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Chairperson James T. Butts, Jr.

Members of the Oversight Board of the Inglewood Successor Agency
I Manchester Blvd.

Inglewood, CA 90301

RE: Oversight Board Proposed June 27, 2018 Action — Proposed Disposition of
Properties

Dear Chairperson Butts and Members of the City of Inglewood’s Oversight Board:

We submit these comments on behalf of Inglewood Residents Against Takings
and Evictions (IRATE) in connection with the Successor Agency’s proposed disposition
of the parcels B-1.1 through B-3 as identified in the Long Range Property Management
Plan (“the parcels” or “parcels 1-137). We respectfully request that the Oversight Board
deny the Successor Agency’s request for a resolution regarding the disposition of the
parcels. Disposition of the parcels by the Successor Agency would be in furtherance of
the proposed Los Angeles Clippers arena project and would violate the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

IRATE opposes the City’s apparent approval of the arena complex. IRATE’s
members will be adversely impacted by the Arena Project’s construction and operation,
mcluding impacts to air quality, traffic congestion, nighttime lighting, and noise that have
yet to be disclosed, analyzed, or fully mitigated in a certified environmental impact
report. On July 20, 2017, IRATE filed a lawsuit against the City of Inglewood, the
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood Parking
Authority, and the Oversight Board to the Successor Agency in Los Angeles Superior
Court for violating CEQA by signing an exclusive negotiating agreement (ENA) with
Murphy’s Bowl, LLC, in furtherance of construction of a basketball arena for the Los
Angeles Clippers, without first preparing and certifying an environmental impact report
(EIR). A copy of the amended petition is attached as Enclosure 1. As the amended
petition makes clear, the proposed arena project would have significant impacts on the
environment.
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Disposition of Parcels for the Clippers Arena Project Prior to Certification of an
EIR Violates CEQA.

Although not disclosed in the Successor Agency’s Notice of Proposed Action or in
the Agenda for the Oversight Board’s June 27, 2018 meeting, IRATE is aware that the
City and Successor Agency plan to sell parcels 1-13 to Murphy’s Bowl, LLC, so it may
construct a basketball arena for the Los Angeles Clippers (“the Project”). The City and
Successor Agency have promoted construction of a Clippers arena at myriad press
conferences and on the City’s website. Moreover, the City, the Successor Agency to the
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, and the Inglewood Parking Authority have entered
into an exclusive negotiating agreement (ENA) with Murphy’s Bowl, LLC for these
specific properties. Under CEQA, construction of a basketball arena is a “project” with
the potential to cause significant environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code §
21065.) Preparation and certification of an EIR is required before the City, the Successor
Agency, or the Oversight Board may undertake actions in furtherance of the project.
{Pub. Resources Code § 21080 (d).)

IRATE is aware that the City has begun preparation of an EIR analyzing the
environmental impacts of a Clippers basketball arena. However, this EIR is not vet
complete. It has not been circulated for review by the public, and it certainly has not yet
been certified. The very real environmental and community impacts of the basketball
arena Project have, therefore, not been disclosed fo the public or analyzed. Alternatives
to the Project have not been proposed, and mitigation measures have not yet been
formulated. The Successor Agency’s and the Oversight Board’s actions in furtherance of
this arena project would subvert the Legislature’s stated purposes in approving CEQA.

The principal goal of CEQA is to evaluate a proposed project before it is
approved:

The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination, fully open to the
public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering the entire
project, from start to finish. This examination is intended to provide the fullest
information reasonably available upon which the decision makers and the public
they serve can rely in determining whether or not to start the project at all, not
merely to decide whether to finish it. The EIR is intended to furnish both the road
map and the environmental price tag for a project, so that the decision maker and
the public both know, before the journey begins, just where the journey will lead,
and how much they-and the environment-will have to give up in order to take that
journey.
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{Natural Resources Defense Council v. City of Los Angeles (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 268,
271.) As approval of a project prior to completion of the CEQA process, as proposed
here, precludes informed decisionmaking, the California Supreme Court has invalidated
project approvals that precede certification of an EIR. (Save Tara v. City of West
Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th 116, 138.)

The alternatives analysis is the “heart of the EIR.” (Guidelines, § 15003, subd.
(a); San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City and County of San Francisco (1984)
151 Cal.App.3d 61, 72.) The purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis is to identify and
analyze alternatives fo a project that will avoid or substantially lessen its significant
environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.) In Save Tara, the Supreme
Court declared, “before conducting CEQA review, agencies must not ‘take any action’
that significantly furthers a project ‘in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation
measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public project.”” (Save
Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4" at 138 and CEQA Guidelines section 15004 (b)(2)(B).) Any
Successor Agency or Oversight Board action taken to approve disposition of the
properties for the arena Project would foreclose alternatives to the Project and
impermissibly pre-commit to the Project in violation of CEQA.

Because the properties have specifically been designated for development as an
arena, the City, Successor Agency, and Parking Authority have entered into an ENA, and
the City is currently completing an EIR for the Project, environmental review is required
before the Successor Agency or Oversight Board can act. Therefore, we respectfully
request that the Oversight Board deny the Successor Agency’s request for a resolution
regarding the disposition of parcels B-1.1 through B-3.

Sincerely,

Douglas P. Carstens

cc:  Members of the Oversight Board
Carolyn M., Hull (;
Eugenio Villa (¢
Brian Fahnestock
Margarita Cruz (i
Charmaine Yu
Bruce Gridley

Enclosure: Amended petition
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INGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST

CITY OF INGLEWOOD, a municipal corporation;

- BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO

| CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP

Douglas P, Carstens, SBN 193439

. Joshua Chatten-Brown, SBN 243605

Michelle Black, SBN 261962

2200 Pacific Coast Hwy, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
1 310.798.2400; Fax 310.798.2402

| Attorneys for Petitioner

INGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST TAKINGS
AND EVICTIONS

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE NO.: BS170333
TAKINGS AND EVICTIONS,

VERIFIED FIRST s
PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR
INJUNCTIVE RELIEF PURSUANT
TO THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

Plaintiff and Petitioner,

Y.

CITY OF INGLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL;

i SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD

REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY; GOVERNING
(Code Civ. Proc. §§ 1085, 1094.5 and
526; Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et

seq.)

Department: 86
Judge: Hon. Amy D. Hogue

THE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY; THE INGLEWOOD PARKING

AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS;
OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
%
AUTHORITY; THE INGLEWOQOD PARKING }
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
J
)
)

 AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD Petition filed: July 20, 2017
 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY; and DOES 1-10;
Trial Setting Conference: November 1,
Defendants and Respondents, 2017
 MURPHY’S BOWL LLC, a Delaware Limited
* Liability Company; ROES 10-20;
Real Parties in Interest.
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| {“Petitioner”} hereby petitions for a writ of mandamus and brings a complaint for declaratory and
Inglewood (“City™), the Inglewood City Council (“City Council”™), the Successor Agency to the
Successor Agency ("Successor Agency Board”), the Inglewood Parking Authority (“Parking

Authority”), the Parking Authority Board of Directors (“Parking Authority Board™),
| (collectively, “Respondents”), the Oversight Board To The Successor Agency To The Inglewood

R e Y - N 0%

- LLC (the “Developer™), and alleges as follows,

. procedural rules and laws designed to ensure environmental protection, ignoring the interests of
. the commumity, and rushing into a sports arena development that could displace families and
 businesses, small and iarge, for a billionaire’s bepefit. This dispute arises from Respondents’

- purported approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Agreement (“ENA™Y, among the City, the

1 violation of the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and without providing a fair
publicly signaled their intent 10 proceed with the Avena Project by noticing a special meeting to

- special meeting. Respondents rushed to a hearing even though, according to the Mayor’s

| announcement on June 17, 2017, the “Chippers openfed] negotiations with the City™ on Januvary

refers throughout to “the ENA” and, where relevant, “the Revised ENA”

Petitioner and Plaintiff Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions

injunctive relief and for attormeys® fees against Respondents and Defendants the City of

Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (“Successor Agency™), the Governing Board of the

Redevelopment Agency (“Oversight Board™), and against Real Party in Interest Murphy’s Bowl

INTRODUCTION

1. Respondents have forced the filing of this action by ignoring California’s

Successor Agency, the Authority and the Developer to facilitate the development of a sports

arena (the “Arena Project™). The ENA must be set aside because the City approved the ENA in

and impartial hearing,

2. Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents first

approve the detailed 22-page ENA less than 24 hours before it was approved at a mid-week

' The ENA was amended and restated on August 15, 2017 but its essential terms remained the
same and was approved by the Oversight Board on September 7, 2017, Therefore, this Petition

2
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- Brown Act, Respondents held a second joint special meeting on July 21, 2017, Respondents

§ 15,2007, (Exhbit D [June 17, 2017, email from Mayor Butts anpouncing Inglewood Clippers

months, Respondents only noticed the hearing on the ENA with less than 24 hours™ notice. At

© special meeting on July 21, 2017, The tmpacted residents and business swaers received no

notice of the City's infention o take their bomes or businesses prior o any of the mestings.

businesses” on August 13, 2017, the Inglewood City Council held a third meeting on August 15,

2017, Atthe August bearing, the City Council approved a “Revised ENA” which contained

| defines it as a "Project.” The level of detail the ENA and staff report contain on the Arena
Project was more than enough o complete environmental review. The ENA siates that
Respondents will convey property “to the Developer for development as a premier and state of
the art National Basketball Association UNBA”) profossional basketball arena consisting of

| approximately 18,000 1o 20,000 seats as well as related landscaping, parking and various other

state-of-the-art National Basketball Association ("NBA™) professional basketball arena consisting

EMNALY So, despite the Mayor’s announcement that negotiztions had been ongoing for six

Respondents’ joint special meeting on June 15, 2017, Respondents unanimously committed to
moving forward with an arena thet would displace two to Tour thousand Inglewood residents,
shutter dozens of businesses and a church and create massive Impacts 1o the surrounding
conmmunity.

3. Following obijoctions from Petiioner and others to the City's violation of the

unanimously reaffirmed their commitment to moving forward with an avens project at a joing

4. Following publication of articles in the Los Angeles Times including one entitied

“Possible Chippers arena has many Inglewood residents worried they may lose their homes or

many of the same terms as the prior two versions of the EMA and a revised map of the project
area purporting to reduce the ares of potential emdnent domain use.

5 The EMNA sets forth and specifically details the Arvena Project’s scope and even

ancillary uses related o and compatible with the operation and promotion of a state-of-the-art
MBA arena on the Site” (ENA, atpp. 1-2.) The staff report for the June 15, 2017, special

meeting also confioms that the ENA"s purpose is to “facilitate the development of a premier and

3
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. of approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats.” The Arena Project’s size and location are all that is

 needed for the Ci ty to conduct environmental review as they establish the parameters of the

project’s impacts. No additional information is needed to study the Arena Project’s

. environmental impacts, vet the Respondents seem to have kicked the proverbial can down the

" road and decided to possibly do environmental review later. CEQA requires more and

Respondents’ decision to ignore their obligations under state law cannot and should not be

countenanced.

6. Despite specifically defining the Arena Project in the ENA, Respondents have

prepared no environmental review for the Arena Project although already committing
. themselves to moving forward with the Arena Project. Respondents’ commitment to the Arena

- Project is manifest. For example, Respondents promised that they will use “best efforts to

acquire the parcels of real property” underlying the proposed Arena Project not already in

| Respondents’ possession. (ENA, at § 2(b).) The Revised ENA changed this to state

Respondents “may elect” to obtain relevant parcels by eminent domain but the clear expression

of intention remained. The Revised ENA changes the phrase “shall use its best efforts to acquire”

' to “shall consider acquisition of” but the overarching predetermination to acquire property
remains, Respondents have already agreed that for three vears they “shall not negotiate with or
consider any offers or solicitations frow, any person or entity, other than the Developer,
regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement for the sale, lease, disposition, and/or
development of the Site.” (ENA, at § 2(a).) Moreover, Respondents have already requested

' detailed financial information and site plans for the Arena Project, but have not sought analysis

of any other potential development options. After approving the Revised ENA, officials from

the City of Inglewood also vocifercusly and aggressively pursued state legislation that would
have amended CEQA for the Arena Project once the City got around fo actually doing
environmental review for it. This included amending CEQA so that the City would not have to
i analyze gliernatives to the Arena Project, normally a key component of environmental impact

| reporis.
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7. These commitments, planning efforts, and pursuit of amendments to CEQA to

| facilitate the Arena Project are clear evidence that Respondents have committed to a definitive

' course of action with respect to the Arena Project and have already decided to proceed with the

Arena Project which will impact over 1,000 residents and badly needed housing, and destroy

. many operating businesses that provide jobs to Inglewood s residents.

g Respondents’ decision to enter into the ENA violates the CEQA. CEQA prohibits
a government entity from taking actions that foreclose alternatives or potential mitigation

measures before performing the requisite environmental review. The ENA creates significant

comnitments to and momentum for the Arena Project. As such, Respondents will undoubtedly

ignore the environmental impacts that any future environmental review may uncover, and
potentially superior alternative projects, in pursuit of the Arena Project. Indeed, the ENA itself

will have significant impacts on the environment. The ENA will create urban decay and blight

- conditions. Specifically, the pall cast by the Arena Project over the several blocks identified as

: the potential site for the arena will cause near-term investment, leasing, and other business

activities in the area to disappear. It will drive residents 1o leave and force businesses to close in

anticipation of the Arena Project. The ENA’s de facto moratorium on development of the Arena

Project site will also eliminate any contemplated development projects or improvements in the

area. The ENA will result in significant environmental impacts that must be analyzed in an

| Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”), disclosed to the public and considered by Respondents

prior to approving the ENA. Respondents® failure to do so violated CEQA.
9. On September 7, 2017, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency to the

Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, chaired by the Mayor of Inglewood, voted to approve the

ENA. The City's unwavering comwnitment to the Arena Project without undertaking any

environmental review violated CEQA.

10.  Respondents’ disregard for the community’s and the City's well-being, of their

| obligations under CEQA, for how the ENA and the Arena Project will significantly impact the

. environment, and the requirement to provide a fair bearing necessitates this challenge to

Printed on Recycled Paper VERIFIED AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
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- Respondents’ June 15, 2017, July 21, 2017 and August 15, 2017 versions of the ENA and Arena

- Project approval and the Oversight Board’s approval of those actions.

| Authority’s, and Oversight Board’s approval of the development of an Arena Project by

- existing businesses and jobs, and will facilitate development that is inconsistent with the City’s

- Zoning and General Plan. Petitioner and its members will also be adversely impacted by the

impacts to air quality, traffic congestion, nighttime lighting, and noise. Petitioner’s members
' participated in the City’s, Successor Agency’s, Parking Authority’s, and Oversight Board’s

- administrative processes and fully exhausted all available administrative remedies.

organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, with the capacity to sue and be

sued. The term “City™ includes, but is not limited to, City emplovees, agents, officers, boards,

| under the City Charter and with the laws of the State of California.

- winding down of redevelopment activity at the local level under the Redevelopment Law,
i including managing existing redevelopment projects, making payments on enforceable

. obligations, and disposing of redevelopment assets and properties. On or about January 10,

2012, pursuant to the Redevelopment Law dissolution legislation (AB X1 26 as amended by AB

PARTIES TO THIS PROCELDING

11, Petitioner Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions is an

unincorporated association that opposes the ENA and the City’s, Successor Agency’s, Parking

Developer in a residential area and the use of eminent domain to acquire property to develop the
Arena Project. Petitioner and its members will be adversely impacted by the ENA as it will

result in significant impacts to the environment including blight and urban decay, the loss of

environmental impacts created by the Arcna Project’s construction and operation, including

12. Respondent and Defendant City is a municipal corporation and a charter city

cornmissions, departments, and their members, all egually charged with complying with duties

13, Respondent and Defendant City Council is the duly-elected legislative body that

‘ represents the citizens of Inglewood., The City Council was the final decisionmaking body for

the ENA.

14.  Respondent and Defendant Successor Agency is responsible for overseeing the

&
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1484), the City elected to be the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City of
Inglewood. The Redevelopment Agency was officially dissolved on or about February 1, 2012,

15.  Respondent and Defendant Successor Agency Board is the governing body of the

Successor Agency. Mayor Butts is the chair of the Successor Agency Board.

16.  Respondent and Defendant Parking Authority is a subdivision and parking agency
of the City.

17.  Respondent and Defendant Parking Authority Board is the governing body of the
Parking Authority, empowered to adopt bylaws and resolutions and direct the work of the
Parking Authority. Mayor Butts is the chair of the Parking Authority Board.

18.  Respondent and Defendant Oversight Board To The Successor Agency To The

Inglewood Redevelopment Agency is the governing body of the entity that under the Health and

Safety Code must approve Successor Agency agreements with the City of Inglewood prior to the

- Successor Agency approving those agreements.

19, Real Party in Interest, Murphy’s Bowl LLC, is a Delaware Limited Liability
Company. Real Party is the designated developer of the Arena Project under the ENA.

20.  Petitioner does not know the true names or capacities, whether individual,
corporate, associate or otherwise, of Respondent Does 1 through 10, or of Real Parties in Interest
Roes 10-20, inclusive, and therefore sues said Respondents and Real Parties in Interest under

fictitious names. Petitioner will amend this Petition to show their true names and capacities

 when and if the same has been ascertained.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

21, This Court has jurisdiction over this proceeding pursuant to California Code of
Civil Procedure section 1085 and 1094.5 and Public Resource Code sections 21168 and 21168.5.
22.  Venue in this Court is proper pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 394, in
that Respondents are located within the County of Los Angeles.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL OUALITY ACT

23, The California Environmental Quality Act, found at Public Resources Code

Section 21000 et seq., is based on the principle that “the maintenance of a quality environment
7
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for the people of this state now and in the future is a matter of statewide concern.” (Pub.

. Resources Code, § 21000, subd. (a).)?

24. In CEQA, the Legislature has established procedures designed to achieve these
goals, principally the EIR. These procedures provide both for the detenmination and for full
public disclosure of the potential adverse effects on the environment of discretionary projects
that governmental agencies propose to approve, and require a description of feasible alternatives

to such proposed projects and feasible mitigation measures to lessen their environmental harm.
| {Pub. Resources Code § 21002.)
25, The Guidelines require “all phases of project planning, implementation, and

operation” to be considered m the Initial Study for a project. (Guidelines §15063, subd. (a}(1}.)

| CEQA defines 3 project as “the whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a

direct physical change to the environment, or a reasonably foresceable indirect physical change

©in the environment.” (Guidelines § 15378, subd. (a}.)

26.  CEQA is not merely a procedural statute. CEQA Imposes clear and substantive

responsibilities on agencies that propose 1o approve projects, requiring that public agencies not

| approve projects that harm the environment unless and until all feasible mitigation measures are

employved to minimize that harm. (Pub. Resources Code§§ 21002, 21002.1, subd. (b).)
27.  The alternatives analysis is the “core of the BIR.” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.) The purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis

is to identify and analyze alternatives {o a project that will avoid or substantially lessen its

- significant environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.) Thus, “before conducting
| CEQA review, agencies must not “take any action’ that significantly furthers a project ‘in a

- manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of

| CEQA review of that public project.” {(Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood (2008) 45 Cal.4th
116,138,

2 CEQA authorizes and directs the State Office of Planning and Research to adopt guidelines for
the implementation of CEQA by public agencies. (Fub. Resources Code §21083.) These
guidelines are found at title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et seq.
{(“Guidelines™) and are binding on all state and local agencies, including Respondents.

g
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28.  Agencies may not undertake discretionary actions that could have a significant

adverse effect on the environment, or limit the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures,

 before complying with CEQA. (Guidelines §15004, subd. (b)}2).) The “lead agency,” which is

the public agency that has the principal responsibility for carrying out the project, is responsible

for conducting an initial study to determine, in consuliation with other relevant state agencies,

whether an environmental impact report, a negative declaration, or a mitigated negative

declaration will be prepared for a project. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21067; 21080.1, subd. {(a);

21083, subd. (a).) Accordingly, public agencies may not “take any action” that furthers a project

“in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of

CEQA review of that public project.” (Save Tara, supra, 45 Cal.4th at 138.)
29.  Thus, CEQA does not permit the postponement of environmental review “to the

point where the ‘bureaucratic and financial momenturm’™ has built up “irresistibly behind a

. proposed project ‘thus providing a strong incentive to ignore environmental concerns.” (Save

Tara, supra, 45 Caldthat 135

30.  Failure either to comply with the substantive requirements of CEQA or to carry

out the full CEQA procedures so that complete information as to a project’s impacts 13 developed

and publicly disclosed constitutes a prejudicial abuse of discretion that requires invalidation of

the public agency action regardless of whether full compliance would have produced a different

| result. (Pub. Resources Code § 21005.)

31. On June 15, 2017, the City, the City Council, the Successor Agency, and the
Parking Authority each purported to hold a special meeting (the “Special Meeting™) pursuant to

Government Code Section 54956, At the Special Meeting, Respondents purported to approve

the ENA among the City, the Successor Agency, the Authority and the Developer “to facilitate
the development of a premier and state-of-the-art National Basketball Association (NBA”)

| professional basketball arena consisting of approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats.”
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32. OnlJuly 14, 2017, Petitioner objected to the City’s violation of the Brown Actin

. connection with its action purporting to approve the ENA at the June 15, 2017 Special Meeting,

33, OnJuly 20, 2017, Respondents issued a staff report for a cure and correction

- pursuant to Government Code section 54960.1, reconsideration, and ratification of the action

| purporting o approve the ENA at the June 15, 2017 special meeting.

34, OnJuly 20, 2017, Petitioner filed the original petition.

35, On July 21, 2017, Respondents held a special meeting at which they re-approved
the ENA.

36. On August 13, 2017, the Los Angeles Times published a story entitled “Possible

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

This story described the plight of local residents faced with the possibility of eminent domain

who had very little or no information about the proposed arena project. One such resident

| described in the story is John Patel, who operates a local motel and lives onsite with his wife and

two voung children. Anocther resident described in the story is Gracie Sosa, who learned of the

potential arena from a friend since no representatives from the City or sports team potentially

occupying the arena contacted her. Resident Nicole Fletcher reportedly stated “My biggest

- concern is how it will impact the families. . . T would hate o see a lot of people move owt

- because they want to build a sports arena.”

37.  The Inglewood City Council held a meeting on August 15, 2017, Atthe August

hearing, the City Councsl approved a “Revised ENA” which contained many of the same terms

as the prior two version of the ENA and a revised map of the project area purporting to reduce
the area of potential eminent domain use. City councilmembers stated it was not the City's

intention to take houses or a church by eminent domain, A map attached to the Revised ENA

removed many residences from the boundaries of the project area. However, the Mayor and

other councilenbers refused to forego the use of eminent domain altogether.
38.  On September 7, 2017, Inglewood’s Oversight Board to the Suceessor Agency to

the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, which is chatred by the Mayor of Inglewood, approved

16
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© the Revised ENA as consistent with a long range property management plan and Redevelopment

Dissolution Law.

39.  Less than two weeks after the City approved the Revised ENA, on August 24,

| 2017, the newspaper Inglewood Today reported efforts were afoot in the California Legislature

to facilitate the arena development:

Inglewood Mayor James T. Butlts, Jr. confirmed that he is leading the lobbying efforts to
amend time and envirorupental review restraints in order to move the project along. “1
have been asking that owr representatives now provide the residents and children of
Inglewood with the same legal tool to spur economic growth that has been provided to
AEG (Farmers Field), the Sacramento Kings (NBA arena) and the Golden State Warriors
(NBA arena) to expedite construction of those facilities by limiting the time period in
which CEQA challenges nust be filed and resolved,” he told an 1. A, Times reporter. . . .
Citing job creation as part of the motivation behind the proposed bill, Butts said the
legislation will “shorten the wait for quality, prevailing wage construction jobs and full-
time employment opportunities that our residents and the Los Angeles County region
have waited decades for.”

40. In cooperation with Inglewood elected officials, on September 1, 2017, less than

three weeks after the Revised ENA’s approval, State Senator Steven Bradford introduced SB 789

in the California Legislature. SB 789 as originally introduced would create an unnecessary,

sweeping exemption from CEQA for Olympic infrastructure, for a “fixed gmideway project” to

benefit the arena and other projects in Inglewood, would severely reduce the requirements of
EIRs for the Arena Project and any project in a one mile square area, limif judicially available

- remedies for potential plaintiffs in a CEQA suit, and authorize eminent domain proceedings for a

project which had not yet been defined for public review. Both projects the bill was intended to
benefit, the Arena and Olympic Games, will not ocour for years.” The Clippers have a lease for
Staples Center until 2024 and the Olympic Games are not conunencing until 2028,

41,  In some ways, SB 789 was similar to legislation known as AB 900 that required

expedited review of certain projects designated as environmental leadership projects and

3 In fact, the Olympic Commitiee publicly stated that it did not need SB 789 for the Olympic
Games and requested that any references to the Olympic Games be removed from the hill.

11
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1. Requires
Comprehensive
Environmental
Review?

i forth in the table below:

Yes. A full EIR is
required,

certified by the Governor as meeting various criteria including those addressing greenhouse gas
(GHG) emssions. SB 789, bowever, would allow a much more expansive evasion of CEQA’s

requirements than does AB 900 and would not require similar envivonmental protections, as set

Meo. Full EIR not required for the Clippers arena project, the
125,000 square feet of commercial development, and sny other
project located within 2 1 mile square area.

5B 789 specifically provides for the following core

requirements of CEQA to be eliminated.

» Ehminates analysis of traffic impacts on the residential
community.

» Eliminates requirement fo mitigate impacts from
nighttime lighting, glare and other visual impacts on
the residential community.

= Eliminates requirements to look at any alternative site
that might be better suited for the arena location (such
as vacant lof across the street next to a casine).

s  Eliminates requivements to look at alternative size,
height and configurations of arens, parking structures,
retail and offices lncated next to homes {are there
alternatives 1o building a 100 10 1506 foot sl arena next
o a single story home).

e Eliminates requirements to mitigate any parking
impacts on the residential community (for example, if
the project provides insufficient parking, no
requirement to analyze parking in residential
community).

s Limits analvsis of greenhouse gas emissions impacts.

2. Requires

i Review 1o

Confirm
Applicability?

Yes. Reqguires
application 1o the
Governor for
certification that the
project is eligible for
streamlining prior to
start of EIR process.

| Must provide

svidence to support
determination that
project meets
ryinimum
investments, skilled
jobs and GHG
standards.

Mo. Mo requirement to submit application to the Goverpor for
certification. By passes AB 900 altogether. Not required 1o
confirm that the project will provide a particular level of
investment or job creation or GHG reduction before # avails
itself of SB 789,

}
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participation?

participation
requirements, AB
00 includes
comment
opportunities to the
Giovernor and for the
California Air
Resources Board

3. Requires Yes. Must be No. LEED silver not required for the Clippers arena and
i LEED silver certified as LEED 125,000 square feet commercial elements. A lower LEED
certification? silver or better. Pub. | standard is applied.

Resources Code §

21183, All other projects within the one mile square project area
covered by SB 789 are not required to meet LEED
certification.

4. Protects Yes., AR Q00 Meo. Reduces public participation. SB 789 permits Inglewood
public includes public to ignore environmental comments made during public hearing

- process inconsistent with current CEQA requirements and
court decisions.

5. Requires
Environmental
Review Before
Condemnation?

Yes, Nochange in
existing law.
Currently law
requires
environmental review
to be completed
before condemming a
private property.

No. SB 78% would allow Inglewood to take possession of
private property and businesses within 3 30 acre area before
even starting environmental review or defining the project.

6. Protects full
rights to seek

legal remedies?

Yes. Expedites
judicial review but
does pot limit the
remedies available to
the court.

Mo. Under SB 789, Inglewood may viclate CEQA and failto
mitigate significant impacts and the courts are not permitted to
stop the projects’ construction or operation,

7. Reguires Yes. No change in Neo. 5B 789 would exempt from CEQA an undefined new
environmendal existing law which busway/light rail/street car/monorail system. This “Guideway
review of requires project” is fully exempt from CEQA regardless of its alignment
ancillary environmental review | or impacts— no review at all is done. The “Guideway project”
fransportation o be completed, has not been approved by MTA.
projects? ‘

42. 5B 789 would limit the ability of courts to grant injunctive relicf, meaning that

flawed analysis and public harms cannot be adeguately stopped. Finally, SB 789 would allow

Respondents to begin eminent domain proceedings before environmental review is completed.

Eminent domain proceedings are costly and controversial. As it was introduced, compared to the

 Revised ENA, SB 789 set more extensive project area boundaries as it described an area that

included properties south of West 102" Street. SB 789 also included an exemption for a

guideway project for a busway, railcar, or monorail transportation system. Environmental

| review may require changes to projects that may make some parcel acquisition unnecessary

making eminent domain before environmental review premature. Not only does Inglewood

i3
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officials’ advocacy for SB 789 show a complete commitment to the Arena Project but the text of
the legislation itself shows that the proposal is sufficiently defined to allow for meaningful

. environmental review. SB 789 demonstrates that Arena Project boundaries, size, and elements

have been defined.

43. 5B 789 stated: “The sports and entertainment project will result in construction
of a new state-of-the-art multipurpose event center and surrounding infill development in the
City of Inglewood as described in the City of Champions Revitalization Initiative approved by
the City of Inglewood on February 24, 2015, and the agreement entered into by the City of
Inglewood with Murphy's Bowl LLC on June 15, 20177 (8B 789, Section § {c).) SB 789 was
Iater amended to refer to both the original version of the ENA, which was approved on June 15,
2017, and to its subsequent August 15, 2017 amendment.

44.  On September 1, 2017, Los Angeles 2028, the Olympics organizing committes

for the City of Los Angeles, sent a letter stating it had only that day heard of the 8B 789 bill,

believed the CEQA exemption for the Olympics was unnecessary, and asked that the references
to the Olympics be deleted from the bill.

45.  SB 789 was heard by the Assembly Natural Resources Committee on Septeraber
8, 2017. Mayor Butts testified in favor of 5B 789. Among other statements, he said “All
transportation components for the football scason, super bowl, Clippers, and the Olvmpics have
to be in place,” “We have to make this two mile connection between the Green Line . . . fo the
arena. . .," “We are up against a deadline.” The committee voted against passage of the billina
5-4 vote. BB 789 was subsequently amended to remove provisions related o the Olympics and
eminent domain proceedings, among other amendments. However, as of September 16, 2017,
the bill st} contained provisions limiting CEQA review and restricting judicial remedies. By the
end of the legislative session in September 2017, the amended bill had not been heard by
committee or passed by the Legislature despite Mavor Butts® and the City of Inglewood’s
substantial lobbying in support of the bill,

46. In fact, even after SB 789 failed to move forward in the state legislatare, Mayor

Butis issued a statement in favor of #ts passage.
14
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47. 5B 789 originally described boundaries for an “Inglewood Sports and
Entertainment project area” that were more expansive than the boundaries set forth in the August
15, 2017 Revised ENA approved by the Inglewood City Council. {SB 789 section 4, proposing
Public Resources Code section 21168.6.7 (a)(6)(B).) The boundaries described in the original
version of 8B 789 included residential property on the west side of Doty Avenue and two
residential properties on the east side of Prairie north of 103rd, The described boundary included
residential uses, but the eminent domain section of $B 789 stated that it will not apply to
“eminent domain actions based on a finding of blight or involving lawfully occupied residential
housing uses.” (Section 21168.6.7(c}(2).) The amendment to SB 789 changed the project
boundaries to exclude legally occupied residences.

48.  The ENA provides for the conveyance of certain real property within a defined

 “Site™—including property owned by the City (“City Parcels™), by the Successor Agency
(“Agency Parcels”} and by third parties (“Potential Participating Parcels” )10 the Developer, for

- the Arena Project. The real property subject to the ENA is shown below, as excerpted from

Exhibit A to the ENA. The Revised ENA includes boundaries that exclude properties south of

West 102nd Street, but B 789 describes boundaries that include properties south of West 182nd

Street and north of West 103rd Sweet. (See Exhibit E to this Amended Petition, providing a

W AN R
LR b it

49, The originally proposed Arena Project area appears to comprise over 80 acres of

land that is currently occupied by homes and businesses and a church. Many of the residences,
15
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f both single and multi-family, appear to offer affordable housing opportunities for Inglewood’s

residents. As shown below, there are many homes, both single and multi-family, within the
original ENA site. These homes and their residents, plus many more, would be impacted by the
ENA and the Arena Project. Even if the ENA area has been reduced and does not include
homes, the Arena Project will impact the adjacent residential neighborhood and could lead to
displacement. The boundaries of the Amended ENA area include numerous businesses and are

directly bordered by numerous residences. Exhibit E to this petition provides 3 map and pictures

of the propertics within and adjacent to the Amended ENA boundaries.
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50.  The ENA’s terms cormmit Respondents to a definitive course of action with

17
respect to the Arena Project. Specifically, the ENA commits Respondents to an exclusive three-
18
| year negotiating period, during which Respondents and the Developer shall negotiste a
19
Disposition and Development Agreement regarding conveyance of property within the Site. The
20
. ENA specifically contemplates that the parcels within the Site will be conveyed 1o the Developer
21
“concurrently” and not piecemeal, further evidencing Respondents’ commitment to the Arena
22
Project.
23 ~
51, The ENA includes a 36-month “Exclusive Negotiating Period”. (ENA, §4.) The
24
Exclusive Negotiating Period may be extended by six months. (Jd)
25
52.  The ENA’s concrete obligations imposed on Respondents with respect to the
26
Arena Project further evidence Respondents” commitment to a definite course of action. In
27
28
17
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addition to the above, the ENA demonstrates Respondents’ comunifment {0 the Arena Project in

a number of other ways.

53, For example, during this “Exclusive Negotiating Period,” the ENA requires that
Respondents “shall not negotiate with or consider any offers or solicitations from, any person or
entity, other than the Developer, regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement for the
sale, lease, disposition, and/or development of the Site.” (ENA, § 2(a).)

54.  For further example, the City has committed to “use its best efforts to acquire the

parcels of real property comprising” the proposed Arena Project site. Indeed, the City originally

| proposed that it will pursue acquisition through eminent domain, if necessary. (ENA, § 2(b).)

Specifically, the ENA provides that in the event that the City and the Authority are unable to
acquire these parcels voluntarily, “the City or the Authority, as applicable, may elect, in its sole
discretion, to give legal notice and schedule g public hearing to consider the adoption of a
resolution of necessity authorizing the acquisition of the Potential Participating Parcels by

eminent domain.” (ENA, § 2(b).) The Revised ENA added the phrase “and without any

- obligation or commitment to do so” after the phrase “in its sole discretion” but the overail

predetermination to pursue property for the arena project remained.
55. The ENA also requires that within 180 days of the “Effective Date” of the ENA,
“the Developer shall deliver to the City a sketch and legal description of the portions of the

property which the Developer would like to acquire for development of the Project (which

property shall constitute the ‘Site”)[.]” (ENA, § 3(d).)

56.  With respect to Potential Participating Parcels voluntarily acquired by the City
and/or Authority, the ENA provides that “the Developer shall fully advance to the City and/or
Authority, as applicable, all costs associated with the acquisition of these parcels including, but

not limited to, the payment of the negotiated purchase price for these parcels and all legally

| required relocation costs associated with the acquisitions[.]” (ENA, § 3(g).)

57.  With respect to properties acquired by eminent domain, the ENA provides that the
Developer shall “advance to the City and/or Authority, as applicable, all costs associated with the

exercise of such eminent domain authority (including all court costs and reasonable legal fees),
iR

Printed on Regyeled Paper YERIFIED AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF PURSUANT TO CEQA




(95

h =l

10
i1
12
i3
14

15

16
17

18

19

20

21
22

23

24
25
26
27
28

EE S

- BES B 4

as well as all acquisition costs including, but not limited to, the payment of fair market value for
each of the condemned parcels as determined by the Court, or pursuant to a negotiated
acquisition or settlement agresment, as approved by the Developer.” (ENA, § 3{g).)

58.  Upon the City’s approval of the ENA, Developer was to pay the City $1,500,000

: as a “Non-Refundable Deposit.” (ENA, § 5.3 “All proceeds of the Non-Refundable Deposit

shall be the sole property of the City upon submittal by Developer.]” (/)

59.  The ENA does not limit or otherwise restrict how the City may spend the
$1,500,000 payment.

60.  In approving the ENA, Respondents did not consider the environmental impacts
of either the ENA or the Arena Project. No environmental review was conducted with respect to

the ENA’s approval. The ENA is a project under CEQA that has the potential to result in

significant physical changes in the environment. Respondents erred by not conducting

environmental review for the ENA.

61, Inregards to the Arena Project, the ENA impermissibly defers Respondents’
environmental review of the Arena Project to a future, undefined date. The ENA and the
cireumstances surrounding its adoption establish that Respondents have already committed to a
plan to build an arens at the defined site and have foreclosed additional development options and
alternatives. For instance, the ENA states: “It is proposed by the Parties that certain fee title
and/or leasehold title to [the parcels comprising] the Site will be conveyed o the Developer for
development as a premier and state of the art National Basketball Association (‘WNBA”)
professional basketball arena consisting of approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats[.]” In line with
their clearly stated goal, Respondents have taken concrete steps 1o pursue the development of the
Arena Project to the exclusion of other development opportunities. Respondents have commitied
not to transfer their existing interests in certain parcels of land underlying the proposed arena’s
site and bave also promised to use “best efforts™ to acquire the remaining land necessary for the
Arena Project. (ENA, §§ 2(b), 11.) The Revised ENA changes the phrase “shall use its best
efforts to acquire” to “shall consider acquisition of” but the overarching predetermination to

acquire property remains. Respondents have also agreed that for three years they “shall not
19 "

‘f
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: Developer, regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement for the sale, lease, disposition,

and/or development of the Site.” (ENA, §§ 2(a)(ii}, 4.) Respondents’ long-term promises not

. commitment to acquire additional real estate indicate that Respondents have already committed

R S L * . e v

| fundamental economics of the proposed [Arena] Project.” (ENA, § 3(b).} In addition, within

| 180 days of the ENA’s Effective Date, the Developer is required to submit a “conceptual site

- Arena Project in any potential future environmental review, also demonstrate that Respondents
have already committed to the Arena Project and are no longer open to other development

options.

impacts of the ENA. Respondents’ failure to consider the ENA’s potential environmental

Respondents’ approval of the ENA is an “approval” under CEQA as defined by Guidelines

section 15352, The ENA may cause a direct and/or reasonably foreseeable indirect

 that the three-year exclusive negotiating period will have on the environment. During this

negotiate with or consider any offers or solicitations from, any person or entity, other than the

to negotiate or transact with third parties regarding the Arena Project’s proposed site and their

to a definite course of action regarding the Arena Project at the location defined in the ENA.
62.  The ENA lays out detailed steps by which Respondents and Developer will
advance the Arena Project. For instance, within 150 days of the ENA’s Effective Date the

developer must provide detailed financial information, including “a narrative describing the

plan and basic architectural renderings for the development of the proposed [Arenal Project.”

(ENA, § 3(d}).) These specific steps, which conteraplate only analysis and consideration of the

FAOLURETO EVALUATE THE ENA’S ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

63, In approving the ENA, Respondents did not evaluate the potential environmental
impacts violated CEQA.
64.  The ENA is a “project” under CEQA, as defined by Guidelines section 15378,

environmental change. Therefore, the ENA is subiect to CEQA review.

65, In failing to subject the ENA to CEQA review, Respondents ignored the impact

period, Respondents are prohibited from engaging in negotiations with anyone other than the

Developer regarding the potential development of the Site. (ENA, § 2(a).) Further, the ENA
20
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prohibits Respondents from selling or otherwise transferring to third parties their interests in any

- property on the Site. (ENA, §11.)

66.  These significant restrictions during the course of the three-year exclusive

negotiating period (plus 2 possible six-month extension) amount to a development moratorium

for properties within the Site. The City has foreclosed its ability to approve development within
the Site by third parties who actually own parcels within the Site. These onerous restrictions

create insecurity for existing businesses who own and/or lease property and existing residents

. who own and/or lease housing,

67.  In failing to subject the ENA to CEQA review, Respondents did not consider, and

did not inform the public of, direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect environments! impacts

that will oceur as a resuit of the ENA, including but not limited to land use consistency and

urban decay and blight.
68.  The approval of the ENA is subject to CEQA because it will result in significant

69, A “City’s Geperal Plan is its constitution for development. It is the foundation

upon which all land use decisions in the City are based.” (Lesher Communications, Inc. v. City
of Walnut Creek (1990} 52 Cal 3d.531, 540.) All approved projects must be consistent with the

| General Plan. “[Tlhe propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and

development depends upon consistency with the applicable general plan and its elements.”
(Bfeiffer v. City of Swnmyvale City Council (2011) 200 Cal.App.4th 1552, 1562 (citations
omitted) (quoting Friends of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007} 154 Cal. App.4th 807,

- 815).) A project that is inconsistent with a general plan is deemed to have a significant impact

under CEQA.
70.  The ENA is not consistent with the General Plan and, therefore, would have a
significant environmental impact. The ENA materially conflicts with the following Goals and

Policies from the Housing Element of the Inglewood General Plan,

Geal 1. Promote the construction of new housing and new housing
opporhunities.

21
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Policy 1.1: Provide adequate sites for all types of housing.

Policy 1.2: Maintain development standards that promote
the development of special needs housing, such as
affordable senior, accessible, or family housing, while
protecting quality of life goals.

Policy 1.4: Continue to assess and revise, where
appropriate, City regulatory requirements.

Goal 3: Encourage the Production and Preservation of Housing for
All Income Categories, particularly around high quality transit
including workers in the City that provide goods and services.

71.  The ENA also materially conflicts with the following Goals and Policies from the

Land Use Element of the Inglewood General Plan:

A. General. Maximize the use and conservation of existing
housing stock and neighborhoods and alse factitate development
of new housing to meet community needs.

B. Residential. Encourage neighborhood stability and
conservation by reducing the amount of land designated for high
density development,

Promote the maintenance, rehabilitation, and modernization of the
City’s housing stock.

Encourage the preservation of Inglewood’s fatr share of housing
for low and moderate income persons.

Safeguard the city’s residential areas from the encroachment of
incompatible uses.

. Commercial. Protect local businessmen and encourage the
importance of maintaining a strong commercial district in the
downtown.

Improve the visual appearance and economic condition of the

existing arterial commercial development along Inglewood’s major
streets.{%

72.  The ENA is wconsistent with the above Goals and Policies because the ENA in
effect constitutes a moratorium on development withan the Site,

73.  The ENA 1s inconsistent with the City’s zoning for the subject properties.

* (Inglewood General Plan, Housing Flement, p. 3-1.)

7 (Inglewood General Plan, Housing Element, p. 3-4.)

§ (Inglewood General Plan, Land Use Element, p. 6-7.)
22
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74.  The ENA’s approval is subject to review under CEQA because the ENA will

cause urban decay and blight. CEQA requires public agencies to evaluate changes to the

| environment caused by a project’s economic effects, including urban decay and blight. (14 Cal.

Code Regs §§15064, subd. (e}, 15131{a}.) For purposes of CEQA, “urban decay” refers to
extensive and widespread physical deterioration of properties or structures in an area caused by
business closures and multiple long-term vacancies. (See Joshua Tree Downtown Bus. Alliance
v. County of San Bernardine (2016) 1 Cal. App.5th 677, 685.)

75. Asaresult of the ENA, residents and business owners will likely cease

investment in their properties. It is reasonably foreseeable that this decline in investment will

cause the existing properties to fall into disrepair and degrade. Petitioner is informed and

believes and thereon alleges that urban blight and decay will follow. Respondents have not
studied this potential impact or any other potential environmental impacts of the ENA.

76.  Insum, Respondents have failed to consider the ENA’s potential and reasonably

- foresecable environmental impacts, including:

s Effects on land use inconsistent with the City’s General Plan; and

® Increases in urban decay and blight.

77.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents® staff

wrongly asserts that the ENA does not commit Respondents to a course of action. To the
contrary, the ENA firmly commits Respondents to multiple future courses of action, including
the development of the proposed Arena Project.

78.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alicges that the ENA also creates
irrevocable momentum toward a definite course of action. It is so specific and creates so many
mandates on Respondents’ future conduct that, as a practical matter, it puts Respondents on an

unchangeable course to the adoption of the ENA’s preferved future action, L.e. the Arena Project,

- and forecloses aliernatives and mitigation measures.

23
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79.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that this is exactly what
the parties to the ENA intended. Indeed, the Mayor explicitly told the media that the City
Council voted to enter into an ENA with the Developer “with the intent to build an NBA spec
basketball arena in Inglewood..” Further evidence of Respondents’ commitment to the

proposed Arena Project is Mayor Butts’ claims that he is already arranging for who will operate

| the Arena.’ Asthe Mayor is already planning and coordinating operators, it is apparent that

Respondents are commitied {o the Arena Project.

80.  Numerous statements made by public officials of Respondents reflect pre-

' commitment to the proposed Arena Project including, but not limited to, the following:

a. “*This is like a proouse ring that we hope will lead to an engagement that
we hope will lead to a magriage,” said Inglewood Mayor James Buatts . .
‘Our expectation is it will culminate in an NBA arena in the city of
Inglewood,” he said.””

b. “And, you know, I hear this thing about calling Special Meetings. The
reason that cities have trouble competing economically is because elected
types, for the most part, don’t understand the necessity to be decisive and
swift in seizing opportunities. . . . Every time there’s been an opportunity
in front of the City, we were prepared and positioned ourselves to seize it
And when this deal came together, were we going to await for another

Tuesday to do it? No, we weren’t, We're going to do the deal”"

7 Josh Criswell, KFI AM 640, EXCLUSIVE: Inglewood Mayor James Butts on Magnitude of
Clippers Arena (Yane 15, 2017 (available at

http://ara ST 0lasports.iheart. com/media/play/27799792)) Fred Roggin and Rodney Peete
interview Mayor James Butts] [emphasis added].

$1d

® Ben Bergman, 89.3 KPCC, Rams, Chargers and now the Clippers? Inglewood Approves Arena

Jalks (June 15, 2017).
10 77
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¢. “[Mayor} Butis said he expects the arena to be built within five years.
“This, to me, changes the center of gravity in Los Angeles County to
Inglewood,” Butts said.”"

d. Mavyor Butts said in an email: “Now that there is a commitment of interest,

(there’s) plenty of time to engage the community if we decide it

n&cessary,”m

g. Councilman Alex Padilla announced the ENA in an email to his district:
“Today the Mavor and the Council approved an exclusive negotiating
agreement to build a state of the art NBA professional arena consisting of
approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats with Murphy’s Bowl LLC. .. . This
[5ic] a 36 month agreement with the anticipation of having the NBA arena
built within the next 5 years.”

f. Inaninterview from July 15, 2017, Mayor Butts said: “T"ve spoken to Mr.

Ballmer, and Mr. Ballmer loves the site.”"

g. OnlJuly 21, 2017, Mayor Butts said:
“The City Council’s first responsibility is to ensure continued progress of
this city, to provide job opportunities to our residents. To clarify, no one is

being displaced with the sales of these parceisf’”

h. On August 15, 2617, Mayor Butts said.
“We're arguing over whether or not we're going to build another arena,

employ probably 6,000 more people in construction work, and provide

Y ARC 7, Inglewood City Council OKs Negotiations for New Clippers drena (June 15, 2017).

| "2 Sandy Mazza, Los Angeles Daily News, Owners of The Forum lash out ot Inglewood for

uietly entering into Clippers arena talks (June 15, 2017).

? (City News Service, NBC Los Angeles, Forum Owners File Claim Over Clippers Stadium
Plans (July 20, 2017); http//www.nbclosanyeles.comy/news/local/Forum-Owners-File-Claim-
Cver-Clippers-Stadium-Plans-435623963 . himl;

Y L4 Times: hup:fwww latimes.com/local/calitornio/la-me-In-inglewood-forum-hearing-

2017072 -stary, htmi
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probably 5 or 600 more jobs for the community on that land that has
looked just like that for 25 to 30 years. Are you kidding me?”

1. On October 3, 2017, Mayor Butts stated during a City Council hearing that
any suggestion that the relevant property could be used for housing or
other uses is 2 “total sham” and “ridiculous” and that he will not “entertain

another use on the property for one minute.”
81, Petitioner is informed and belicves and thereon alleges that the ENA is a firm,
current commitment to a definite course of action that eliminates Respondents’ discretion to
consider alternate locations and mitigation measures for the proposed Arena Project besides the

location the ENA identifies, or alternative uses for the site.

82.  On September 7, 2017, Mayor Butts on behalf of the City of Inglewood sent a

83.  On September 14, 2017, Mayor Butts was reported by Inglewooed Today to be

14 - “absent from the [City Council] meeting, and lobbying in support of the [SB 789] bill in

 Sacramento.”

84.  On September 15, 2017, Mayor Butis issued 2 Mayor’s message providing a link

to a television interview in which he stated that “certainty” was required in order to proceed with

™ the Arena Project.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION

{Failure to Comply with CEQA: Failure to Conduct Initial Study
and/or Environmental Assessment)
85.  Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allcgations in prior paragraphs, as
if fully set forth herein.
6.  CEQA apphies “to discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved

by public agencies. . ..” (Pub, Resources Code, § 21080, subd. (a}.)

Y City Council Hearing:
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87.  CEQA defines a “project” as “an activity which may cause either a direct physical

‘ change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the

environment. . . .” {Pub. Resources Code, § 21065.) The Guidelines define “project” as “the

+ whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the

environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment.”
(Guidelines, § 15371, subd. (a).)

88.  The Guidelines define “approval” to mean “the decision by a public agency which
comumits the agency to a definite course of action in regard to a project intended to be carried out
by any person.” (Guidelines § 15352, subd. (a).}

89.  Respondents’ approval of the ENA constitutes a discretionary project that will
cause foreseeable, adverse physical changes to the environment and is, therefore, subject fo

CEQA review. (See City of Livermore v. LAFCO (1986) 184 Cal.App.3d 531 (adoption of

revisions to sphere-of-influence guidelines constitute a “project” subject to CEQA review

because the revisions reflected a major policy shift relating to where growth would occur and

what the focus of urban development would be).)

90.  “Obviously it is desirable that the precise information concerning environmental

. consequences which an EIR affords be furnished and considered at the earliest possible stage.

The Guidelines express this principle in a variety of ways. Thus, ‘EIR’s should be prepared as

early in the planning process as possible to enable environmental considerations to influence

project, program or design.’ [citation.].” (Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1975) 13

- Cal.3d 263, 282.) “Decisions reflecting environmental considerations could most easily be made

when other basic decisions were being made, that is, during the early stage of project
conceptualization, design and planning.” (Citizens for Responsible Gov’t v. City of Albany
(1997) 56 Cal. App.4th 1199, 1221 {(quotations omitted).)

91.  Respondents failed to consider, avoid or mitigate the individual and cumulative
tmpacts of reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts resulting from the approval of the

ENA. Such impacts include land use inconsistency, urban decay and blight.
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92.  Respondents have violated CEQA and failed to procesd in the manner required by

- law, committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion, and acted arbitrarily and capriciously in their

approval of the ENA because, without limitation, Respondents failed to subject the ENA o an

- Initial Study or other environmental assessment as required by CEQA.

93, Petitioner has served the California Attorney General with a copy of this amended

verified petition, along with a notice of its filing, in compliance with Public Resources Code

section 21167.9. A true and correct copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as

Exhibit A hereto.

94,  Petitioner has provided written notice of the commencement of this action to

Respondents, in compliance with Public Resources Code section 21167.5. A true and correct

j copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as Exhibit B hereto.

95.  Petitioner has performed any and all conditions precedent to filing a CEQA action

against Respondents, and has exhausted any and all available administrative remedies to the

| extent required by law.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION

{Failure to Comply with CEQA: Improper Deferral
of Environmental Analysis)
96.  Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as

if fully set forth berein.

97.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents have

deferred analysis under CEQA for the Arena Project.

08.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA comumits
Respondents to a definite course of action with respect to the Arena Project by, for example,

defining now, before any CEQA studies ocour, which parts of the City should be considered for

the proposed Arena Project and the acceptable size of the proposed Arena Project.

99.  The ENA commuts Respondents to a definite course of action that will cause

mumerous adverse environmental effects that should have been studied in an BIR before the ENA
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1 . was gpproved. The detail and specificity contained in the ENA, including identification of the

2 | site, size of arena, number of seats, and overall project components, establish that there is more

3 | than enough information to prepare an EIR now.

4 100. By approving the ENA, Respondents have displaved a level of commitment to the
5 | Arena Project that is more than sufficient to constitute a “project approval.”

6 ? 161, By committing themselves to the obligations set forth in the ENA, Respondents

7 ' have circumscribed or limited their discretion with respect to future environmental review,

8 | mitigation measures, project aliematives and alternative locations.

9 102.  The Guidelines are clear that Respondents are barred from taking actions “that

10 would have a significant adverse effect or limif the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures,
11 | before completion of CEQA compliance.” {(Guidelines § 15004, subd. (b)(2)}{emphasis added).}
12 103.  Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents’

13 | adoption of the ENA constituies such an unauthorized action because it Hmits Respondents’

14 choices of methods to eliminate and/or mitigate adverse environmental impacts generated by the
15 | ENA,

16 104, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA constitutes a
17 | prejudgment by Respondents on the proposed Arena Project and the proposed Site.

18 1065, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA commits

19 | Respondents to a definite course of action and 50 constrains Respondents’ exercise of police

20 power such that the future CEQA review envisioned by the ENA is rendered an unlawful post

21 hoc rationalization for decisions and commitments already made in the ENA.

220 106. Developer has also committed significant resources toward shaping the Arena

23 Project, including without Hitation the detail of design specified in the ENA and the payment
24 of $1.5 sullion to the City.

25 107,  Any later-performed environmental analysis will be influenced in its discussion of
26 impects, mitigation and alternatives by the significant funds already given to the City by the

27  Developer.

28
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108. Respondents have violated CEQA and failed to proceed in the manner required by
law, committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion, and acted arbitrarily and capriciously in their

approval of the ENA because Respondents committed themselves to a definite course of action,

. i.e. the Arena Project, before complving with CEQA, and improperly deferred CEQA analysis of

the Arena Project to a later time,

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION

{(Violation of CEQA -~ Pattern and Practice of Approving
Projects without Envirenmental Heview)

109.  Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as

if fully set forth herein.

110. Respondents have engaged in, and continue to engage in, a pattern and practice of
approving the environmental review of projects separate and apart from their decision on the

underlying project. Respondents’ pattern and practice purports to bar the public from

administratively appealing any decision based on noncompliance with CEQA.

111, This improper patiern and practice of segregating approval of the environmental

review from the approval of the project or permit at issue violates Guidelines section 15090,
- which requires that “[tlhe final EIR was presented to the decisionmaking body of the lead agency

and that the decisionmaking body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final

EIR prior to approving the project.”

112. Respondents’ pattern and practice is to separate CEQA review from the final
project decision, which violates CEQA. (E.g., POET, LLC v, State Air Resources Bd. (2013} 218
Cal. App.4th 681, 731 [“CEQA 15 viclated when the authority to approve or disapprove the
project is separated from the responsibility to complete the envivonmental review.”].)

113, Unless Respondents are enjoined, the public, including Petitioner, will suffer
irreparable harm as a result of Respondents’ approval of projects and their refusal to consider

CEQA noncompliance.

30

Printed on Recyeled Paper VERIFIED AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE
RELIBF PURSUANT TO CEQA




10

i1

13
14

15

16
17
i8

19

20

21 |

23

24

25 |

26

27

M oeR w3 Nt g

28 |

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION

(Petition for Writ of Mandate Under CCP §§ 1094.5 and/or 1085
Denial of Due Process - Denial of Fair Hearing)

114, Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as
if fully set forth herein.

115,  Basic legal principles goveming public hearings require that all participants be
provided a fair hearing and that their right to due process not be violated.

116. A public hearing participant’s rights to a fair hearing and due process are violated
when one of the public agency participants has an illegal conflict of interest but nevertheless
participates in the decision-making process—=even when the conflicted public agency
participant’s participation was not determinative to the outcome of the public hearing. Fair-
hearing and due-process requirements also dictate that mewmbers of the public be given

reasonable prior notice of a public hearing or of any meeting that is the substantive equivalent of

2 public hearing but not labeled a “public hearing.” Such requirements also prohibit

decisionmakers from participating in ex parte communications with applicants and appeliants
concerning the subject matter of the public hearing. If such communications do occur; their
substance must be disclosed fully, accurately, and on the record so that all members of the public
know what information was communicated to and from the decisionmakers.

117. Respondents failed to provide a fair hearing before impartial decisionmakers.
Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the decisionmakers of Respondents
had personal interests in the approval of the Project and the ENA, became personally invested in
the approval process and pre-judged the merits of the Project and the ENA.

118.  This litigation, if successful, will result in enforcement of important rights
affecting the public interest, including the public’s right to compel the decision-making bodies of

Respondents to comply with City and state law and the rights of the residents and property

- gwners of the City, among other things.

31

“Brinted on Recyeled Paper YVERIFIED AMENDED PETITION FOR WERIT OF |

MANDATE AND COMPLATNT FOR INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF PURSUANT TO CEQA




fa—

[ T A S N S N o L L N L o e S U VPO
I O . T e T« - T, L s N Y N T S T

 if fully set forth herein.

- and the ENA. Petitioner thercfore prays for a preliminary and permanent injunction against

Respondents and any of their agents from further pursuing the ENA and/or commencing work

R oR - I <A TV D N VS A

| upon the Arena Project and the ENA unless and until such time as Respondents comply with

- procedures.
- subject matter is unique and monetary damages would therefore be inadequate to fully
. compensate Petitioner for the consequences of Respondents’ actions in their continued failure to

| comply with CEQA with respect to the Project and the ENA. Petitioner therefore seeks, and is

preliminary and/or permanent injunction.

- rescind and set aside their approval of the ENA, their adoption of the ENA, and all other

 approvals, if any, of the Arena Project; and

 permits, or entitlements as part of the Arena Project or the ENA pursuant to the City’s approval

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION

{(Injunction Against Further Pursuit of the ENA
Until Respondents Comply with CEQA)

119, Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as

120. Respondents failed to comply with CEQA prior to approving the Arena Project

their mandatory duties under CEQA and all other applicable environmental rules, regulations and

121.  Petitioner has no adequate remedy other than that prayed for herein in that the

entitled to, injunctive relief under Code of Civil Procedure section 526 et seq., and to a stay,

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Petitioner and Plaintiff prays for relief as follows:
I For a peremptory writ of mandate:

a. directing Respondents and the Oversight Board, and each of them, to

b. enjoining Respondents and the Oversight Board, their respective officers,

employees, agents, boards, commissions, and all subdivisions from granting any authority,

of the ENA; and
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- Oversight Board, and each of them, and any of their agents, enjoining them from further
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limitation, attorneys’ fees incurred herein as permitted or required by law,

. Dated: October /72017 Respectfully submitted,

c. commanding Respondents and the Oversight Board, and each of them, to
immediately suspend all activities in furtherance or implementation of the ENA until such time
as environmaental review has been completed in compliance with CEQA.

2. For a preliminary and permanent injunction against Respondents and the

pursuing the ENA and/or commencing work under the ENA unless and until such time as
Respondents comply with their mandatory duties under CEQA and all other applicable
environmental rules, regulations and procedures.

3. For an award of its costs of suit and litigation expenses, including, without
4. For such other relief as the Court deems just and proper.

CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP

ayf&-{o T (R

Dﬂugﬁé P Carstens
Michelle Black
Attorneys for Petitioner
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YERIFICATION

I, the undersigned, declare that I am an officer of Inglewood Residents Against Takings
and Evictions, Petitioner in this action. I have read the foregoing Amended Petition For Writ Of
Mandate and know the contents thereof, and the same is true of my own knowledge.

1 declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed this

/7 day of Outober, 2017 a@g@&«wf?{?ﬁ{ , California. -~

e
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Hermosa Beach Office
Phone: (310} 798-2400

Douglas P. Carstens
Email Address:

F@Wﬁ g& 8] ?’%ﬂ'@ ns Ea gm @ duc@cbeearthlaw.com

Fax: (310} 798-2402 Chatten-f
San Diego Office 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Suite 318
Phone: {858) 999-0070 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 Direct Diak
Phone: {619) 840-4522 www.cheearthlaw.com 310-798-2400 Ext 1
October 23, 2017
By U.S. Mail
Sally Magnani

Senior Assistant Attorney General
California Attorney General

300 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90013-1230

Re: Challenge to City of Inglewood, City of Inglewood City Council, Successor
Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, Governing Board of the
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood
Parking Authority, and the Ingle wood Parking Authority Board of Director’s
approval of the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement with Murphy’s Bowl LLC,
Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions v. City of Inglewood, et
al.

Honorable Attorney General:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.7 and Code of Civil Procedure
section 388, please find enclosed a copy of Plaintiff and Petitioner the Inglewood
Residents Against Takings And Evictions’ (*Petitioner™) Verified First Amended Petition
for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive Relief Pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (*Petition™) against Defendants and Respondents City of
Inglewood, City of Inglewood City Council, Successor Agency to the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency, Governing Board of the Successor Agency to the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood Parking Authority, the Inglewood Parking
Authority Board of Directors, and the Oversight Board to the Successor Agency to the
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency (collectively, “Respondents™) and Real Party in
Interest Murphy’s Bowl LLC, filed in Los Angeles Superior Court, Stanley Mosk
Courthouse, located at 111 N. Hill Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012,

Petitioner challenges Respondents® approval of an Exclusive Negotiating
Agreement regarding the construction of a professional sports arena in the City of
Inglewood. Among other causes of action, Petitioner challenges Respondents’ failure to
adhere to the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act, including proper
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report, and to provide a fair hearing.



California Attorney General
October 23, 2017
Page 2

This Petition is being provided pursuant to the notice provisions of the Public
Resources Code. Please contact me if you have any guestions.

Sincerely,

Gugi P. Carstens

Encl: Verified First Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive
Relief Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act



California Attorney General
October 23, 2017
Page 3
PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles,
State of California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 .
On October 23, 2017, 1 served the within documents:

LETTER TO THE CALIFORNI ARDING FIRST
AMENDED PETITION E’@R
VIA UNITED STATES MAIL. 1 am readily familiar with this business’

1 practice for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the

United States Postal Service. On the same day that correspondence is placed
for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully
prepaid. I enclosed the above-referenced document(s) in a sealed envelope or
package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) as set forth below, and
following ordinary business practices I placed the package for collection and
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above.

I declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court
whose direction the service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of California that the above is true and correct. Executed on October 23,
2017, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254,

,,,,,,

i p—_

Cm&tﬁ/ a Kellman

"

SERVICE LIST

California Attorney General
300 South Spring Street, Ste. 1700
Los Angeles, CA 90013






Hermoss Beach Office
Phone: {310} 798-2400

Douglas P. Carstens
Emall Address:

Fax.  (310) 798-2402 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP doc@cheearthiaw.com
San Diego Office 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Sulte 318
Phone: (858) 999-0070 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 Direct Diak:
Phone: {619} 940-4522 www.cheearthlaw.com 310-798-2400 Ext 1
October 23, 2017
By US. Mail

James T. Butts, Chair of the Board
Oversight Board to the Successor Agency
1o the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency
1 Manchester Boulevard

Inglewood, CA 90301

Re:  Challenge to September 7, 2017, Approval of Exclusive Negotiating
Agreement and Arena Project
Dear Chairman Butts:

-Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.5, please take notice that the
Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions plans to file an amended petition for
writ of mandate and complaint challenging the September 7, 2017, approval of an
Exclusive Negotiating Agreement to develop a professional sports arena by the Oversight
Board to the Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency. This petition
will be filed in Los Angeles Superior Court, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, located at 111 N.
Hill Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012,
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles,
State of California. I am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 .
On October 23, 2017, 1 served the within documents:

LETTER TO OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY
T@ ’E‘HE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
EGARDING PETITION FOR WRIT OF b DATE

o “VIA UNITED STATES MAIL. I am readily familiar with this business’
practice for collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the
United States Postal Service. On the same day that correspondence is placed
for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully
prepaid. I enclosed the above-referenced document(s) in a sealed envelope or
package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) as set forth below, and
following ordinary business practices I placed the package for collection and
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above.

1 declare that I am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court
whose direction the service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the State of California that the above is true and correct. Executed on October 23,
2017, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254, R .

/0.-**’ e ﬁf‘ i -
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]

Cynthia Kellman

SERVICE LIST

James T. Butts, Chair of the Board
Oversight Board to the Successor
Agency

to the Inglewood Redevelopment
Agency

1 Manchester Boulevard
Inglewood, CA 90301



Hermoss Beach Office i Dougles P, Carstens
Phone: (310} 798-2400 S ik cos:
For (3107982407 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP s eheseriacom
San Disgo Office 2200 Pacific Coast aghway, Suite 318 o o
Phone: (B58) 998-D070 Hermose Beach, CA 90254 Direcs Diak
Phone, {619} 940-4523 vy chosarthiaw com 310-798-2400 Bt 1
July 20, 2017

By U.S. Mail

City of Inglewoond and City of Inglewood

City Council

¢fo Ms, Yvonne Horton

City Clerk, City of Inglewood Successor Agency to the Inglewood

1 Manchester Boulevard Redevelopment Agency

Inglewood, California 90301 (Governing Board of the Successor

Agency to the Inglewood

City of Inglewood Parking Authority Redevelopment Agency

City of Inglewood Parking Authority ¢/o Margarita Cruz

Board of Directors Successor Agency Manager

c/o Ms. Yvonne Horton 1 Manchester Boulevard

Secretary, Inglewood Parking Authority Inglewood, California 90301

I Manchester Boulevard
Inglewood, California 90301

Be:  Challenge to June 15, 2017, Approval of Exclusive Negotating Agreement
- and Arena Project
Dear Ms, Horton and Ms. Cruz:

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.5, please take notice that the
Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Bvictions plans to file a petition for writ of
mandate and complaint challenging the June 15, 2017, spproval of an Esclosive
Wegotiating Agreement by and among the City of Inglewood (*Clty™), the City of
Inglewnod as Suceessor Agency to the Inglewond Redevelopment Agency {"Successor
Apeney™), the Inglewond Parking Authority ("Parking Authority™), and Murphy's Bowl
LLL to develop a professional sports arena. This petition will be 8led agamst the Ty,
the City of Inglewood City Counedl, the Successor Agency, the Governing Board of the
Sucosssor Ageney, the Parking Authority, and the Parking Authority Board of Dirsciors
in Los Angeles Buperior Court, Btanley Mosk Cowthouse, located at 111 W, Hill Borest,
Los Angeles, UA 80012,

Sincerely,
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PROOF OF SERVICE

I am employed by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles,
State of Califorpda. T am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action, My -
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 .
On July 20, 2017, I served the within documents:

ITY OF INGLEWOOD AND CITY OF INGLEWOOD CITY

CITY OF WGLEW@@B
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO 1T
AND GOVERNIT ARD OF TH

A BOA S@@@@@S@ﬁ&@ﬁmﬁy ’E‘@ ’E’HE
m GLEW@@E} EVELOPMENT AGENCY REGA

DING PETTTION FOR

MATL. 1 am readily familiar with this business®
pracii@e fm‘ ceﬁﬁmmﬁ and pmmssmg of correspondence for mailing with the
United States Postal Service. On the same day that correspondence is placed
for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully
prepaid. Ienclosed the above-referenced document(s) in 2 sealed envelope or
package addressed to the person(s) st the address{(es) as set forth below, and
following ordinary business practices I placed the package for collection and
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above,

1 declare that | am emploved in the office of a2 member of the bar of this court
whose direction the service was made. [ declare under penalty of perjury under the laws
of the Btate of California that the above is true and correct. Executed on July 20, 2017, at
Hermosa Beach, California 90254, «_

A
&

Lo

Cmﬁm Keﬁman




inglewood and City of Inglewood
City Council

c/o Ms. Yvonope Horton

City Clerk, City of Inglewood

1 Manchester Boulevard

Inglewood, California 90301

City of I

Board of Directors
¢/o Ms. Yvonne Horton

Secretary, Inglewood Parking Authority
1 Manchester Boulevard

Inglewood, California 90301

Successor Agency 1o the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency

Governing Board of the Successor
Agency to the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency

cfo Margarita Croz

Successor Agency Manager

1 Manchester Boulevard
Inglewood, California 90301
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| Attornevys for Petitioner

m%'\i@su‘g‘hwm

T CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP

Douglas P. Carstens, SBN 193439

. Josh Chatten-Brown, SBN 243605

Michelle Black, SBN 261962
2200 Pacific Coast Hwy, Suite 318
Hermosa Beach, CA 90254

310.758.2400; Fax 310.798, 2402

INGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST TAKIN
AND EVICTIONS

SUPERIOR COURY OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
INGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST CASE NO.:
 TAKINGS AND EVICTIONS,
NOTICE OF ELECTION TO
Plaintiff and Petitioner, : -
v, SOURCES CODE § 21167.6(b)(2)

CITY OF INGLEWOOD, a municipal corporation;

CITY OF INGLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL,;
SUCCESSOR A{EENCY TO ’E‘HE ENGLEWG@@

| AUTHORITY BOAI

RE@%VELO? AR

| BOARD OF THE SBQC?ESS@R AGZ’?;NCY T@

THE INGLEWOOL REEEVELQFMENT

AGENCY; THE INGLEWOOD PARK
AM@RZTY THE INGLEWOOD PARKING
RD OF DIRECTORS; and

DOBS 1-10;

Defendants and Respondents,

MURPHY’S BOWL LLC, a Delaware Limited
Lisbility Company; ROES 10-20;

3
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3
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}
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3
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)

}
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Real Parties in Interest. §
}

|

NOTICE OF BLECTION T6 PREPARETHE

Printed on Kecyoled Paper o
ADMIMISTRATIVE RECORD



e A S > S % B % B %
RS T S O O - S T S A N v < S

oot

R - T 7 T S VT %

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21 167.6(b)(2), Plaintiff and Petitioner

Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions (“Petitioner”) hereby elects to prepare the

administrative record and the record of proceedings in connection with this action. Petitionsr
therefore requests that Defendants and Respondents City of Inglewood, City of Inglewood City

| Council, Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, Governing Board of the

Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Ageney, the Inglewood Parking Authority,
and the Inglewood Parking Authority Board of Directors (“Respondents™) notify Petitioner’s
attorneys of record in writing when the items constituting the administrative record are availgble
for inspection and photocopying. To the extent necessary to facilitate a prompt response to this

| notice, Petitioner’s request should be deemed 2 request to inspect public records under the

%: California Public Records Act.

5 Petitioner reserves the right to request that Respondents prepare any portion of the record

| that is not otherwise reasonably available except from one or more of Respondents, However,

‘ nothing in this notice shall be construed as Petitioner’s express or iraplied agreement to make

£
| any payment to Respondents for their assembly of the items that constitute the administrative

 record or for any other expense incwrred by Respondents in providing Petitioner with access fo

" the items constituting the record. In the absence of Petitioner’s express written

acknowledgement to the contrary, this nolice asks Respondents to do nothing more than provide

scoess 1o the es constituting the record.

Dated: July 20, 2017 Respectfully submitied,
CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP

DougladP, Carstens
Michelle Black
Attorneys for Pelitioner

Printed on Recyeled Paper ' o CROTICE GFRELECTION TO PREPARE THE
’ ATMDNISTRATIVE RECORD






From: Mayor James T. Butts, Jr.

Sent: Saturday, June 17, 2017 5:58 PM

To: Tunisia Johnson <tjchrson@cityofinglewood.org>
Sublect; Inglewood & Clippers Open Negotiations

Having trouble viewing this emall?
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January 12, 2017 - Chargers relocate o Inglewood
January 18, 2017 - Clippers open nagotintions with Clty
November 2017 - 520 Killlon Senior Center Opens

September 2018 - Century Bl Reconstruction complste
September 2018 - Melro Green Line opens In Inglewood
September 2020 - Rams/Chargers Play In Our Stadium
February 8§, 2022 - Superbow! LV (86) In Inglewood

July 2024 - 2024 Surmmer Olympics World Games *
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the Log Angeles Clippers on Thursday thet could lesd 10 the construgtion of an areng for the
The arena would be privaiely funded and no publle money would be used for the projeot,

The inglewood Gty Counall unanimously approved an exclusive negotisting agreemant with
NEA o aoross the shreet from the fulure home of the NFLUs Chargers and Rams.

* have sald from day one that we need o p
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The inglewood Cily Councll Thursday moming unanimously approved an exclusive
negotialing agresment for development of an NBA basketball arena for the Los Angeles
Clippers on a 22-acre plot of city-owned land,

According o city councill documents, the agreement outiines a thres-yesr negotisting period
with a developer planning o bulld "2 premier and siale-of- the-art National Baskelball
Association professional basketbsll arena consisting of aporoximately 18,000 o 20,000
segis.”

Thal window also gives the Clippers three years to conduct an environmental review of the
project.

inglewood Mayor James Butlls described the council's approval o CBS2 as a "promise ring.”
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As  round-the-clock  construction  continues  on the  $2.8-billon  stadium  for
the Rams and Chargers in Inglewood, the resurgent oty Is moving loward adding another
feam.

Inglewood's City Council will vote Thursday on an exclusive negotiating agreement for
a Clippers-controlied company 1o build an arens for the team, according o a copy of the
documant,

The 22 acres for the arens are across the strest from the 288-acre site where Rams owner
Stan Kroenke is bullding the stadium as part of a sprawling mixed-use devalopment.

The Rams aren't involved in the Clippers’ arena project, according io a person with direct
knowledge of the situation, though representatives of Kroenke and the Clippers had multipls
discussions about the team joining the Ramsg’ project that's scheduled o be completed in
2020 o building on an adiacent parcel,




for new Clippers arena

Inglewood City Council unanimously voted in favor Thursday of a negotiating agreement on
the development of a "premier and state-of-the-an’ basketball arena with seating capacity of
18,000 to 20,000,

The property is located on about 22 acres of land belween Prairie and Yukon Avenue and
hordered on the norih by Century Boulevard, Much of the land s owned by the oty of
Inglewood, according fo city documents,

Inglewood City Council members spoke almost universally in favor of the plan. "Inglewood is
nol going o be the place fo diive through, but the place 1o drive to, and this is pard of thal”
one inglewood city councilman said.
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Mayor }ameé T. Butts, Jr., One Manchester Bivd, Inglewood, CA 20301

Safelinsubscribe™ Lishnsen@cditvofinglewosd.or
Forwerd this emall | Update Profile | About our service grovider







LEGEND City Parcels

Successor Agency Parcels

Ghy/Clipper Development Area, Subject to Eminent Domain
- SB 788 ~ Expedited Eminent Domain Area




Century Industrial Commerce Center: 3800 West Century Boulevard







Airport Park View Hotel: 3900 W. Century Boulevard




Rodeway Inn: 3940 West Century Boulevard




Church’s Chicken: 3950 West Century Boulevard




Let’s Have a Cart Party: 10212 Prairie Avenue




Sugarfina: 3915 West 102" Street




Hollywood Aerial Arts: 3838 West 102™ Street




CD's Cabinets: 3820 West 102" Street




SES International Express, Inc. 10105 South Doty Avenue




Starlight Freight System: 3780 West Century Boulevard

Pacific Global Consolidators: 3770 West Century Boulevard




The Starlink Group: 10105 S. Doty Avenue




UPS Supply Chain Solutions: 3600 West Century Boulevard




3732 West Century Boulevard

Ramos Window Coverings: #1

Transworld Aquatic Enterprises #3
Renaissance Aquatics #4
Agua Naulic Specialist ¥6

Tropical Enterprises #8



: 3738 West Century Boulevard

Pacific Window Covering




United Courier Services: 3750 West Century Boulevard
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3806 West 102™ Street




inglewood Southside Christian Church




Nicholas Gardens Apartments: 3911 West 104 Street




A Sampling of More Single-Family Homes Adjacent to Arena Area







Excerpts from “Inglewood Residents Speak Out Against the Proposed Clippers Arena,” August 13, 2017

¥ The city owns large parcels of land in the avea around the business, making it one of
the most plausible arena sites. “I's pot 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
nt tooth and nail to stop the project.

He is among & 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 {0 20,000 seats alongside a practice facility, team offices and

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

# # #

A half-block away, Gracle Sosa has witnessed the neighborhood’s evolution from a'two-
bhedroom home on Doty Avenue where she’s lived with her parents since 1985. Crime and

violence 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 arena from a
friend. No representatives of the city or team have contacted the family.

“It’s about the money,” Sosa said. “... [ 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 saving ‘No, no, no’ until the end.”

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 inchude an arena.

“My biggest concern is how it will impact the families,” Fletcher said.
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PROOF OF SERVICE

1 am emploved by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles, State of California.
1 am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My business address is 2200 Pagcific Coast
Highway, Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 . October 23, 2017, I served the within documenis:

VERIFIED FIRST AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE
AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE RELIEF PURSUANT TO THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

ViA UNITED STATES MAIL. Iam readily familiar with this business’ practice for
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service.
On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection and mailing, it is deposited in
the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with
postage fully prepaid. I enclosed the above-referenced document(s) in a sealed envelope or
package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) as set forth below, and following
ordinary business practices I placed the package for collection and mailing on the date and at
the place of business set forth above.

VIiA OVERNIGHT DELIVERY. I enclosed the above-referenced document(s) in an
envelope or package designated by an overnight delivery carrier with delivery fees paid or
provided for and addressed to the person{s) at the address(es) listed below. 1 placed the
envelope or package for collection and overnight delivery at an office or a regularly utilized
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier.

VIA MESSENGER SERVICE. I served the above-referenced document(s) by placing them
in an envelope or package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) listed below and
provided them to a professional messenger service for service. (A declaration by the
messenger must accompany this Proof of Service or be contained in the Declaration of
Messenger below.)

VIA FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION. Based on an agreement of the parties to accept
service by fax transmission, [ faxed the above-referenced documeni(s) to the persons at the
fax number(s) listed below. No error was reported by the fax machine that T used. A copy of
the record of the fax transmission is attached.

VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE. I caused the above-referenced document(s) to be sent to
the person(s) at the slectronic address{es) listed below.

I declare that ] am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court whose direction the
service was made. I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the above is
true and correct. Executed on October 23, 2017, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254,

Cynthia Kellman
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SERVICE LIST

Attorney for Respondents

Kenneth R. Campos,

Inglewood City Attorney

One Manchester Boulevard, 8" Floor
Inglewood, CA 90301
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Edward B. Kang

Kane, Ballmer & Berkman

515 §. Figueroa Street, Suite 780
Los Angeles, CA 90071
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Attorneys for Real Parties in Interest
Jonathan R. Bass

Charmaine Yu

Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP
One Montgomery Street, Suite 3000
San Francisco, CA 94104
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