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or fo the location
of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic obiectives of the project but
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the sigmificant effects of the project, and
evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.” {CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6 subd.
{a}).) Therefore, in addition to considering onsite design alternatives for the Proposed
Arena Project, the EIR must also consider the possibility of relocating the Proposed
Project elsewhere in g location that could have fewer adverse environmental fmpacts,

. The Large Avens Project Would Have Extensive Environmental Impacts

The proposed Project would include a professional basketball arena consisting of
approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats as well as related landscaping, parking and various
other uses such as a practice facility, team offices, a sports medicine clinic, restaurants,
and retail uses. In addition to the 2-5 preseason, 41 regular season and 16 possible
postseason games plaved by the Clippers, the project would include an additional 100-
150 or possibly more events including concerts, family shows, conventions, and
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corporate or civic events. A project of this magnitude could have extensive impacts on
the environment including impacts to air quality, traffic congestion, nighttime lighting,
noise, etc.

D.  The Public Must Be Involved With Proper Notice and Full Information.

We are very concerned that Inglewood must ensure it complies with the public
participation requirements of the Brown Act, the California Environmental Quality Act,
and other applicable legal requirements. We have contacted the District Attorney to
express our concern that Inglewood has failed to appropriately comply by providing the
public with inadequate notice and inadequate information to allow participation in
Inglewood’s review process. A copy of our letter to the District Attorney is attached.
{Enclosure 1.) Press reports have underscored the public interest in the City’s review
process in published stories about the concerns. (Enclosures 2 and 3, “Documents Show
How Inglewood Clippers Arena Deal Stayed Secret,” KCET, Karen Foshay, March 15,
2018 and “In Possible Brown Act Violation, Inglewood Called Special Meeting to
Minimize Public Involvement,” March 17, 2018, Warren Szewczyk.)

Thank you for consideration of our views. We look forward to reviewing and
commenting upon the Draft EIR. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21092.2, we
request all future notices related to the Proposed Project.

Sincerely,

£ ER s

Douglas P. Carstens

Enclosures:

1. Letter of Chatten-Brown & Carstens to District Attorney dated March 15, 2018

2. “Documents Show How Inglewood Clippers Arena Deal Stayed Secret,” Karen
Foshay, March 15, 2018, posted at https://www kcet.org/shows/socal-
connected/documents-show-how-inglewood-clippers-arena-deal-stayed-secret

3. “In Possible Brown Act Violation, Inglewood Called Special Meeting to Minimize
Public Involvement,” March 17, 2018, Warren Szewczyk, posted at
https://warrensz.me/in-possible-brown-act-violation-inglewood-called-special-
meeting-to-minimize-public-involvement/
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March 15, 2018

The Honorable Jackie Lacey
District Attorney

766 Hall of Records

320 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re:  Request for Investigation of Intentional Violations of the Brown Act by
City of Inglewood in Approving Exclusive Negotiating Agreement and
Arena Project

Dear District Attorney:

On behalf of the Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions (“IRATE™)
we request that your office investigate Brown Act violations commitied by the City of
Inglewood! involving the proposed Clippers Arena Project in Inglewood. As evidenced in
emails required to be produced by Court Order in Inglewood Residents Against Takings
And Evictions v. City of Inglewood, counsel for the City and the project developer,
Murphy’s Bowl, agreed to limit the description of the item to be considered by the
Council “so it won’t identify the proposed project” and agreed not to provide the “normal
72 hours” notice under the Brown Act. The City and Murphy’s Bowl collaborated, in
violation of the Brown Act, to prevent the public from having a “fair chance to participate
in matters” being considered by the City Council.

On June 15, 2017, the City held a special meeting. It is evident from emails
between the City and Murphy’s Bowl that there was ample time to provide the “normal
72 hours” notice as provided for by the Brown Act. (Attached as Enclosure 1 is a copy of
the Special Meeting Agenda for the Inglewood City Council, the City of Inglewood as
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency and the Inglewood Parking

! As explained below, the actions appear to have.been taken on behalf of the City of Inglewood,
the Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency and the Inglewood Parking
Authority. Therefore, references to “City” in this letter include the Successor Agency and the
Parking Authority.
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Authority). The Agenda stated the following item would be considered at the City’s
special meeting:

Feonomic and Community Development Departmment. Staff report recommending
approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) by and among the City,
the City of Inglewood as Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment
Agency {Successor Agency), the Inglewood Parking Authority (Authority), and
Murphy’s Bowl LLC, 8 Delaware Limited Liability Company (Developer).

It is hard to imagine a less descriptive notice for a hearing to consider the
development of an NBA arena for the Los Angeles Clippers on more than 80 acres of
land that contemplated the use of eminent domain fo take hundreds of residences and
dozens of businesses, which would result in the eviction of hundreds (if not thousands) of
residents as well as the loss of jobs. The ENA was explicit as fo the possible use of
eminent domain by the City to acquire people’s homes and businesses. Properties
containing homes, apartments and businesses were identified on a map attached to the
ENA and designated for possible “acquisition...by eminent domain.” Nowhere in the
Agenda item is there a hint that people’s homes and livelihood could be taken by the City
and conveyed to Murphy’s Bowl for the Clippers’ arena.’

Nowhere in the Agenda notice do the words Clippers, NBA, basketball, or arena
occur, Nowhere in the agenda does it even suggest the subject matter of the ENA. Ifa
member of the public were able to figure out that the item somehow related to
development, there is no indication of where this development might occur. There is no
physical description of the area -- not a street name or intersection. The people in the
community affected by this decision to “approve” the ENA had no clue what the City
was considering.

We now know, because the City was ordered to produce the ematls by the Court,
that the City and Murphy’s Bowl intentionally omitted this information from the Agenda.

We understand that the violation of the Brown Act is a serious matter so we do not
make this request lightly. However, in light of evidence we have obtained as aresult of 2
Court Order it is now clear that the City and Murphy’s Bowl worked together to violate
the Brown Act and frustrate its purpose.

2 At later hearings on the scope of this Arena Project, the City reduced the area of
eminent domain due to community protests.

2
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| 8 THE CITY VE@LATEE} THE BROWN ACT ON JUNE 15, 2017 AND

A, The City’s Special Meeting Notice Was Designed to Minimize Public
Notice of and Interest in the Substance of the Matter Under
Consideration,

The Brown Act requires agenda drafters to “give the public a fair chance to
participate in matters of particular or general concern by providing the public with more
than mere clues from which they must then guess or surmise the essential nature of the
business to be considered by a local agency.” (San Diegans for Open Government v. City
of Oceanside (2016} 4 Cal. App.5th 637, 643.) Contrary to this legal requirement, the
City and the project developer, Murphy’s Bowl, actively deprived the public of the most
basic information about what the City Council would consider.

As noted above, the Agenda provided no meaningful information as to what was
actually to be considered by the City Council, Successor Agency and the Parking
Authority. The public had no way to know from the Agenda that these public entities
would be considering a proposed new arena for the Clippers and possibly condemn and
evict hundreds if not thousands of residents.

In connection with the June 15, 2017 hearing, we and others objected to clear
Brown Act violations. We demanded that the City cease and desist from its efforts to
defeat the public transparency purposes of the Brown Act. What we did not know at that
time was that the violations of the Brown Act were the result of knowing collaboration
between the City and Murphy’s Bowl.

B. The City and the Clippers Organization Hid the Ball About What
Was Being Proposed for Approval.

This past Monday, March 12, 2018, because of a Court Order in Inglewood
Reésidents Against Takings And Evictions v. City of Inglewood, we received from the
City’s attorneys a disclosure of previously-withheld communications between the City
and Murphy’s Bowl. These communications provide clear evidence of “collaboration”
by the City and Murphy’s Bowl LLC to violate the Brown Act prior to the June 15, 2017
meeting. (Enclosure 2.)

On June 9, 2017, Chris Hunter, representing Muphy’s Bowl, told Royce Jones,
who was representing the City, that "Our entity [i.e., Murphy’s Bowl LLC) will have a
generic name 5o it won't identify the proposed project.”" (Enclosure 2, page ING-251,
emphasis added.) The name “Murphy's Bowl LLC,” as stated by Mr. Hunter, was chosen
1o deprive the public of relevant information. As stated by Mr. Hunter, the development
entity, "Murphy's Bowl,” was so named so it would have a "generic name” that "won't

3
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identify the proposed project.” The email exchange shows that City officials actively
participated in that misinformation campaign.

Mr. Steven Ballmer, owner of the Clippers professional basketball team for whom
the Arena Project would be built, is the sole member of Murphy’s Bowl LLC. (Enclosure
3 [page ING ~285], Murphy’s Bowl LLC formation papers.) Therefore, the effort by the
City and Murphy’s Bowl appears to have been designed to misinform the public about
the entity that would participate in the ENA and defeat the government openness and
transparency purposes of the Brown Act.

In fact, Mr. Hunter goes as far as to make clear that his client, presumably
Murphy’s Bowl, wants to minimize the time of the release of the ENA to just before the
City Council hearing because “My client is trying to ime its out reach to the various
players,” So apparently, it was important for Murphy’s Bowl to tell *various players”
about the Council meeting and the ENA. The public clearly does not qualify as s
“player” as far as Murphy's Bowl and Mr. Hunter are concermed. This rare and
uncensored glimpse into the real views of Murphy’s Bowl and the City about the
community is beyond shocking. Murphy’s Bowl and the City had no concern for the
people whose lives they were about to affect. No wonder the City fought so bard to
prevent the disclosure of these revealing documents.

C. The City and the Clippers Gamed the System by Depriving the Public
of As Much Netice as Possible.

A public agency must normally provide 72 hours’ notice of a matter priortoa
regularly scheduled public hearing:

The Brown Act ... is intended to ensure the public's right to attend the meetings of
public agencies. (Freedom Newspapers, Inc. v. Orange County Emplovees
Retirement System {1993) 6 Cal.4th 821, 825, 25 Cal.Rptr.2d 148, 863 P.2d 218.)
To achieve this aim, the Act requires, inter alia, that an agenda be posted at least
72 hours before a regular meeting and forbids action on any item not on that
agenda. (§ 54954.2, subd. (a); Cohan v. City of Thousand Oaks (1994) 30
Cal.App.4th 547, 555, 35 Cal Rptr.2d 782.)

{International Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's Union v. Los Angeles Export
Terminal, Inc. (1999) 69 Cal.App.4th 287, 293.) A notice period of 24 hours is allowed
for special meetings, but this obviously provides less time for the public to become aware
of the meeting and attend.

In response to Mr. Hunter’s questioning whether the ENA had to be posted with
the agenda for a public hearing, Mr. Jones, the City’s atiorney, answered that the

4
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"document has to be posted with the agenda. Thart is why we elected to just post 24
hours versus the normal 72 hours.,” (Enclosure 2, p. ING-252, emphasis added.)

This is an email exchange on June 9, 2017, discussing the agenda for the June 15,
2017 meeting. So the City, along with the Clippers, purposefully decided to give only 24
hours’ notice rather than the normal 72 hours’ notice, so the public would have less
notice about the ENA. This is an outrageous attempt to deprive the public of adequate
notice when the City very easily could have given the normal 72 hours’ notice for such an
important matter for the City’s residents’ future.

Even earlier, in a June 5, 2017 email, Mr. Jones tells Mr. Hunter "the Mavor wants
to schedule the meeting approving the ENA during the middle of lune.” (Enclosure 2, p.
ING-169, emphasis added.) It is clear from the City Attorney’s email that the ENA
would be approved—that the Mavor and City officials had predetermined the matter
before it was even presented 1o the City Council, Clearly the public dide’™t matter given
that the City and Murphy's Bowl koew the City would provide an agenda itemn that gave
ne olue as to what was going 1o be considered and the City would provide only 24 hours’
notics Tor people to figure i out. They also knew long belorehand they wanted o have
the ENA at g public hearing on June 15, 2017, rendering 72 hour notice more than
feasible, Instesd, the Chty elected (o deprive the public of the "nonmal” notice period, as
noted by the City Attorney, The community was not one of the “players.”

it is noteworthy that this limited public notice was provided for an Arena Project
that resulted in intense public interest and packed public hearings with extensive public
objections to the proposal affer the Los Angeles Times ran a story about it and after the
initial June 15 special meeting. (Enclosure 4 [LA Times Article entitled “Possible
Clippers Arena has many Inglewood residents worried they may lose their homes or
businesses™}.)

I, INGLEWOOD HAS A HISTORY OF VIOLATING THE BROWN ACT
WHICH YOUR OFFICE HAS INVESTIGATED AND DOCUMENTED.

The Brown Act violation set forth here is not an isolated incident in the City of
Inglewood. On November 12, 2013, vou sent a letter to the City of Inglewood in Case
No. P13-0230 stating that actions by Mayor Butts at meetings on August 27, 2013 and
September 24, 2013 “violated the Brown Act.” (Hnclosure 5.) We ask that you consider
Inglewood’s history of violating the Brown Act and frustrating public participation as
part of the factual circumstances in evaluating our request to investigate the City’s more
recent Brown Act violations in connection with the Arena Project ENA.
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.  CONCLUSION.

Because of the Court-ordered release of documents, we now know that the City
and Murphy’s Bowl worked together fo provide a meaningless agenda description and
only 24 hours’ notice so that the project would not be known to the general public. The
clear and unambiguous intent of the City and Murphy's Bowl was to deprive the public
with meaningful notice as required by law.

We urge vou to investigate the City’s actions in intentionally violating the Brown
Act and take appropriate steps to hold the City’s leaders accountable.

Sincerely,

Douglas P. Carstens

Enclosures:
1. Special Meeting Notice dated June 15, 2017.
2. Emails dated June 9, 2017 of Royce Jones and Chris Hunter
3. Murphy’s Bowl LLC Formation documents
4. LA Times Article of August 13, 2017 and August 14, 2017.
5. Letter of Los Angeles County District Attorney’s Office dated

Movember 12, 2013 to Inglewood City Council

oo Bruce Gridiey, Esq.
Edward Kang, Fsq.
Charmaine Yu, Esq.
Royee Jones, Esq.
Chris Hunter, Esq.
Ms. Yvonne Horton, City Clerk, City of Inglewood
Ms. Margarita Cruz, Successor Agency Manager, Successor Agency
Mr. Artie Fields, City Manager, City of Inglewood
Bureau Fraud and Corruption Prosecutions, Public Integrity Division






Inglewood

m@m’w‘@aﬂ {:@m}

2009

MAYOR CITY CLERK
Emes 1 Bats, B ‘ Yvonne Horton
COURNCIL MEMBERS CIry TREA@E?RER
(}mxgaw Ditson, District No. 1 Wanda M. Brown
Alex Padilla, District No. 2 CITY MANAGER
Eloy Morales, J., Districs No. 3 Atie Fields

Batph L. Franidin, Plenid No. 4 CITY ATTORNEY

Kenneth R, Campos

48~16-17 City Councll Meeling {Special} Original Documeant

Doouments:
AGENDADGT82017 - SPECIAL.PDF

1. ECONORIC AND COMBURITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Staff report recommending approval of an Bxclusive Negotiating Agreement {EMA) by and among the City, the
City of Inglewood as Successor Agency 1o the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (Successor Agency), the
Inglewood Parking Authority {Authority), and Murphy’s Bowl LLC, a Delaware Limited Libility Company
{Breveloper).

Documents:

AGENDA ITEM NG, 1 (06182017 SPECIAL MTGLPDF

APPOINTMENTS TOBOARDS COMMISSIONE AND COMMITTZES

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING OTHER MATTERS

Persons wishing to address the City Coundil on any matter onnected with City business not elsewhere
considered on the agenda may do so at this thue. Peasons with mmpimis regarding City management of
ziepammia} operations are requested to submit those complaints first to the City Manaper for
resolution.

MAYORAND COUNCIL REMA

The members of the City Council will provide oxal reports, Including reports on City rélated travels
where lodging expenses are incurred, andfor address any matters they deem of genenal interest to the

pubiic.
ADJOURNMENT CTTY COUNCTT,

In the event thar today’s meeting of the City Council is not held, ovis conduded pror fo s public heaing
or other agenda jtem being considered. the public heming or non-public hearing sgenda fom will
antomatically be contirned to the next regularly scheduled iy Counell mesting.

AR 000016



INGLEWOOD, CALIFORNIA
Web Site - www.citvofinzlewood.org

Thursday, June 18§, 2017
9:30 AM.

2009

NOTICE AND CALL OF SPECIAL MEETING OF THE INGLEWOOD
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/PA NG AUTHORITY
(Government Code Section 54956)

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/PARKING AUTHORITY
OF THE CITY OF INGLEWOOD

NOTICE IS HEREBY ORDERED by the Mayor/Chairman that a special meeting of the
Council/Successor Agency/Parking Authority Members of the City of Inglewood will be held on
Thursday, June 15, 2017, commencing at 9:30 AM. in the Council Chambers, One Manchester
Boulevard, Inglewood, California (Government Code Section 54956).

MAYOR CITY CLERK
James T. Butts, Jr. Yvonne Horton
COUNCIL MEMBERS CITY TREASURER
George W. Dotson, District No, | Wanda M. Brown
Alex Padilla, District No., 2 CITY MANAGER
Eloy Morales, Jr., District No. 3 Artie Fields
Ralph L. Franklin, District No. 4 CITY ATTORNEY

Kenneth R. Campos

AGENDA
CITY COUNCIL/SUCCESSOR AGENCY/P

CLOSED SESSION ITEM ONLY - 9:.30 A M,

Roll Cali

Persons wishing to address the City Couneil/ on the closed session tenm may do so at this time,

8.1, Closed session — Confidential ~ Attorney/Client Privileged: Conference with Labor
Negotiator Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6: Names of the Agency Negotiator:
Jose O. Cortes, Human Resources Director: Name of Organizations Representing
Emplovees:  Inglewood Police Offices Association (IPOA), and Inglewood Police
Management Association (IPMA).
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City of Inglewood June 18, 2017

OPENING CEREMONIES - 10:00 A M,

Call to Order

Pledge of Allegiance

Roll Call

PUBLIC COMMENTS REGARDING AGENDA ITEMS

Persons wishing to address the Inglewood City Council/Successor Agency/Parking Authority on any
item on today’s agenda may do so at this time.

These items will be acted upon as 2 whole unless called upon by a Council Member.

i, ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Staff report recommending approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) by and among the
City, the City of Inglewood as Successor Agency 1o the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency {Successor
Agency), the Inglewood Parking Authority (Authority), and Murphy’s Bowl LLC, 3 Delaware Limited
Lisbility Company (Developer).
Recommendation;

1} Approve Exclusive Negotiating Agreement.

ADBJOURNMENT CITY COUNCT,

* Mo Accompanying Siaff Heport at the Time of Printing

3
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Possitle Clippers arena has many Inglewood residents wortied they m...  htip/Awww. latimes.com/sports/sportsnow/la-sp-clippers-inglewood-re..

Ricardo Ramirez, 20, of Inglewood, who Is against the proposal for a now arena for the LA, Clippers In Inglewood, speaks o
Mayor James T. Bulls and city councl members ot & special cily councll meeting held on July 21, (Gary Coronade / Los Angeles
Times)

By Nathan Fenno

AUGUST 13, 2017, 8:00 AM

hen construction started on the $2.6-billion stadivm for the Rams and Chargers last
year, Bobby Bhagat figured his family's commitment to Inglewood would finally pay ?Ef

For more than 40 years, they've owned the Rodeway Inn and Suites on busy Century
Boulevard. The tidy 36-room property sits across the street from the 208 acres where the vast sports
and entertainment district is starting o take shape.

1ofs
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*We've got a gold mine now that the stadium is coming,” said Bhagat, whose father and uncle originally
purchased the building. “This is what we worked for. We've been waiting for something like this to
happen. Now with the Clippers praject, it’s all up in the air.”

The family’s gold mine could face a bulldozer.

When a Clippers-controlled company and Inglewood agreed in June to explore building an arena, the
2z-page deal sent panie through the neighborhood. Some residents are praying for the project 1o fail,
losing sleep, participating in protests, consulting lawyers.

All this because of the legalese buried in the agreement broaching the possibility of using eminent
domain to supplement land already owned by the city. The site map attached to the document shows
100 “potential participating parcels” over a four-block area where the arena might be built, Eminent
domain allows cities and other government agencies to pay fair market value to take private property
from residents or business owners against their wishes for public uses.

The map doesn’t indicate there are an estimated 2,000 to 4,000 people, predominately Latino, who live
in the four-block area. Same for the scores of children — schools are a short walk away — and blue-
collar residents who have been in the same houses for decades. Many residences include mudtiple
generations of the same family. The median income hovers arcund $30,000.

The area includes the Inglewood Southside Christian Church, more than 40 single-family homes,
apartment buildings with about 500 units, several businesses and the Rodeway Inn and Suites.

The ¢ity owns large parcels of land in the area around the business, making it one of the most plausible
archa siles.

=

“I’s not an eyesore, it’s not blighted, it’s well-kept, well-maintained and we don’t want to go anywhere,
Bhagat said. “We're going to fight tooth and nail to stop the project.”

He is among a growing number of business owners and residents pushing back against Clippers owner
Steve Ballmer's proposal to construct the “state of the art” arena with 18,000 t0 20,000 seats slongside
a practice facility, team offices and parking. Ballmer, worth an estimated $a2 billion, has said the team
will honor its lease to play at Staples Center through the 2024 season.

The Inglewood deal isn't final — some speculate it could be a negotiating ploy by Ballmer to wangle a
better deal from the Anschutz Entertainment Group-owned Staples Center — but that hasn’t slowed
opposition.

One community group sued Inglewood last month in Los Angeles County Superior Court alleging the
project should have been reviewed under California’s Environmental Quality Act before the council

2of§ CBC @"ﬁ%’imﬁ, 1:52 PM
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approved the agreement. The group also distributed fliers urging Inglewood Mayor James T. Butis Jr. to

,,,,, . “stop this land grab.” Another group, Uplift Inglewood, organized community meetings and protests.
The Madison Square Garden Co., which owns the nearby Forum, issued a sharply-worded statement,
accused the city of fraud in a claim for damages (usually the precursor to a lawsnit) and sued to obtain
public records about the project.

In an email to The Times, Butts described the liigation as “frivolous” and said negotiations for the

arena are “procesding well”

At an Inglewood City Council meeting last month, the mavor insisted “no one is being displaced with
the sales of these parcels.” But opponents question how enough space exists to build an arena in four
blocks without seizing private property. About 20 acres of city-conirolled parcels are scattered across
the Bo-acre area.

The arena and associated structures would likely require at least 20 connected acres ~— and possibly
more. That doesn’t include any ancillary development or larger roads to handle increased traffic. The
largest contiguous plece of land controlled by the city in the four-block area is only five acres. More
would be needed for the project.

“In my opinion, there will not be any eminent domain proceedings of residential property or of church
property,” Buits wrote in an email. “As negotiations continue, there will be an opportunity for the City
Council to make that clear at some point in the near future. That is not the intent of the project. I
personally will not support the use of eminent domain proceedings 1o take any residential property.”

But the response by some residents is a contentious departure from the groundswell of support 2%
years ago for Rams owner Stan Kroenke’s plan to build his stadium on the site of the old Hollywood
Park racetrack. Kroenke isn’t involved with the Clippers project, though Wilson Meany, the sports and
entertainment district’s development manager, is filling the same role for the possible avena.

“This is something more than just bulidozing houses, this is a network of people and relationships that
would also be destroyved,” said Douglas Carstens, a Hermosa Beach land use atiorney who sued
Inglewood on behalf of the group Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Eviction that goes by the
acronym IRATE. “It may be lower income and underserved, but they have a sense of community that's
thriving.”

One person who works with neighborhood residents was blunt: “They're sitting on poverty.”

Umn the second Saturday of each month, the church gives away clothing and food to neighbors in need —
food usually runs out at each event — and hosts 30 to 40 people for a free breakfast every Friday.

CBC 0f
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def 8

The church owns about two acres along West 104th Street, the largest single parcel in the four-block
area that's not controlled by the city or a business, Herbert Botis, pastor of the church for 17 vears, said
the congregation doesn’t want to move, but they're waiting uniil more details emerge before deciding on
what, if any, action 1o iake.

"We will do what we can to fight it, of course we will,” Bolts said. “But right now we're just keeping cur
syes and ears open.”

A half-block away, Gracie Sosa has witnessed the neighborhood’s evelution from a two-bedroom home
on Doty Avenue where she'’s lived with her parvents since 1985. Crime and violenee in the area have
dwindled in recent years, replaced by a calmer, family-oriented atmosphere.

Sosa, who works for the American Red Cross, learned of the potential avena from a friend. No
representatives of the city or team have contacted the family. She takes care of her disabled parents who
are in their 708, The family has no intention of leaving.

“It’s about the money,” Sosa said. “Lets just say it like it is. They're not thinking about how many people
would lose their homes. I don’t think our voices are heard. We're not billionaires. We're just residents of
a not-so-great neighborhood. But it's our neighborhood.

“We're saying “No, no, no’ until the end.”

Irma Andrade agrees. The concession stand manager at Staples Center has lived on Yukon Avenue for
20 years.

“It’s unfair for people like us who worked really hard to buy our houses,” she said. “I pray for it not to
happen. But the money and power is really, really strong. We don’t have that power.”

Nicole Fletcher resides nearby in an apartment on 104th Street. She walks around the block at night and
sees a neighborhood that’s come a long way, but holds the potential for more improvement. In her eyes,
that doesn’t include an arena.

“My biggest coneern is how it will impact the families,” Fletcher said. ] would hate 1o see a lot of people
move out becanse they want to build a sports arena.”

But little is known about the project other than that Ballmer would fund it himself. The agreement
between Inglewood and the Clippers-controlled company, which included the team giving the citya
$1.5-million nonrefundable deposit, runs for three years with the possibility of a six-month extension.
No renderings have been made public, ususally the first step in any public campaign for a new venue.
Even the possible location of the arena on the four-block site is a mystery.
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A Clippers spokesman declined comment about the project or opposition.

The uncertainty hasn't helped many of the residents, business owners and landlords. There are worried
conversations with neighbors. Trips to organizing meetings. And, most of all, questions.

“In our experience with eminent domain, they never give you fair market value,” said Bhagat, whose
pride in the family business is reflected in his preference to call it a hotel instead of a motel. “We already
know we're going to be shortchanged.”

He's concerned about the potential lost income from the business that advertises “fresh, clean guest
rooms” and touts its proximity to L.A. International Afrport. His cousin who operates the business,
John Patel, lives on site with his wife and two young children. What would happen 1o them?

Airplanes descend over the palm tree-lined parking lot. Cranes sprout across the street from the sports
and enfertainment district scheduled to open in 2020,

“How are we going to replace this business with another business in Southern California with that great
of a location?” Bhagat said. “It literally is impossible.”

nathan.fenno@latimes.com

Twitter: @nathanfenno

ff‘:fzi
Two hikers found dead in the Mojave Desert
Terrorists, hackers and scarmmers: Many enemies as L.A. plans Olympics security

Diespite California’s strict new law, hundreds of schools still don't have enough

vaceinated kids
Copyright © 2018, Los Angeles Times
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Frotesters attend a oty council meeling in the overcrowded council chambsers, {Gary Coronado / Los Angeles Times)

By Nathan Fenne

AUGURY 44, 2017, 6:25 PM

nglewoond’s City Couneil will vote Tuesday on a revised deal with a Clippers-controlled company
o shrink the four-block area where the team could build an arena so residences and a church

aren't displaced.

The reworked agreement, quietly added to the meeting’s agenda after it was firgt posted online Friday,
follows protests by worried residents and at least two lawsuits related to the potential project.

owl LLC during a special meeling in June,

SPONSOR A STUDENT rabout whether proper notice was given for
1-year subscription for $13 GIVE NOW > . .
Y P vhere the arena, practice facility, team
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headguarters and parking could be constructed — and broached the possibility of using eminent
o, domain to acguire some of the property.

The impacted area is home 1o an estimated 2,000 1o 4,000 people with a median income sround
$30,000, as well as the Inglewood Southside Christian Church.

The new agreement eliminates the possibility of removing single-family homes and apartment buildings
and narrows the possible arena area to two blocks along West Century Avenue. Thev're occupied by a
variety of businesses, including the family-owned Rodeway Inn and Suites, a warehouse used by UPS,
Church's Chicken and an auto detailing shop. The deal also includes about six acres of city-owned land
along West 102nd Street, butting up against the church and apartment buildings in addition fo more
city-owned land off South Prairie Avenue,

The agreement leaves open the possibility of acquiring property for the arena through eminent domain
“provided such parcel of real property is not an occupied residence or church.”

Douglas Carstens, a Hermosa Beach land use attorney who sued Inglewood in July on behalf of the
group Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Eviction, believes the move is a step in the right
direction, but wants more action by the city.

"Even without displacing resident owners or a church, there could still be a significant disruption of
long-established businesses and apartment dwellers, and the significant impacts to everyone of the
large arena complex next door,” Carstens wrote in an email.

The upcoming vote isn’t enough for nearby Forum, which has been vocal in its opposition to the arena
plan,

“The City is all over the map, changing course with the shifting political winds,” a statement issued by a
Forum spokesman said. “Yet the City remains committed to eminent domain to take over people's land
for the benefit of a private arena. Plus, redrawing the boundaries now does not preclude the City from
changing those boundaries back in the future.

“Until the city outright prohibits the use of eminent domain for a new Clippers arena, no owner of
private property in the area is safe.”

Inglewood Mavor James T, Bulis Jr. told The Times last week that he wouldn't support any effort to use
eminent domain on residences or the church.

on for why the residential areas were
GIVE NOW > sange, other than it came “as a
ions ... requested by the parties.”
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The negotiating agreement between Inglewood and the Clippers-controlled company runs for 36
months.

Uplift Inglewood, a community group that’s protested the arena plan, claimed the vote as a victory, but
said more action is needed.

“We want them to take eminent domain off the table, pledge not to use it at all and build affordable
housing in the community so we can stay here,” a statement on behalf of the group said. “We want
homes before arenas.”

nathan.fenno@latimes.com

Twitler;: @nathanfenno

O

Possible Clippers arena has many Inglewood residents worried they may lose their
homes or businesses

Sam Farmer: 'From a fan standpoint, this is greals’ Commissioner Roger Goodell and
4

Chargers fans gel a first look at the N¥L's smallest stadinm

Watch LaVar Ball lose to Ice Cube in a four-point shootout at Staples Center

UPDATES:
3:55 p.m.: This article was updated with comments from attorney Douglas Carstens.
6:28 p.m.: This article was updated with statements from the Forum and Uplift Inglewood.

Copyright © 2018, Los Angeles Times
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November 12, 2013

The Honorable Members of the Councll
Inglewood City Councll

One Manchester Bivd,

Inglewood, CA 80301

Re: ed Vicktions of Brown Act

Gase No. P13-0230

Dear Honorable Members of the Councll,

Our office recelved complaints of viclations of the Brown Act by the Inglewood Cliy Councll
affecting the right of members of the public to make comments at City Councll meetings.
We reviewed recordings of City Councll meetings on August 27, 2013 and September 24,
2013, and observed that Mayor Jim Bufts intenuplted a member of the public who was
maksng public comments and then ordered that person fo be excluded from the meetings.
As explained below, we concluds that the actions at both meetings viclaled i%‘s@ %mwm Act.
We hope that our explanation will assist the Councll io better understand the permissible
scope of regulating public commends and ensure that the Councll does not :ﬁg&@&i these
violations.

At the City Council meeting on August 27, 2013, Joseph Telxelra, 2 member of the public,
spoke during the time scheduled for open comments. He began by requesting that the
Council remove Mayor Butls as munmﬁ chair based on allegations thet Mavor Bults misled
and lied o the public through the Inglewood Today newspaper which is published by Wille
Brown, an assoviate of Mayor Bulls ﬁs%t«:symr Bults interrupted Mr. Taixelra severalimes fo
rebut the accusations. Mr. Teixelra r@&gﬁ&mﬁ&d by calling Mayor Bults a llar. At that time,
Mayor Butls Inferupted agam and declared that Mr. Telxeira was “dong” making
comments. When Nr. Teixeira asked why, Mayor Buits replied that Mr. Teixeira was going
to stop calling people names. Mayor Butlts instructed a uniformed officer 1o escort Mr.
Teixelra out of the meeting. A few minutes later, afler comments wers received from other
members of the public, Mavor Bulls made addiional comments to rebut Mr. Telxeira’s
sllegations. Mavor Bulls added that he had allowed Mr. Teixsira to call kim & liar at almost
gvery City Council meeling recently, but asserted that Mr. Telxelra does not have the right
fo call people lars at Clly Councll meetings. Mayor Bults then declared, "T'm not going o
let anvone, from this point on, vell at the Councll, vell at people in this room, call people
names. That's not an exercise of free speech. That's just not going 1o happen anymore.”
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scheduled for pﬁbﬁe comments reganding agends lems. He rapresen
Com man%a were in objection to th waﬁaﬂt wg%ai@r payment fo i%‘a B

er, an fem which was listed on the agenda. He opposed the @mn@éé u@iﬂg

| tax dollars fo pa Emgiam@d T@ﬁay to assist them In their bids for re-election by
regularly praising them am‘:ﬁ %’swﬁmg their mistakes, misconduct and serious pmbiams inthe
city. As specific axamgﬁas, he asserted the! Inglewood Today had never reported on
apparently well known allegations of past misconduct, Including viclatihg c:iv% rights of
oitizens, by Mayﬁr Butts while he was the Santa Monica Chief of Folice. Mayor Butls then
cut off Mr Teixslra stating that the comments were not properily related to the warmant
reglister agenda flem and that Mr. Telxelra would have to come back at the end fo continue
his comments during the open comments period. Mr. Telxelra responded that he was
speaking about the warrant register, but Mayor Buits declared that he was "done.” Mr.
Teixeira responded that he would talk about the warrant register and Mayor Bulls wamed
hirn that he would be “done” if he sald one more word about anything other then what was
fisted on the agenda. Mr. Te xaéra then msumed h s comments by asserting that Wﬁ?ﬁi@

0000

Mayor Bults cut off Mr, Teixel ra and declared iim& %"e@ was "done.” He m@n Ensimct@d a
uriformed officer to escort Mr. Telxelrs out and added that he could come back at the end
when open comments would be received. Indeed, Mr. Telxeira resumed his oritical
remarks later In the meeting during the open comments pef&@&i

The Brown Act protects the public’s right 1o address local legisiative bodies, such as a city
councl, on specific lterms on mesting agendas as well as aﬁy topic In the subject matler
juﬁsé ion of the body. The Act permils a body io meke reasonable regulations on ims,
place and manner of public comments. Accordingly, a mﬁy may hold separate periods for
public commentis relating o agenda llems and for open comments. Also, 2 "legisiative
body may exclude all persons who willkilly cause a disruplion of a meeting so that #t
cannot be conducted in an orderly fashion.” (The Brown Act, Open Mestings for Local
Legisiative Bodies (2003) California Atiomey General's Office p. 28.; Gov. Code §
54957.9.) But exclusion of a person is justified only after an aclual s:ﬁ&smpimn and not
based on a mere anticipation of one. {(Acosta v. Cily of Costa Mesa (2013) 718 F.3d 800,
811; Norse v. Clty of Sanfa Cruz (2010) 629 F.3d 866, 876.) A speaker might disrupta
meeting "by speaking too long, by being unduly repetitious, or by extended discussion of
irrelevancies.” {(White v. Cily of Norwalk {1800) 800 F.2d 1421, 1428; Kindt v. Santa
Monica Rent Conlfrol Board {1985) 67 F.3d 266, 270.) However, “personal, impertinent,
profane, insolent or slanderous remarks” are not per ss actually disruptive. Exclusion for
such speach is not justified unless the speech actually caused disruption of the meeting.
{Acoste, supre, 718 F.3d at 813.) Furthermore, a "legislative body shall not probibit a
member of the public from criticizing the policies, procedures, programs, or services of the
agency, or of the acls or omissions of the legislative body.” (The Brown Acl, Open
Mestings for Loval Legislative Bodles, supra, 8t 28.; Gov. Code § 54854.3(c).)

The guestion of when parlicular conduct reaches the threshold of actual disruption to
justify excluding @ member of the public “involves a great deal of discretion” by the



m@éafat&r of the meetling, {White, supra, B00 F.2d at 1426.) ?éaﬁﬁﬁsg%@ss,
may not “rule] ] spesch out of order simply because he disagrees with i =

employs words he doss not tke.” (i) Conduct which coigts have ﬁauﬁzﬁ ammmﬁaﬁ o

actual disruption includes yelling and trving fo sp@&k out of tum during a mest]

szsﬁm, 67 F.3d ai 2713 Actual dssmgﬁm was also found wh&m 2 mgmmr af ﬁh@ .

g}?@ stood ug} ?3"% response aﬁé some starfed clapping. &d&sﬁm&?
aﬁammﬁ §:~y z:aﬁ’%aﬁm {0 escort him au& a:;f i%“m mgﬁiéng

Applying the case law above o the conduct captured in the recordings, we find that Mr.

Teixelra did not cause any actual disruption at either meeting at issue. Thus, excluding
rom each meeling was unlawiul, In the ﬁugusi 27, 2013 meeling, it 18 clear that
Mayar Butts cut off Mr. Teixelra's comments in response to Mr. Teixeira calling Mayor
Butls a liar, Mayor Butls even explained to Mr. Telxsira that he was going to stop calling
people names. Mayor Bulls’ additional s;@mm@aiwy to the audience after h@ had Mr.
Telxeira escorted out of the mﬁ@% ng confirms his purpose to not allow members of the
public to vell or call people names at m@eﬁéﬁgs Mayor Bulls' daclaration t%zat ﬁw conduct
he was curtalling was "notan ammiae of free speech’” is incomect. As clted above,
personal remarks such as name calling is g:&mi@ciaé by the Brown Act and First
Amendrment and is not in and of itself a justification for cutling off a speaker or having the
person removed. Mr. Telxelra's words did not cause a disruplive reaction fromthe
audience or otherwiss impeds the procesdings. And, while | is bue thal Mr. Telxeira
raised his voloe during his emotional comments, we do not believe that itis ammr&i& i
describe him as yelling during his comments. Regardless, justification for Inferrupling and
excluding a member of the public does not hinge on when a raised voice reaches a @eﬁaﬁn
level, Rather, the actions are justified only fo address an actual disruption. Mr. Tebelra

did not cause any disruption st this mesting. Therefors, it was unlawful fo cut short his
gomments and exclude him from the mesting.

Likewise, Mr. Teixelra did not cause any disruplion at the meeting on September 24, 2013,
On this occasion, Mayor Bulls based his actions on the view that Mr. Teixeira’s comments
had veered off course and were no longer relevant to the specific agenda llem involving
the warrant register to pay Inglewood Today. We disagree. Mr. Teixeira's commenis
remained relevant to the specilic warrant register. The basls of his objection o the warrant
register was his assertion thal the newspaper repeatedly falled To report on afleged
misconduct by Mayor Bulls. To support his assertion, Mr. Telxeira offered multiple
examples of such alleged misconduct. Citing such examples had the additional effect of
criticizing Mayor Butts which is a topic reserved for the open comments period later inthe
meeting. However, the additiona! effect did not strip the comments of thelr relevance to
the inifial issue of the warrant register. Bxceeding the standard ime allolled for speakers
might amount to a disruption, but Mr. Teixeira's time was cut short. Furthermore, his
comments did not incite 2 disruptive reaction from the audience. Again, i was unlawlul o
cut off Mr. Telxeira's comments and have him excluded.



it must also be noted that even i Mr. Telkeira’s commenis had strayed off fopic, exclusion
was still unjustified. The appropriste response would have been o interrupt the commends
and instruct Mr. Tebislra 1o leave the podium and be seated. Nothing of his conduct was
disruptive, When he was told thet he could no longer speak at that ime, even though
unlawfully, and that he must wait unill the opan comment period, he did not persist in his

comments. Nor did he resist the officer who escorted him out of the meeting.

Finally, m%&mp%m& of Mr. T@sxa ra's comments by Mayor Bulls at the August 27, 2013
meseting raise ancther fmmam regarding a speaker's ﬁi time for m&é@n@ comments.
Legislative bodies may iimit the &im@ sach speaker s alio 6
inglewood City Council doss. But caution must be taken by the @Qiﬁﬁ@ i i%’ea% internuplions
by its members do not cut short the allotted time. Mayor Bulls interrupled several times to
rebut accusations made by Mr. Telxelra, Because Mr. Telxelra's comments were cut short
by unlawfully removing him, it remains unclear whether of not the interruptions by Mayor
Butis would have affected ih@ thae mit. it s understandable that members of the Councll
right not want o leave accusations unanswered. But it must be ensured that such
interruptions by members do not iake away from the time allotied any Individual speaker.
“E‘he Coundil has the prerogative to sel iis procadures, but one way of protecting the

lintted time would be to reserve responses by members of the Councll untll afteran
End%vidua s public comments or aﬁ@r the general period for public commaents.

We hope that our explanation will assist your understanding of permissible action under to
the Brown Act and expect that from this point forward vou will fully respect the rights of any
member of the public to lewlully address the Councll, Please fesl free to contact us fyou
have any questions,

Truly yours,

JACKIE LACEY
District Attomey

BJORN DODD
Deputy District Attomey

oo, Cal Saunders
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Documents Show How Inglewood Clippers Arena Deal Stayved Secret

March 25, 2018

Tnglewood City Council | Lawrence K. Ho / Loz Angeles Times via Gutty Ineagee

Inglewood city officials were secretly negotiating an agreement to build an arens for the Clppers haskethall tearn fro months befre giving a
carefully puarded notice 4 the puliic, acvording 1o pewly released documents.

Mow there ix a veruest for the Los Angeles District Attorney’s Office tn fuvastigate.

Fegidents arned about the profect on June 15, 2017, 3t ¢ special roseting of e oty counell. The docaments sugpest that backers of the arens
ey have parposely used & speeld meeting beeawse 3 reguived fust 24 hours public notice, while 2 reglar meeting reguives 72 hours notics, The
meeting agenda didu’t mention the avens oy the Clppers, but gave an obecure name of a velated company negotisting the desl.

A judge ordered the docoments be made public savlier this month s part of ongolng Utigation involving the oity and & community group. The
Inglewood Residents Against Taking and Bviction, or IRATE, is suing nglewood, cluiming the city did not follow the Californis Environmental
Cruality Act, or CEQA, before i approved the exchusive negotiating agreement (o build the arena.

U Thursday, Doug Carstens, an environments! attorney representing TRATE sent a letter 1o the Los Angeles District Altomsy Jarkie
Lagey seking her office to lvvestigate the oily for intentional Brown Act viclations. The Brown Actis a state loow guarantesing the publics right to
sttend meetings held by local tegisluive bodies.

“These uetions are sxavthy conlrary to the govermment openness snd transpurency purposes of the Brows Aot and the Californds Bnvivonmental
Crualivy Act,” saidd Carslens.

The state’s oldest environmental law, CHQA, requires Jocal and state agencies (o do environmental reviews befors approving certain projects. An
sovironmental impant report evaluating the arens is cmrently wnderwny, according o city officials. Should the project be approved, some losal
Tusiness owners and residents have volced concern the oity may use eminent domain to acguire property o develop the arena.

Carsiens sought dovuments, nchiding emails, refated to the agrestosnt, The city had argued the erasils were protectsd by stfvrney-clisnt
privileze. Los Angeles Supsrior Court.Judge Amy Hogoe partiaily disagreed smd ordered attorneys defending Tnglewood 1o relesse nvet 200 pages
of draft agreseents and soalls Monday,

T am Aprit 2oty small foovn Royee Jones, an atorney for Ingleweod, to Chris Hunter, the attvnney negotiating for the project, Jones confirms a
draft of the agreernent vwas prepared based on discussions sarlier in the mrmih with Mayor James Butis and "rertain other City aud Chipper
rapreseniatives.”

IRATE contends that the docunenis how the suorecy was maintained Hegally,

Tt & Juns ¢ evell, Hioder asked Jones i the agroerosnt pumst he part of the clty conncdl's pubiie agenda or could be dvwnlonded “shortly befipe
the mesting” because his olivnt wanted tr reach val to "variows players.” Jrmes responded that the agresment must be part of the agenda and
“that i why we elected 1o just pust 24 bowrs versus the normal 72 hours,”

Hgllo Chiris,

The dorument has o be posted with the agends. Thatis why we elerted to just post 34 howrs versus the normal 72
o,

foyos

Heng from oy iFhone

June g email between Svwvers for Inglewood snd the Clippers.
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Hunter sdded that the entiiy he is representing “will have 8 generic name so it wor't identify the proposed project.” Residents would see only that
the mesting involved Murphy's Bowl LILC, an entity formed In Javuary 2017 in Delaware, 1t has one member, Steven Ballmer, the owner of the
Clippers, according to court records.

The Inglewood City Council's regular meetings are held on alternate Tuesdays, but there wasn't one on Tuesday, June 13. Tnstead, thers was a
special meeting on Thursday, which only required the agenda 1o be posted 24 hours in advance.

The timing is more than suspect, Carstens believes,

“Each of these actions individually and collectively shows an ongoing and illegal patiern of gaming the system, depriving the public of notics, and
hiding the ball,” said Carstens.

15, Buils acknowledged negotiations with the Clippers began in Janusry 2017,

Butis and City Altorney Ken Campos did not respond to a request for coznment.

The negotintions are characterized as “secret meetings” In 2 Jawsuit filed March 5 by the Madison Sguare Garden Co., which owns the Forum,
MSG is suing the city of Inglewnod including Buits, the ity conuedl and the parling anthorily, claiming they violated a contraciual agreement
involving & 15-acre parking lod. Inglewood lsased the Iot to MSG for seven years starting in 2014 to use for overtlow parking,

MSG says in the lawsuit that it invested $100 million indo the Forum property based on agreements with the cily, including the parking lot leage.
The lawsuit also claims that in January 2017 the eity pressured MEG to back out of the parking lease agreement and that the mayor claimed the
eity nesded the land to creste a “technology park.”

Butls i at the center of what MSG ealls 3 “fravdulent scherne” to let the Clippers use the land 1o build 3 facility that would eompete with the
Foram. The mayor told MSG officials use his personal email and not his official ¢ity account to communicats, sccording the complaint.

The Forum was acquired by MSG in 2012 and bas heen a venue for concerts and sporiing events.

By early April MSG terminated the parking lease agreement. At the tie, MSG 4id not know Inglewood officials were alrsady well underway in
drafling an agreement with the owners of the Clippers 1o sell them the parking lot i order to build an arena for the basketball team. M8Q claims
it would not have broken the lease had it kmown of the city’s “irue intentions.” The company learned about the plan on June 14 when Bults broke
the news In 3 telephone call to an MSG exeoutive, the same day the public agenda was posted.
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In Possible Brown Act Violation, Inglewood Called Special Meeting to
Minimize Public Involvement — Warren Szewezyk

Letter Requesting Investigation of Inglewood Sent to LA County District Attorney

The City of Inglewood attempted to minimize transparency as they planned to ratify a negotiating agreement with representatives of the Los
Angeles Clippers, freshly released emails reveal. The docinents may even show evidence of criminal activity,

T've reported on the City’s dublous effort 1o hide over 100 emails written while preparing sn Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (ENA) between the
City and Murphy’s Bowl, a shell corporation possessed by Clippers owner Steve Ballmer, After a court order to release the contents of thege
emails, we now have an idea of why neither Inglewood nor Muwphy's Bowl wanted them public.

“What are the city’s requirements for when the ENA has to be posted,” seks Chris Hunter, a lawyer representing Murphy's Bowl, just six days
before a special City Counef] meeting to approve the ENA. “T understand The agenda has 1o go out 24 hours in advance but the question [ was
asked was whether the document must be part of the public agenda or can it be down loaded shortly before the hearing” (sic).

He goes on to say, “Our entily” — a reference to Murphy's Bowl — “will have a generie name so it won’t identify the proposed project.”

Royee Jones, a lawyer hired by the City, replies: “The dorument has 1o be posted with the agenda. That is why we elected to just post 24 hours
versus the normal 72 hours,”

Feerne Royen K, Jones

Bl Friviay, hame B, 3017 5328 PM

Fae Chels Murter

Subsluete R Question

Hello Thels,

The document has to be posted with the sgends. That is why we elected to fest post 34 hours versus the normal 72
BT,

Hpyee

Sept from wy Phone

» b Jut 8, F0LT, 9 523 PAY, Chels Munter echintergrhhisiaw. ooms wote:

>

> 54 Rowne

>

= What sre the city's requinsments Torwhers the ENA document as 1o be posted, | ussisegtand The agends has o goout
24 howrs I advance but the question that Dwas asked was whether the dovument must be part of the public sgends wr
I B o e dhonert Joasted shoetly before the hearing. My client 1t trying to Bme oot seach to the various players, Sur
grtity will have s gerenic name 50 & wor't Hentify the proposed project

>

» Sant from oy Phose

*

» {hris Humter

>

A June g email exchange between Chris Hunter, representing the Clippers, and Royee Jones, representing the City of Inglewood, that
shows an attempt to minimive puble involvement in the Clippers arena negotiation process.

Jones is referring to the City’s decision to hold a special meetling, requiring 24 hours advanced notice, versus bringing the issue to a regudar city
council meeting, which would require 72 hours notice. In other words, Inglewood and the Clippers purposefully chose to bold a special meeting
for no other reason than to reduce the amount of notice required.

This short exchange fits into 2 continued pattern of keeping the public at arms length with respect to the arena proposal. Nowhere in the
communications between Mr. Hunter and Mr, Jones — which wouldn't even be public if not for 2 lawsuit and eourt order within that lawsuit - is
there any suggestion of ensuving or soliciting public involvement.

Aceording to Dong Carstens, a lawyer suing the City on behalf of an Inglewood community group, the conversation between My, Hunter and Mr,
Jones proves the City breached a 1053 California transparency law known as the Brown Act.

In a March 15 leiter to Jackde Lacey, the Los Angeles County District Attorney, Carstens reguested the office investigate Brown Act violations.

“The violations of the Brown Act were so egregions it didn’ seem like we could just Iet them go,” he said in a phone interview, “It seemed like
something the DA should be nvolved in”

“Ome of the eore principles of the Brown Act is that the public has a right to hear and dlscuss anything that a legislative body subject io
the Brown Act is going to discuss ... If the goal here was to make sure the public dide’t know what they were actually going o talk
about ... that's contrary to the letter and the apirit of the Brown Act.” — Dan Snyder, First Amendment Coalition

Among other provisions, the Brown Aet reguires city meeting agenda descriptions to “give the public a fair chanee to participate ... by providing

the public with more than mere clues from which they must then guess or surmise the essential nature of the business to be considered by a local
agency.” Carstens argues Inglewood wilifully obfuscated the purpose of the June 15 2017 meeting to snsure as litile public serutiny as possible.
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i
Dan Snyder, a lawyer with the First Amendment Coalition who has pursued many Brown Act suits, says there’s a strong case 1o be made,

“Uhe Brown Act is clear in that agenda items have io be described in a way that is both acourate and not misleading,” be told me by phone. “The
tact that this agenda tem doesn’t mention anything about the NBA, or an arena, or the Clippers, or any of the [Hems] that ave actually at issue
here makes it misleading.”

1t's not the first thne Inglewood has comne under serufiny related io the Brown Act. In fact, the same DA wheo recsived Mr, Carsiens allegations
penned 8 2013 letier to the Inglawond City Counell informing the Council that Mayor Butts had violated the Brown Act by unlawfully removing
mrembers of the public from council mcetings sirmply for disagreeing with the Mayor's opinions,

Despite 3 docamented history of Brown Act viclations by the Inglewond city govermment, Mr. Snyder believes it's unlibely the District Attorney’s
office will follow through with any signtficant action.

“I don’t kmow of a single instance wheve a DA has brought charges based on the Brown Act,” he said. "It is authorized under the law, but to my
knowledge it's never happened.”

Rr. Snyder said the letter to the DA may just be a form of “saber-rattling.”
For bis part, Mr. Carstens said he sivoply hopes the DA will provide “accountability” in whatever form they desm most sppropriste.

Bevond criminal proceedings, Inglewood could be beld accountable in civil court. But since 2 Brown Act sult must be brought within 9o days of
the alieged vickation, i seems 1o be too late for such a case,

Regardless, Mr. Snyder belleves the letler is purposeful and important.

“It's good i briug to the public’s stiention Brows Act viclations,” he said. “Bven after the windww for civil Hitigation bas passed that dossn’t msan
the window for criticizing the city government has passed.”
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