From: gustavo.amanna@gmail.com [mailto:gustavo.lamanna@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Gustavo
Lamanna

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:16 PM

To: Via, Tay

Co: O'Brien, Harry; Royee K. Jones

Subject: Fwd: Ancther Protest Letter

Tay,

FYI-

sustavo Lamanna

Attorney at Law

11598 West Gateway Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 80064
lamannafbusa net

310-497.8558 cell

~~~~~~~~~~ Forwarded message ----------

From: Castaneda, Olga <QCastaneda@bos lacounty gov>

Date: Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 4. 14 PM

Subject: Another Protest Letter

To: Gustavo Lamanna <glamannaiiusa.ngt™>, Margarita Cruz <guemuz@@citvolinglewood org>
Cc: "Royee K. Jones" <govce(@kbblaw com>

Hi:

Ancther Protest Letter.

Clga J. Castanada
Commission Services
213-974-1431
oeastaneda@bos lacounty.goy

From: Castaneda, Olga

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:47 PM

To: 'Gustavo Lamanna’; Margarita Cruz

Ce: Royee K. Jones

Subject: RE: Inglewood SA / Oversight Board (June 27, 2018)

Hello:



Yes, ong letter of protest was received and two letters requesting a copy of the agenda and supporting
documents was also recelved, which wers forwarded to the correspondents last Friday | balieve, | will
bring coples of all three letlers 1o the meeting this evening. In the interim, they are attached.

Take cars.

Clga J. Castanada
Commission Services
213-974-1431
oeastaneda@bos lacounty.goy

From: gustave armsnna@omailoom Imailto:qustavo amanna@amail.com] On Behalf Of Gustavo
Lamanna

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:39 PM

Teo: Margarita Cruz; Castaneda, Olga

Ce: Royee K. Jones

Subject: Inglewood SA / Oversight Board (June 27, 2018)

Margarita and Olga,

Did either of you receive any communications regarding items on the OB agenda for tonight?
Let me know.

See you both tonight at the meeting.

Sincerely,

Gustavo Lamanna

Attorney at Law

115989 West Gateway Boulevard

Los Angeles, CA 90064
lamannausanst

310-497-6558 call




Douglas Carstens
Ernall Addrsss
ducchosariiawoom

Hermoss Beach Offce Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP

Phaorses {330 798-2400 " . e -
e (316) 79 F200 Pacific Coast Mighway, Bulte 118

’ § S 4 o . N s
?ii;z@?ﬁ%@* . Hermosa Beach, CA S0254 Direct Diab
Phone (B159 9404522 wwrwchosarthiaw.com I TRR-2400 vt 1
June 27, 2018

¢ and Oversight Board members

Sent Via Email /

Chairperson James T, Butts, Jr.

Members of the Oversight Board of the Inglewood Successor Agency
{ Manchester Blvd,

Inglewood, CA 80301

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 BEvictions (IRATE)} in connection with the Successor Agency’s proposed disposition
of the parcels B-1.1 through B-2 as identified in the Long Range Property Managemaent
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
Ewvironmental Quality Act (CEQA).

IRATE opposes the City’s apparent approval of the arena complex. TRATE's
members will be adversely impacted by the Arena Project’s construction and operation,
including impacts to air quality, traffic congestion, nighttire lighting, and noise that have
vet 1o be disclosed, analyzed, or fully mitigated in 3 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 Inglewond Parking
Authority, and the Oversight Board 1o 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
gnvironment.



Chairperson James T, Buits, Jr,
Members of the Oversight Board
June 27, 2018

Page 2

Disposition of Parcels for the Clippers Arena Project Prior to Certification of an
EIR Violates CEQA,

Although not disclosed 1 the Successor Agency’s Notice of Proposed Action orin
the Agenda for the Oversight Board s June 27, 2018 meeting, IRATE is awary 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
Suceessor Agency have promoted construction of a Clippers arena at myriad press
conferences and on the City’s website. Meoreover, the City, the Successor Agency to the
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, and the Inglewood Parking Authority have entered
into an exclusive negotiating agreement (ENAS with Murphy’s Bowl, LLC for these
specific properties. Under CEQA, construction of 8 basketball arena is a “project” with
the potential to cause significant environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code §
21065.) Preparation and certification of an BIR 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 FIR analyzing the
envirommental impacts of a Clippers basketball arena. However, this EIR is not vet
complete. 11 has not been circulated for review by the public, and it certainly has not vet
been certified. The very real epvironmental and community tmpacts of the baskethall
arena Project have, therefore, not been disclosed to the public or analyzed. Allernatives
to the Project have not been proposed, and mitigation measures have not yet heen
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 g careful examingtion, 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 i1, The FIR 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 1o give up in order to take that
journey.



Chairperson James T, Bults, Jr.
Members of the Oversight Board
June 27, 2018

Page 3

{(Narwral Resowrces Defense Council v, City of Loy dpgeles {2002} 103 Cal. App Ath 268,
2713 As approval of 8 project prior to completion of the CEQA process, as proposed
here, prechudes informed decisionmaking, the Celifornia Bupreme Court has invalidated
project approvals that precede certification of an EIR, (Sove Tara v, City of Wesi
Hollvwood (2008 45 Caldth 116, 138

The alternatives analysis is the “heart of the BIR {Guidelines, § 15003, subd.
{a) San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. Clty and County of San Franciseo (1984)
151 CallApp ad 61, 72.) The purpose of 3 CEQA alternatives analysis is to Wentily and
analvee alternatives to a project that will svoid or substantisily lessen its significant
environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code § 210020 In Sove Tora, the Supreme
Court declared, “hefore conducting CEQA review, agencies must not “take soy sction’
that significantly furthers a project *in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation
measures that would ordiparily be part of CEQA review of thet public project.”™ (Save
Successor Agency or Oversight Board action taken w approve disposition of the
properties for the arena Project would foreclose slternatives to the Project and
impermissibly pre-commit to the Project in violation of CEQA.

arena, the City, Successor Agency, and Parking Authority have entered into an ENA, and
the City s currently completing an EIR for the Project, envirommental review is required
befure the Successor Agency or Oversight Board can act. Therefore, we respectiully
request that the Oversight Board deny the Successor Ageney’s request for a resolubion
regarding the disposition of parcels B-1.1 through B-3.

Because the propertios have specifically been designated for development as an

Sincerely,

Douglas P Carstens

4
%

Muombers of the Oversight Board
Carolyn M. Hull
Bugenio Villa {
Brian Fahoestock
Margarita Croz {

Charmaine Yu

Bruce Grudley

Enclosure: Amended petition
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Attorneys for Pelitioner
IMNGLEWOOD REBIDENTS AGAINST TAKINGS
- AND EVICTIONS

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

o s ond £

CINGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST CASE MO BRITH

11 TAKINGSE AND EVICTIONS,

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

12 Flaintifl and Pelitioner,

13 ¥,

4 QITY OF INGLEWOOD, 3 municipal corporation;
CITY OF INGLEWOOD CITY COUNCIL,

15 SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,; GOVERNING
16 BOARD OF THE SUCCESBOR AGENCY TO
THE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT

17 AGENCY; THE INGLEWOOD PARKING

3
}
)
}
}
)
3
)
)
b {Code Civ. Proc. 58 1085, 1094.5 and
3
, )
CAUTHORITY: THE INGLEWQOD PARKING )
;
)
)
J
}
]
}
}
)
}
J
)

526; Pub, Resowrces Code §8 21000 &
seg.)

18 | AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS;
OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR
19 AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD
 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY: and DOES 1-10;

Diepartment: 86
Judge: Hon, Amy D Hogue
Petition filed: July 20, 2007

Trial Betting Conferenve: November 1,

Dipfendants and Respondents, 2017

22 MURPHY'S BOWL LLL, a Delgware Limited
Liahility Company; ROES 10-20;

74 Real Parties in Interest.

“Printed on Recyeled Paper VERIFIED AMENDED FEOTION FORWRIT OF
MANDATE AND COMPLAINT POR INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF FURBUANT TO DEGA




b3

Ll

Petitioner and Plaintiff Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions
{“Petitioner”) hereby petitions for a writ of mandamus and brings & complaint for declaratory and
| injunctive relief and for attorneys” fees against Respondents and Defendants the Cliy of
Inglewood (Ciy™), the Inglewood City Counadl Uity Council™, the Successor Ageney o the

Inglewood Redevelopment Ageney (Successor Ageney™), the Governing Board of the

3 Buccessor Agency (“Suvcessor Agency Board™), the Inglewood Parking Authority ("Parking

Awthority™}, the Parking Awhority Board of Directors ("Parking Authority Board™,
{eollectively, "Respondents™), the Oversight Board To The Successor Agency To The Inglowood

| Redevelopment Agency {“Oversight Board™), aned against Real Party in Interest Murphy's Bowl

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

E provedural rules and  laws designed to sosure environmental protection, ignoring the interesis of
the sommmmity, snd mshing into 8 sports arens development that could displace families and

| businesses, small and large, for a billionadrs’s bonelit. This dispute arises from Respondents”

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

Suceessor Agency, the Authority and the Developer to facilitate the development of @ sports

IR arena {the “Arena Project™). The ENA must be set sside beoause the City approved the ENA In

violation of the Celifornia Environmental Quality Act FCEQA™) and without providing & fair
and impartial hearing.

| 2. Petitioner i informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents HBrst
publicly signaled their intent to proceed with the Arens Project by noticing & special mesting to
approve the detailed 22-page ENA less than 34 hours before 1t was approved at a mid-week
special meeting. Respondents rushed to o hearing even though, aceording 1o the Mayor™s

annoumeernent on June 17, 2017, the “Clippers openfed] negotiations with the City” on January

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

B refers throughout to “the BNA" and, where relevant, “the Revizsed ENAY

5
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15,2017,

shutior d

special mesting on July 21, 2017, The impacted resl

Cnotice of the Uiy intention o fake thetr homes ur busines

anvillary uses related to and compatible with the operation and promotion

swuneing mglewood Clippers

whit 13 Lune 17, 2017, eoail from Mavor Bulis i

ERNALY Bo, despite the Mavor's announeoment that nopotiations had been ongotng for six

Respondents” joint special mesting on Juoe 13, 2007, Bespondents unanimo

moving forward with an avenn thet would displace two 1o Tour thousand Inglowond regids

rs of businesses and g chureh and cregte messive bnpeots o the surrounding

| pomrmnity,

fad

. Following obloctions from Petittoner and others to the Uity"s vig!

Brown Act, Respondents held @ second joint specis! meeting on July 21, 2017, Respondents

pnanimously reaffiomed thely commitment o moving forward with an srons project &t & join

wy cwvners reveived no

arsts snd bush

s prioy o any of the meelings.
4, Fellowing publication of articles in the Los Angeles Times including ove entitled
“Posgible Chppers arens bas many Inglowood residents worrted they may Tose thelr homes or

busiresses” on August 13, 3007, e Inglewood City Coundl held o thied mpeting on August 15,

2017, Avthe August bearing, the Uity Councll approved & “Revised BMA” which contabned

the Bl pof the pend

A and g revized

many of § © PTior fWo ¥

sven purporting w reduse the sres of potential eminent domain v,

5, forth and specifioally s the Arona Project’s seope and oven

o the Aounn

23 it as a " Projest” The lovel of detail the ENA and staf¥ report conte

| Protent was more than snough to complete envivommentad seview. The ENA states that

Bespondenis will convey property Yo the Developer for development a8 5 promder angd siate of
PR & I~ & g J

i

the art Mational Basketball Association UMNBA™ professional bashethall svens vong

approximately 18,000 10 20,000 seats as well as velutod landsonping, parking snd various other

5 NBA srennon the Site” {ENA, st pp. 1.2 The staff report for the June 15, 2017, spectal

i b ot

shirms thet the ENATs parpos

fad
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of approvimately 18,000 1o 20,000 seats” The Arens Project’s size snd lovation are sl that &

needed for the Clty 1o conduct environmental review as they estublish the parameters of the

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

road and decided to possibly do envivonmental review later. CEQA requires more gl

- Respondents” decision 1o ignore their obligations under state law cannot and should not be

- countenanced.

. Prespite speeifically delining the Avena Project in the ENA, Respondents have

prepared ne envirowmental review for the Arena Projeot although already commifting

themselves to moving forward with the Arena Project. Respondents” commitment to the Arens

 acquire the pareals of real propenty™ underlying the proposed Areng Project not already in

Respondents” possession. (ENA, at § 2(b)) The Revised ENA changed this 1o state
Respondents “may slect”™ to obtn relevant parcels by aminent domuin bt the clewr exprossion

of intention remained. The Revised ENA changes the phrase Ydhall use it best efforts 1o aoguire”

10 shall consider soguisition of” but the overarching prodetermingtion 10 soquire property
Cremgins,  Hespondents have already sgreed that for three vears they “shall not negotiate with or

consider any olfers or solictations from, any person or entity, other than the Developer,

regarding 8 Disposition and Development Agreement for the sale, lense, disposition, sulior

development of the Bite” (ENA, at § 2{a)) Moareover, 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 Uity of Inglewood alse vociferously and agpressively pursued state legislation that would

have amended CEQA for the Arena Project onee the City got sround to actually doing
enviromnental revisw for i Thes meluded amending CEQA so that the Tty would net have o
analyze slternatives Yo the Arens Project, normally a key component of envivonmental mpact

TErwis,
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7. These commitments, planning efforts, and pursuit of smendmenis 1o CEQA

fapilitate the Arena Project ave clesr evidence that Respondents have commitied to a definitive

course of action with respect to the Arena Project and have already decided 1o proceed with the
Arvena Project which will impact over 1,000 residents and badly needed housing, and destroy

| many operating businesses that provide jobs o Inglewood's residents,

& Hespondents” decision (o enter into the ENA violates the CEQA. CEQA prohibits
s government entity from lsking actions that foreclose alternatives or potential mitigation
measures before performing the requisite environmental review, The ENA creates significant

commitments to and momentum for the Arena Project, As such, Respondents will undoubledly

ignore the environmental impacts that any future environmental review may uncover, and

potentially superior aliernative projects, in pursult of the Avena Project. Indeed, the EMA dself

will have signilicant bmpacts on the environment. The ENA will create wban decay and blight

eondditions. Specifically, the pall cast by the Arena Project over the several Mocks identified s
the potential site Tor the greng will cause near-denn investment, feasing, and other business
gotbvities in the area to disappear. Bowill drive residents to leave and foree businesses to olose 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
areg, The BENA will result in significant environrental fmpacts that roust be anabveed inan
Environmental Inpact Report (CHIR™Y, disclosed o the public and considered by Respondents
rior o approving the ENA. Respondents” fatlure to do so vielsted CBQAL

B, On September 7, 2017, the Oversight Board of the Successor Ageney to the

Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, chaired by the Mayor of Inglewood, voted 1o approve the

- BNA. The City's unwavering commibment to the Arena Project without undertaking any

epvironmental review viclated CEQA.

Wi Respondents” disregard for the community’s and the City’s well-being, of their

- ohlipations under CHQA, for how the BNA and the Avena Project will significantly impact the

- envivonroent, and the reguirement o provide a fair hearing necessitates this challenge to
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 Respondents’ June 15, 2017, July 21, 2017 and August 15, 2017 versions of the ENA and Arena

Protect approval and the Oversight Board’s approval of those actions.

PARTIES TO THIS PROCEEDING

t1,  Pettooer Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions is an

wnineorporsied association that opposes the ENA and the City’s, Buccessor Agency’s, Parking

Authority's, and Oversight Board's approval of the development of an Arens Project by

Developer in a restdential area and the use of prinent domats to sequire property 1o develop the

| Avena Project. Petitioner and Hs members will be adversely impacted by the ENA as it will

resull o significant impaets to the environment inchuling blight and wban decay, the loss of

existing businesses and jobs, and will facilitate development that is inconsistent with the Citv's

Zoniog wnd Geneval Plan, Petitioner and Bty mesmbers will also be adversely bmpacted by the
environmental impacts oreated by the Arena Projects construction and operation, including
impacts to alr 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 provesses and fully exhaosted all available admindstetive romedies,

12, Bespondent and Defondant City i 2 munisipal corporation and a charter oity

@

Corganized and existing wnder the laws of the State of California, with the capacity to sue and be
sued, The term “City” includes, but is not Hmited to, Clty eroployess, agents, officers, boards,

| commissions, departments, and their members, all squally charged with complying with duties

urider the City Charter and with the Tews of the State of Californda.

13, Respondent snd Defendant Chty Council is the duly-elected legislative body tha

represents the eitizens of Inglewood, The Clty Counci] was the final decisiommaking body for
the ENA,

14, Respondent and Defondamt Successor Agency is responsible for oversesing the
wingding down of redevelopment activity at the local level under the Redevelopment Law,
including munaging existing redevelopment projects, making payments on enforeeable
phiigations, and disposing of redevelopment assels and propertics. On or sbowt Ianuary 140,

2012, pursuant to the Redevelopment Law dissolution legislation {AB X1 26 as ammended by AB

Primied on Recyoiod Paper ' 3 )
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1484}, the City slected to be the Successor Ageney 1o the Redevelopment Agency of the Uity of

Inglewood. The Redevelopment Agency was officially dissolved on or about Pebruary 1, 2012,

15, Respondent and Defondant Suocessor Agenvy Boand is the governing body of the
Successor Agency. Mayor Butts is the chair of the Successor Agency Board,

16, BRespondent sod Defendant Parking Authority is 2 spbdivision and parking sgency

of the City,

17, Respondent and Defepdant Parking Authority Board s the governing body of the
Parking Authority, empowered to adopt bylaws and resolutions smd divect the work of the
Parking Authority. Mavor Butts is the chelr of the Parking Authority Bowrd

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

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

Safery Code must approve Buccessor Agency agreoments with the Clty of Inglewood prior to the
Rucoessor Ageney spproving those agreements.

19 Real Party in Interest, Murphy's Bowl LLUT, is a Delaware Limited Liahility
Company. Heal Party is the designated developer of the Arena Project under the BNA,

Ay Petitioner dowes oot know the roe names or Capacities, whather mdividual,

- corporgie, associate or otherwise, of Respondent Does 1 through 10, or of Real Parties in Interest

Roes 1020, inclusive, and therefore sues said Respondents and Real Porties in Interest under

fictitious names, Petitioner will amend this Petition to show their true names and capacitics

when and if the seme has been ascertained,

21, This Court hes jurisdiction over this proceeding porsuant to Calitornis Code of

{2ivil Provedure section 1085 and 1094.3 snd Public Resvurce Uonde sections 21168 and 211685,

220 Wenve in this Court s proper pursusnt to Code of Civil Provedurs section 394, in

that Respondents are located within the County of Los Angeles,

230 The California Bovironmental Quality Act, found st Public Resources Code

Section 21000 ol seq., i based on the prisciple that “the maintenance of a qualily environment
7
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for the people of this state now and in the future is a matter of statewide concern.” {Pub.
Rescurces Code, § 21000, subd. (a).5°

24, In CEQA, the Legislature has established ;pmm:ﬁa;r{:ﬁ designed to achieve thess

;}:&ziﬁiﬁ disclosure of the g}@imﬁ.&% adverse effects on the environment of discretionary projects

that governmental agencies propose to approve, and require a deseription of feasible alternatives

o such proposed projects ad feasible mitigation measures o lessen thelr svironmental harm,

' (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.)

25, The Guidelines requice “all phases of project plasning, implomentation, and

aperation” 1o be considered in the loitia! Study for s project. {Guidelines §15083, subd, {23131}

| CEQA defines s project as “the whole of an action, which has s potential for resulting in either 2
divect physival change to the eovironment, or & reasonably foreseeable indirect physicsl change

in the environmment.” {Guidelines § 153378, wubd, {81}

26, CEQA is not merely & procedural statwte. CEQA Imposes olesr snd substantive
responsibilities on agencies that propose 1o approve projects, requiring that public spencies not

spprove projects that harm the eovironment ualess and until gl feasible mitigation messures are

emploved t minimize that harm. {(Pob. Resources Coded§ 21002, 210021, subd. (b))

27, The aliernstives anslysiz is the “pore of the BIR. ™ (Citizens of Goleta Valley v,
Bogrd of Superelvors (19903 52 Cal3d 353, 564y The purpose of 8 CEQA slternatives snalysis

is to identily and analyze alternatives 1o g project that will avoid or substantially lessen its

- significant environmental impacts. (Pub. Resources Code § 21002.) Thus, “before condusting

CHOA roview, sgencies must not “take sny action’ that significantly furthers a project *ina

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

s ECA review of that public project”™ (Suwe Targ v City of West Hollvwood (2008 45 Caldth

P16, 138

? CROA anthorizes and divects the State Off ive of Planning and Research 1o adopt guidelines for
the implementation of CEQA by public agencies. {Pub. Resources Code §21083) These

guidelines are found af title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 13000 et seq.
L Gmdelines™) and are %z«msﬁxsxg on all state and lovs] agenvies, including Respondents.

E
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28, Agencies may nob undertake diseretionary sctions that could have g significant

adverse offect on the environment, or Hmit the cholee of altematives or mitigstion messures,

before complying with CEQA. (Guidelines 15004, subd. (bY2).3 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 1o determing, in consultation with other relevant state agencies,

whether an envivorgnenial bopact report, g negative declaration, or a mitigated negative

declaration will be prepared for a project. (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21067, 210801, subd. (8}

f 21083, subd. {a).) Accordiogly, public agencies may pot “take any action” that furthers a project

“moa msnner that forecloses slternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinerily be part of
CEQA review of that public project™ {(Save Tara, supra, 43 Caldth at 138

29, Thus, CEQA does not permit the postponerent of epvironmental review “to the

proposed project ‘thus providing a strong Incentive © igopre environments! concerns.”™ (Sove

Fara, supra, 45 Caldth at 135}

3. Fallure either to comply with the substantive requirements of CEQA or to canry

out the full CEQA procedures so that complete information as 1o ¢ project’s upacts is developed
and publicly disclossd constitutes o prejudicial sbuse of diseretion that reguires invalidation of
 the public agency action regandless of whether full comphiance wouldd have produced a different

vesult, {Pub, Resources Code § 21005,

31, On June 15, 2017, the City, the Chiy Councll, the Successor Agency, snd the

Parking Authority esch purported 1o hold a special meeting (the “Special Meeting”™) pursuant to

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

the ENA among the City, the Buccessor Agency, the Authority and the Developer “to facilitate

the development of a premier snd state-of-the-art Mattonal Basketball Association ("NBA")
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320 Onduly 14, 2017, Petitioner objected to the Oipy"s viclation of the Brown Actin
commection with 118 action purporting to spprove the ENA af the June 15, 2017 Special Meating,

330 On July 20, 2017, Respondents issued 2 staff report for a cure and correction
pursuant 1o Government Code section 549601, reoonsideration, and ratification of the sction
purporting to approve the ENA at the June 13, 2017 special meeting,

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

35 Omluly 21, 2017, Bespondents held a special mesting ot which they re-approved
the ENAL

36, On Augest 13, 2007, the Los Angeles Thnes published a story entitled “Possible
Clippers arena has many Inglewood residents worried they may lose their bomes or businesses ™
_ This story deseribed the plight of local residents faced with the possibility of eminent domain
who had very Httle or no Information about the proposed arens project, One such resident
dusoribed in the story i3 John Putel, who operstes » Toval motel and Bves onsite with bis wileand
twn voung children.  Another resident described in the story {s Grecie Sosa, who learmed of the
postential arena from 2 friend since no representatives from the City or sports team potentially
peoupying the arena contacted her. Resident NMicole Fletcher reportedly stated “My biggest
poncern is how itwil] impact the families. | . Dwondd hate to see o It of people move ou
because they want to build 2 sports arena.”

37, The Inglewood City Council held a meeting on August 13, 2017, Atthe August
hearing, the City Counet! approved 8 "Revised ENAY which contained many of the sumne torms
as the prior two version of the ENA and a revised map of the project avea purporting to reduce
the ares of potential eminent domain use. Uity councilmermbers stated It was not the City's
intention to take houses ov a church by sminent domain, A map sttached 0 the Revized ENA
- removed many residences from the boundaries of the project ares. However, the Mayor and
‘ other councilmembers refused 1o forepo the use of eodvent domain altogether.
3R On September 7, 2017, Inglowood™s Oversight Bowrd to the Successor Aganey

the Inglewood Redevelopment Agenoy, which is chaired by the Mayor of Inglewood, approved

e
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the Revised ENA a3 consistent with o long range property management plan and Redevelopment
Drssolution Law,

39, Less than two weeks after the Clty spproved the Revised BNA, on August 34,
2017, the newspaper Inglewood Today reported efforts were aloot in the Californda Legislature

o facibitate the arena development

Inglewood Mavor lames T, Butts, Jr. confirmed that be is leading the lobbying efforts to
amend time and envirornental review restraints In order W move the project along. ™1
have been asking that our representatives now provide the residents and children of
Inglewood with the same legal tool o spur economic growth that hes been provided o
ABG (Farmers Field), the Sacramento Kings (NBA arena) srud the Golden Sinte Warriors
{NBA arena) to expedite construction of those facilities by Humiting the time period in
which CEQA challenges muost be filed and resolved,” he told an LA, Times reporter. ...
Citing job creation as part of the motivation behind the proposed bill, Butls seid the
fegistation will “shorten the walt for guality, prevailing wage construction jobs and fudl-
time employment opporbinities that our residents and the Los Angeles County reglon
have watled decades for”

44, o cooperation with Inglewood elected officials, on September 1, 3017, less than

three weeks afler the Revised ENA's approval, State Senstor Bteven Bradford introduced 8B 788

in the California Legislature, 8B 789 a3 onginatly introduced would create s vnmecessary,

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

henefit the arena and other projects in Inglewoeod, would seversly reduce the requirements of

ElRs for the Arvena Project and any project in g one mile square area, it judicially availeble
reanedies for potential plaintifly in 8 CEQA suit, and suthorize ominont domain proceedings fora
project which had not vet been defined for public review. Both projects the bill was intended 1o

bepefit, the Arena and Olympic Games, will not coonr for vears.” The Clippers have a lease for

Staples Cerger wotil 2024 and the Dlvenpde Games gre not conunencing watil 2028,

41, Inosome wavs, 3B 789 was shmilar wo legislation known as AB 900 that reguired

expedited review of cortain projects designated as snvironrsental leadership projects snd

* I fact, the Olympic Commities publicly stated that it &id not need 58 789 for the Olympic
Games and requested that any refersnees 1o the Olympie Games be removed from the bill

i1
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1 certified by the Governor as meeting various oriteris including those addressing greenhouse gas

2 GHGY prmssions, 5B TEY, however, would allow o much more expansive pvssion of CEQA's
3 requirements thap does AR 900 and would not require similar enviromments] protections, s set

4 forihy i the table below:

o

B

&
o | 1. Requires . Full EIR not required fo Hipy :
{“nmpmﬁem% mxgmm% 22&{&}{} square feet of mmmmgﬁ {éex @%{&gam&m and suy v other
2 Envirommental project lovated within & 1 mile square ares.
Review?
g 58 789 spenifivally provides for the following core
‘ requirements of CEQA to be sliminated,
= Pliminates anabysis of tratfic impacts on the residentinl
SOTIRLY,
11 »  Ehminastes requirement 1o mitigate impocts How
; mighttime Hghting, glare and other visual impacts on
173 ' the residential comunity,
, = Dliminstes requirements 1o look ot any alternative site
3 that reight be better suited for the arena location (such
as vauant fot across the stemet next B 8 sasinol
14 #  Eliminates requirements to look ot alternative size,
. height and configurations of srons, parking structures,
2 setail and offices locgied oot o hoones D thees
s alternatives to baibding o 100 o 150 foot tall arena next
16 fo a single story homeh
3 »  Elaninates requirements B mitigats any parking
i fpacts on the residential comynundity (for omple, if
1% the projest provides nsufficient parking, ne
seguivement 10 analyes parking o residential
19 communityL
& Limits anadvsiz of greenbouse sas omissivns hupasis,
2012 Begudres Yes, Reguires BMn. Mo reguirsment to submit application fo the Governor for
Heview fo application to the certification. By passes AB 500 altogether, Mot required 1o
1 1 Confirm Giovernor for pondirm that the project will provide o particular level of
Applioabiliny? certification that the | fnvestment or job creation or DHE reduction hefore B avalls
2 pﬁ gmi ix a.,jmkz«ﬁxz for | el of 8B 788,
Taing prior (o
3 f%iﬁ;’% Q‘s,i EIR process.
Mt provide
4 pvidense 0 support
duterminntion that
% progect maets
mirdum
i investments, skilled
Jobs and GHG
12
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3. Beguires

T sibvay
pertifioation?

P %es, Musthe

certified as LEED
sibver or botter. Pub.
Resources Code §
EERE XN

Ne. LEED stdver not reguired for the Clippers avenn and
123,000 square foet commercial dlements, A howy LEED
stanshord is applied.

All other projects within the one mile square project ares
soverad by 38 788 wre not required fo meet LEED
certification,

e 1

4, Protests
public
partivipation?

Yes, AR S
inehudes public
partivipation
renirements, AB
80 inchudes
SOTRe
opporiunition o e
Governoy and for the
California Ak
Besources Board

Mo, Redoces public participation. 5B 78% permits Inglewood
to gnore environmental comoents wmade durlag gmékkfs hearing
process inconsistant with corrent CROA requirsmmends and
souent decisions,

5. Reguires
Environmantad
Review Bufive
Condemnation?

Yoeu, Nochange in
existing law,
LCurrontly law
regpires
srvvironemental roview
w0 by onmmpleted

privale propey,

Mo, SH 7% would sllow Inglowood 1o ke possession of
private property and businesses within 2 3 sore zres hefore
even starting envirommental review or delining the project

%, Protects Al
rights fo seek
legal remodiag?

Yes Expodites

sudicial review bt

does nod Hindl the
rernedies available to
the cout,

No. Under SB 789, Inglewood may vichte CEQA and fail 1o
witigate significant mpacts end the comts are not permitied 1o
stop the projecis” constroction o operation.

T, Reguires
pryvironsosndal

Yes, Mo change in
existing law which

| buveay! §xg§’z§ railiwireet carfmonors! svstem,

Mo, 5B 789 would exempt from CEQA o undelined new
is “Cradeway

revigw of roguires | projeet” s fully exempt from CEOA zxg;m%? 3% of its sz‘%zgﬁmm&
anciiary envirenmental review | or impeacts- no review at all is done. The “Guidewsy project”
fransportation to b completed, has nod been approved by MTA,
projects?

42, BB 789 would limit the ability of courts to grant injunctive relief, meaning that

flawed sualysiz and public harms cannot be adequaiely stopped. Finally, SB 759 would allow

Respondents to begin emineat domain provesdings before environmenial review fs completed.

Erninent domudn procesdings are costly and controversinl, As B was Intreduced, vompared to the

Revised EMA, SB 789 set more extensive project area boundaries as it desoribed an area tha

included properties south of West 102™ Street, 8B 789 slso included sn exemption for a

guidewsny project for o busway, railcar, or monorail ransportation svstem. Eovinswoeal

rewview may requine changes to projects that may make some parcel acquisition unnecessary

making eminent doumain before envivonmental review promature. Mot only doos Inglewood

i3
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efficials’ advocacy for SB 789 show g complete commitment o the Arens Project but the texy of
the legislation itsclf shows that the proposal is sulficiently defined 1o allow for meaningful

envirenmental review, 8B 789 demonstrates that Areng Project boundaries, size, and elements

have been defined.

43, 8B 789 stated: “The sports snd entertainment project will resalt in construction

City of Inglewood a8 deseribed in the City of Champions Revitalization Inftiative approved by

the City of Inglewood on February 24, 2015, and the agreement entered into by the Oty of

Inglewond with Murphy's Bowld LLO on June 15, 20077 (8B 785, Bection | {gh) BB 789 was

later amended 1o refor to both the origingl version of the ENA, which was sporoved on June 15,
2017, and to i subseguent August 15, 2017 amendment.

44. O September 1, 20807, Los Angeles 2028, the Olvmpics organizing commities

for the City of Los Angeles, sent » letter stating it had only that day heard of the 5B 789 bill,

bolivved the CEQA exemption for the Olvmpics was snnecessary, and ashed thet the references
te the Olympies be deleted from the WL

45, 88 78Y was heard by the Assembly Natural Resources Commitiee on September
%, 2017, Mavor Botts westified i favor of 5B 780, Among other statements, be sad “Al
transportation components for the football season, super bowl, Clippers, and the Olympics have
1o be i place,” PWe have to make this two mile connection between the Green Line . .. fo the
areng, . " “We are up ageinst ¢ deadline.” The committes voted against passage of the bill in 2
5.4 vote. 81 T8Y was subsequerdly amended o remove provisions related o the Olympics and

emvinent domain proveedings, among other amendments. However, as of Seplember 16, 2017,

the bill still contained provisions lmiting CEQA review and restricting judicial remedies. By the

- end of the legislative session in September 2017, the amended bill had not been heard by

commitiee or passed by the Legislature despite Mavor Buns® and the City of Inglewood’s
substantial lobbying in support of the bl
46, Infact, even after 8B 789 fuiled o move forward in the state lopslature, Mavor

Butts issued 2 statement in favor of i3 passage.
14
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47, BB 789 vriginally desoribed boundaries for an “lnglewond Sports and
Entertainment project arca” that were move expansive than the boundaries set Torth in the August
15,3017 Revised ENA approved by the Inglewood City Council. (8B 789 section 4, proposing
Public Resources Code sextion 21168.8.7 (a8 B} The boundaries deseribed in the original
version of 8B 789 inclnded residential property on the west side of Doty Avenue and two

| residential properties on the east side of Prairie novth of 1030d. The deseribed boundary included
 residential uses, but the sminent domain section of 8B 789 stated that i0will not apply 1o
“erminent domain actions hased vn # finding of blight or involving lawfully cccupied residential
housing uses.” (Seetion 211688,y The amendment 1o 58 789 changed the project
boundaries o eaclude begally occupled residences,

_y 48, The ENA provides for the convevance of certain real property within a defined

2 “Ritg--inchading property owned by the City ("Oity Parcels™), by the Succsssor Ageney
{"“Apeovy Parcels”™) and by third parties (“Potential Participating Parcels™ 40 the Developer, for
the Arena Project. The real property subject 1o the ENA i shovwn below, as excerpied from
Exhibit A to the ENA. The Revised ENA includes boundaries that exclude propesties south of
West 102nd Street, but 8B 789 destribes boumdaries that include propertios south of West 102nd

Hion, providing g

4%, The originally proposed Arena Project ares appears to comprise over B0 acres of

fand that is currently occupied by homes and businesses and a church, Many of the residences,
1%
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both single and multi-family, appear 1o offer alfordable housing opportunities for Inglewood’s
regidents, As shown below, there are many homes, both single and multi-family, within the
original EMNA site. These homes and their residents, plus many more, would be impacted by the
ENA and the Avena Project. BEven if the ENA area bas been reduced and does not include
homes, the Arena Project will impact the adiscent residential neighborhood and could lead to
displacement. The boundaries of the Amended ENA area include numerous businesses and are

divectly bordered by numerous residences. Exhubit B 1o this petition provides a map and pictures

of the properties within and adjacent to the Amended ENA boundaries,
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53 The ENA's terms compmt Respondents to a definitive course of sction with
respeet to the Avens Project. Specifieally, the ENA commits Respondents 1o an exclurive thive-
year negotiating period, during which Respondents and the Developer shall negotiate 2
f Drsposition and Development Agresment reparding convevance of property within the Blte. The
ENA speatfically contemplates that the parcels within the Ste will be conveyed to the Develuper
“sonvurrently” and not plecemeal, funther svidencing Respondents” commitment to the Arens
Project.

$1. The ENA includes a 3-month “Exclustve Nepotiating Period”. (ENA, § 4.3 The
Exelusive Negotiating Perlod may be extended by six months, (&)

52, The ENA’s convrete obligations imposed on Respondents with respect to the

Arens Project finther evidence Respondents” commitment 1o a definite cowrse of action. In

19
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sddition to the sbuve, the ENA demonstrates Respondents” conmnifeny 1o the Avena Projest m
s number of pther ways.

53, For example, during this “Bxelusive Negotinting Periodd,” the ENA requires that
- Respondents “shail not pegotiate with or consider sny offers or solicitations from, any person or
entity, other than the Devcloper, regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement for the
sale, lease, dsposition, andfor development of the Site” (BENA, § 201

S$4.  For further example, the City bas conunitted to “use itg best efforts to acguire the
parcels of real property comprising” the proposed Arens Project site. Indesd, the City oviginally
proposed that i will pursue acguisition through eminent domaln, necessary, (ENA, § 2000

Specifically, the ENA provides that in the pvent that the Clty and the Awhority are unsble 1o

 discretion, to give legal notice and schedude a public bearing to consider the sdoption of a
resohution of necessity authorizing the sequisition of the Polential Partcipating Parcels by
erninent domain” (ENA, & 261y The Revised ENA added the phrase Pand without any
obligation or commitment to do so” after the phrase “in 18 sole discretion” but the overall
3 predetermination 1o pursue property for the arena project remained,
| 85, The EMA also requires that within 180 davs of the “Effective Date”™ of the ENA,
“the Developer shall deliver fo the City u sketch and legal description of the portions of the
property which the Developer would bike to soguire for development of the Projest {which
property shall constitute the ST (ENA, § 3Hd))
| S6. With respect o Potential Partivipating Parcels voluntarily acquired by the City
: andfor Authority, the BENA provides that “the Developer shall fully advance to the City andier
Authority, as applicable, all costs associated with the scguisition of these parcels inchuling, but
not Bendted to, the payment of the negotiated puschase price for these parcels and all legally
required relooation costs associated with the scquisitions.]" (BNA, § 3g))

57, With respeot o properties acguired by eminent domaln, the BN A provides that the
Developer shall “advance to the City andior Authority, as applicable, all costs sssociated with the

emereise of such ervinent domain suthority Grobading all court costs and ressonable legal feen),

18 ,
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as well as all soguisition costs inchuding, b not imited 1o, the pavment of fair market valus for
cach of the comdemned parcels as determined by the Court, or pursuant to g negotisied
 acquisition or settlement agreement, as approved by the Developer.” (BNA, § Mg))

58, Upon the Oity's approval of the BEMA, Developer was to pay the Uity 51,500,000
as a “Non-Refundable Deposit™ (ENA, § 5. "Al proceeds of the Mon-Refundable Deposit
shall be the sole property of the Oty upon submittal by Developerl ) (8D
§5. The ENA does not limit or otherwize restrict how the Clty may spend the
1,500,000 payment.

&3 Inapproving the EMA, Bespondents did ot consider the environmental impects
of gither the ENA or the Arcna Project. No enviromnendal review was conduoted with respeat to
the ENA's approval, The ENA is a project uader CEGA that has the potential to result in
significant physical changes in the envivonment. Respordents erved by not conducting
environmental review for the ENA,

61, Inoregards to the Avenn Project, the ENA imperossibly defers Respondents”
envirommental review of the Arena Project to g future, undefined date. The ENA and the
cirewmstances surrounding i adoption establish that Respondents have aleeady commitied to
plan to buthd an arena st the defined site and have foreclosed additionad development options and
altornatives. For instance, the BENA states: It is proposed by the Parties thel cortain fee title
¢ amdfor leasehold Gile to [the parcels comprising] the Site will be conveyed to the Developer for
development as a premier and state of the art National Basketball Association P NBA™}
professional basketball srens consisting of approsimately 18,000 10 20,000 seats].T” In Hoe with

their clearty stated goal, Respordents have taken concrete steps to pursue the development of the

3 Arena Project to the exclusion of other development opportunities. Respondents have committed

b3

Bk
£ 47

o

not 1o transfer their existing interests in cortain parcels of land underlving the proposed arena’s
site and have also promised to use “best efforts™ o acquire the remaining land necessary for the
Arens Project. (ENA, §8 2{(b), 11 The Revised ENA changes the phrase “shall use s best
efforts to acquire” to “shall consider acguisition of™ but the overarching predetermination

acguire property remains,  Respondents have also agreed that for three voars they “shall not
o ,v
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negotiate with or consider any offers or soliciations from, any person or entity, other than the

Dieveloper, regarding s Disposition and Development Agreement For the sale, lease, disposition,
andior development of the Site” (ENA, 8§ Ha)iiy 4y  Respondents' long-ferm promises aot

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

comumitment to aoquire additional real sstate indicate that Respondents have already committed

fo a definite course of action regarding the Avena Praject ot the location defined in the ENAL

6. The ENA lavs out delatled steps by which Respondents and Developer will
advance the Arvena Project. For instance, within 150 days of the BNAs Effective Date the

developer must provide detailed financial tnformation, inclading “a nareative describing the

- fundamental economies of the proposed [Arenn] Project.™ (ENA, § 3} In sddition, within

180 days of the BEMAs Effective Diate, the Developer is reguired to submit 2 “conceptual site
rdare smdd basic architectural renderings for the development of e proposed [Arena] Project”
(ENA, § MdLy These specific steps, which contemplate only analysis and comsideration of the
Arena Project in any polential Bature environmental review, also demonstrate that Respondents

bave already comunitted @ the Arena Projeot and are no longer open to other development

options.

FALURE TO EVALUATE THE ENA'E ENVIROMNMENTALIMPALTS

63, In approving the ENA, Respondents did not evaluate the potential environmental

impacts of the ENA. Bespondents’ fathure to consider the BNA's potentiad environmental

| impacts viclated CEQA.

64, The ENA i 2 “prodect” under UEQA, a5 defined by Guidelines spotion 158378,
Respondents’ approvel of the ENA is an “spproval” under CEQA @ defined by Ouidelines
section 13352, The ENA muy canse a direvt sndfor reasonably foresceable indinget
envirormental change. Therefore, the ENA Is sublectto CEQA review.

65, In failing to subioet the EMA 1 CEQA review, Respondents ignored the tmpact

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

period, Respondents are prohibited from engaging in negotistions with anvene other than the

Dreveloper regarding the potentinl developmens of the Bite. (ENA, § 2u)) Futher, the ENA
20
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prohibits Respondents from selling or otherwise transforring to thind parties their interests in any
property on the Site, (ENA, § 11
H6,

These significant restrictions during the course of the three-vesr exclusive

negotisting period {plus g possible six-month extension) amount 1o 8 development morstorium
 for properties within the Site. The City has foreclosed its ahility to approve development within

| the Site by third parties who sctually own pargels within the Site. These onerous restrictions

create insecurity for existing businesses who own andfor lease property and existing residents

who own andfor lease housing,

87, In failing to subject the ENA  CEQA meview, Respondents did not consider, and

did not indorm the public of, direct and ressonably foreseeable indirect environmental apacts

- that will occur 88 a result of the ENA, ncluding but not Hmited o land use consistency and

whan decay and blight,

68, The approval of the ENA is subject to CEQA because it will result in significant
fand use impacts,
B89, A CUny's Geperal Plan i it constitution for development. | is the foundation

upon which all land use decisions in the City are based” (Lesher Compmunivations, e v City

of Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal 3d.531, 340 All approved projects must be consistent with the

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

development depends upon consistency with the applicable genersl plan and s elements.”

{(Pleifter v, City of Surmpvale Clty Cowncd! (20113 200 CallApp 4ith 1552, 1562 {citations

omitted) (yuoting Friends of Lagoon Falley v. City of Vocuville (2007 154 Cal Appth 807,
| 8153y A project that is inconsistent with s general plan is deemed to have g significent impast

under CEQA.

T8, The ENA I3 not consistent with the General Plan and, therefors, woudd have g
significant environmental tmpact, The ENA materially vonflicts with the following Geals and

Policies from the Housing Element of the Inglewood General Plan.

{+eal 1. Promote the constroction of new housing and new housing
spportunities,
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Policy 1.1: Provide adequate sites Tor all types of housing,

Policy 1.2 Maintain development standards that promote
the »;iewiwg}mmi of special needs housing, such as
affordable senior, accessible, or family housing, while
protecting guality of ik gﬁ&ig

Policy L4: Continue fo asvess and rovise, where
sppropriste, City repudatory requirements,

All §§*§wmﬁ Categories, pmzwimg around high quality z‘mmx%
inchuding workers in the Clty that provide poods and services,”

Goal 3t Encourage the Production and Preservation of Housing for

31 The ENA alse materially conflicts with the following Gosls snd Polivies from the

' Land Use Element of the Inglewond Genersd Plane

A. General, Maximize the use and conservation of existing
housing stock and neighborhoods and also facilitate development
of new housing t mest community needs,

B, Besidential, Encourape noiphborbood stability and
conservation by reducing the amount of land designated for high
derwity development,

Promote the maintenanee, rehabilitation, and modernization of the
City"s bousing stock,

Hneourage the preservation of Inglewood's fuir share of housing
for low apd modergte income persons.

Safeguard the city’s residential areas from the encroachmment of
incompatible usex,

. Commercial. Protect local businessmen and encourage the
importance of malntaining a stong commercial district in the
downtown.

Improve the visual appearance and economic condition of the
mga%:m% arterial commercind development slong Inglewsod™s mgior
dregts,

Tio The ENA is inconsistent with the above Goals and Policies because the ENA In
effect ponstitutes g morstorium on development within the Site,

T3 The BEMA is inconsistent with the City’s zoning for the subject properties.

* {Inglewood General Plan, Housing Element, p, 3-1.)
{Inglewood General Plan, Housing Eloment, p. 3<4.)
% {Inglewood General Plan, Land Use Blerent, p 6703
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4, The ENA's approvel is subject to review under CEQA bocause the ENA will
canse whan decay and bight, CEQA requires public agencies to evaluate changes 1o the

environment caused by a project’s economis effects, including wban decay and blight. (14 Cal.

Uode Regs §815064, subd, (¢}, 15131{a)) For purposes of CEQA, “wrban decay” refers w

| extensive and widespread physical deterioration of properties or structures in an area caused by

busginess closures and multiple long-term vacanciss. (See Joshua Tree Downimen Buz, 4lliones
v, Connty of San Bernardine (2016} 1 Cal App 5th 677, 683

75, Asavesull of the ENA, residents and business owners will lkely cease

investment in thelr properties. 1t is reasonsbly foresceable that this decline in investment will

canse the existing propertios 1o fall into disrepair and degrade. Petitioner i3 informed and

| believes and thereon alleges that wrban Blight and decay will follow. Respondents have not

studied this potential tmpact or any other potential environmental inpacts of the ENA.
6. Insum, Respondents bave fatled 1o congider the BENA's potential and reasonably
foresecable environmental impacts, including:
s Effects on land use inconsistent with the Uity’s General Plary, and

& Incresses inourban decay and bight

THERNACOMMITE RESPONDENTS TO A DEFINITE COURSE OF ACTION AND

T Petitioner iz informed and belisves and thereon alleges thet Respondents® stalf

wrongly asserts that the EMNA does not commit Respondents to a course of action. To the

contrary, the ENA finnly commits Respondents to multiple future courses of action, inclhuding

the development of the proposed Arcna Praject.

78, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereun alloges that the ENA also crentes
frrevovable momentum toward a definite pouwrse of setion. 1t is so specific and creates 5o muny
mandates on Respondents” foture conduct that, as g practical matter, i puts Respondents on an

unchangesble course to the sdoption of the ENA s preferved future action, Lo the Arona Project,

and frecloses alternatives and mitigation measures,
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9, Petitioner is informed and belioves and thereon allpges that this is exactly what

the parties to the ENA miended. Indeed, the Mayor explicitly told the media that the City

Council voled to enter inte an ENA with the Developer “with the intent to build wn NBA spec
baskethall arena in Inglewood..)” Purther evidence of Respondents’ commitment to the

proposed Arena Project is Mavor Butts” cladens that be is already sronging for who will operste

the Arena® As the Mayor s already planning and coondinating operators, it is apparent that

Respondents are commitied o the Arens Project

80, Numerous statements made by public officials of Respondents reflect pre-
conunitment to the proposed Arena Project including, but not Himited to, the follewing:
s, "Tins is Like a promise ring that we hope will lead 1o an engagement that
we hope will lead to 2 marriage,” said Inglewood Mavor James Butts .
‘Char expectation is it will cubminate in an NBA arena in the city of
Inglewood,” he said.™

b, “And, you know, | bear this thing sbout calling Special Meetings, The

types, for the most part, don'™t understand the necessity 1o be decisive and
swill in seizing opportumties. . .. Every time there"s been an opporbumty
in front of the City, we were prepared and positioned ourselves fo selee L
And when this deal came together, were we going o awail for another

Tuesday to do #t? No, we weren't. ' We're going to do the deal”™

? Josh Criswell, KFI AM 640, EXCLUSIVE: Inglewood Mavor James Butts on Magnitude of
Clivpers Avena (June 15, 2017 (evailoble at

hitpe/am S Hlasports.theart.comy mgdm)gy Wy 27T Fred Rogein and Rodney Peete
iterview Mayor James Butts] lemphasiz aﬁ{iﬁzsﬁj

i

¥ Ben Bergman, 89.3 KPCC, Rams, Chargers and now the Clippers? Inglewood Approves Avenc

 Talks (June 15, 2017).

¥ ra
24
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“Ihviavor] Butts saisd he sxpests the arens 1o be built within five veprs,
“This, to me, changes the center of gravity in Los Angeles County to
Inglewood,” Butts said

d. Mayor Butts said o an oroail; "Now that there I8 2 commitment of interest,
{there's) plenty of tioe 1o eogage the community we decide 1t
i&%ﬁ:ﬁ%&ﬁﬁ}";%&

g. Couneilman Alex Padilla snpounced the ENA in an emall to his district:
“Today the Mavor and the Council approved an exclusive negotiating
agreement to huild a state of the art NBA professional arena consisting of
approsimately 18,000 to 20,000 seats with Murphy™s Bow! LLC. .. Thig
{sic] a 36 month agreewment with the anticipation of having the NBA arena
buibt within the next 5 vears™

£ In aninterview from duly 15, 2007, Mavor Butts said: “Uve spoken to My,

Hallmer, and Mr. Ballmer loves the site?

g O buly 21, 2019, Mayor Butts said:
“The City Conpeils frst responsibility is o ensure oontinued progress of
this city, 1o provide job opportunities to our residents. To clarify, noone s

being displaced with the sales of these parcels” "

B On Awgust 15, 2017, Mayvor Butts seids
“We're arguing over whether or not we're golng to build another arena,

erpley probabiy 6,000 muore people in construction work, and provide

VABC 7, Inglewood City Council OKs Negotiations for New Clippers Arvena (hune 15, 2017,

2 Sandy Mazza, Los Anpeles Daily News, Owners of The Forum lash out of Inglewood for
wus{;* prtering iwte Clippers avena falks (June 185, {ﬁ’?}
{City Blews Bervice, NBO Lo Angeles, Foram Owsers File Clodw Over Clippers Stadfivm
Plans (huly 20, 2007y Bddiwww nbolosaneeles comnewsTocal Form-Owners-File-Cldme

vlewood-forum-hearing

2017072 1-stor: emg
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b probably § or 800 more jobs for the community on that land that hes
Z looked just like that for 25 te 30 vears. Are you kidding me?”
On Getober 3, 2017, Mayor Butts stated during 8 City Council hearing that

3 '

4 any suggestion that the relevant property could be used for housing o
other uses is 3 “total sham™ and “ridiculons” and that be will not “entertain

’ another use on the property for one minute.”

&

. 81, Petitioner i informed and belioves and therson alleges that the ENA is a firm,

% current commitment to g definite course of action thet elimingtes Respondents” discrebion to

0 consider slternate locations and mitigation measures for the proposed Arvens Project besides the

‘i% location the ENA identifies, or alternative uses for the site.

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

22 letter to Senator Bradiord supporting 8B 789,

83, O Septomber 14, 2007, Mavor Bults was reported by Ingleweod Today o be

; Bacvamento”

Z B4, On September 15, 2017, Mavor Butts wssoed a Mayor’s message providing a Hok
E”;?' to @ television interview in which he steted that “cortainty™ was reguired in prder 1o procesd with
18 the Arena Project.

19 KIEST CALUSE OF ACTION

3{} ' {Failure 1o Comply with CEQA: Fallure to Conduct Initinl Study

” andior Environmental Assessment)

7 83, Petitlonsr Incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as
- if fully set forth hercin,

o4 86.  CEQA spplies “to discretionary prajects proposed fo be carried out or approved
95 | by public agencies, . 7 {Pub. Besources Code, § 21081, subd, {a)}

26

27

L. g v N
B Oy Council Hearing,
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87, CEQA defioes » "project”™ ag “so sotivity which may ceuse either o diroot physionl

 change in the epvironment, or 3 reasonably forssecable indirect physival change inthe

epvironment. . .7 {Pub, Resowrces Code, § 21065 The Guidelines define “project” as “the

whole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either o divect physicsl change n the

environment, or & reasonably foresesable Indirect physical changs in the environment.”

{Guidelines, § 15371, subd, ()

88,  The Guidelines define “gpproval” 1o mean “the decision by g public agency which

<

commite the ageney to a definite course of action in regard to 8 project Intended to be carried oot

by any person.” {Guidelines § 15352, subd. (3))

89, Respondents’ approval of the ENA constitules a diseretionary project that will

 cause foreseeable, adverse physical changes to the environment and is, therefore, subject to

CEQA review, {See Uity of Livermore v LAFCO (1986} 184 Cal App.3d 531 {adoption of
revisions o sphere-of-influence gubdelines constitute 8 “profect” subiect to CEQA review
because the revisions reflected 3 mador polivy shift rolating to where growth would oecur snd
what the foous of urban development would bel)

90, "Obviously it is desirable that the procise information concerning environmental
conseguences which an EIR affords be furnished and considered ot the carliest possible stage.
The Guidelines express thiv principle in g variety ol ways, Thus, "EIR s should be prepared us

parly in the planning provess as posgible (o cnable snvirommental considerstions to indfluenes

project, propram or destgn.” {eitation. 1 {(Bozw v Local Agency Formation Com. {19753 13
- Cal3d 263, 282 “Deowsions rellecting environmental considerations could most easily be made

when other basic decisions were being made, that is, during the early stage of project

concepiualization, design and planning” (Ultizens for Besponsible Gov't v. Uity of dibany
{19971 56 Cal.Appdth 1199, 1221 {guotations omitted).}

81, Respondents failed 1o consider, avold or mitigate the individual and comulative
impacts of reasonably foreseeable envivonmental impacts vesulting from the approval of the

EMAL Buch impacts include land use inconsistency, urban decay and blight
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Gl Respondents have violmed CBECQA and fatled fo procesd in the manner required by

law, committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion, and scted arbitrarily and capriciously in thelr

approval of the ENA becasse, withowt Hmbation, Respondents failed 1o subject the ENA o an

Inftial Budy or other pavieonmental sssesgment as required by CEQA.

93, Pelidoner has served the Californis Attorney General with g copy of this amended
verified petition, along with 8 potice of it Gling, in compliance with Public Resources Code

section 211877, A true and porrect copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as

Fahibit & heretn,

84, Petitioner has provided written notice of the commmencement of this setion to
Respondents, in vompliance with Public Resources Code section 21167.5, A true and correct

“xhibit B bersin,

copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as |

9% Petitioner has performed any and all conditions precedent t filing 1 CEQA action

spainst Respondents, and has exhausted any and all available administrative remeddion o the

 extent required by law,

SECOND CAUS

{Failure to Comply with CEQA: Improper Delerral
of Bnvironmental Analysis}
46, Petitioner incorporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, a3
if Tully set forth herein,
97, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents have
deferred analysis under CBQA for the Arena Project,

98, Petitioner is informed and belioves and thereon alleges that the ENA conunits

Respondents to a defindte pourse of action with respect 1o 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 acceplable size of the proposed Arena Project.

99, The ENA commits Respondents to a definite course of action that will cause

mimerons adverse evirorgnental effects that shoudd have been studied inan BIR before the ENA

28
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was approved. The detal] and specificity contained in the ENA, inclding Wentification of the

site, size of arena, number of seats, and overall project components, establish that there iz more

 than encugh information o prepare an BIR now,

. By approviog the ENA, Respondents have displaved a level of coramitment to the
Asena Project that is more than safficient to constitide 8 Yproject approval,”

L By commitiing themselves to the obligations set forth in the ENA, Respondents

 have circumsoribed or Himited thelr discretion with respect to fddure environmental review,

mitigation messures, project allermatives and slternative locations,

12, The Guidelines are clear thet Respondents are barred from taking sotions “that
would have a significant sdverse offect or it the choice of alternatives or mitigarion measures,
before completion of CEQA complianee.” {(Guidelines § 153004, subd. (b2 emphasia added))

103, Petitioner 13 informed and belivves and thereon alleges that Respondents’
adoption of the EMNA constitutes such sn unsuthorbzed sotion because # Hmits Respondems”
choloes of methods to eliminate andior mitigate adverse environmental impeets genersted by the

4, Petitioner is informed snd believes and thereon alleges that the ENA constitutes s
prejudgment by Respondents on the proposed Arens Projoct and the proposed Site.

105, Petitioner is indormed and believes and thereon alleges thet the ENA commits

Bespondents w2 definite course of action and so constrains Respondents” exeeise of police

 power such that the future CROA review sovisioned by the ENA is rendered an unlawiial post

© hoo rationalization for decigions and commitments already made in the ENA,

HWis. Developer has also committed significant resouwrces toward shaping the Arena

Projeot, including without lmitation the detall of design specified in the ENA snd the payment

of $1.5 million to the Chy,

7. Any later-performed environmental acalysis will be influenced in its discussion of

- impacts, mitigation and alternatives by the significant funds already given to the City by the

Developer.

B
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108, Respondents have violated CEQA and failed to procesd in the manner required by

law, committed a prejudicial sbuse of diseretion, and acted arbitrarily and capriciously in thely

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

ie. the Arens Project, before complying with CEQA, and Improperly deforred CHEQA analvais of

the Arena Project to a later time.

THIRD CAUSE OF AUTION

{Violation of CEQA - Pattery and Practice of Approviag
Projects without Envircomentyl Review)
1099, Petitioner lnverporates herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as
if fully set forth herein,

1 Bespondents have enpaped in, and continue fo engage in, o pattern and practice of

approving the environmental review of projects separate and apart from their decision on the

underlving project. Respondents” patiern and practive purports to bar the public from
administratively appealing any decision based on noncomphiance with CEQA.
111 This improper pattern and practice of segregating approval of the environmental

review from the approval of the project or permit st issue violates Guidelines section 15080,

which requires that “ftibe final EIR was presented fo the decisionmaking body of the lead agency

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

EIR prior to approving the project.”

112 Bespondents’ pattern and practice is to separate CEQA review fom the fnal

proiect deciglon, which violates CEQA. (B.g., POET, LLC v Siate 4ir Resowrces Bd (2013218
Cal Appodth 681, 731 [“CEOA s vivlated when the suthority to spprove or disapprove the

project is separated from the responsibility to complete the envivonmental review ™}
113, Unless Respondents are enjoined, the publie, including Petitioner, will suffer

irveparable harm as a result of Respondents” approval of projects and thelr refusal 1o consider

CEOA noncomplisnie,
e it
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{Petition for Wil of Mandate Under COP §§ 10945 andfor 1085
Denial of Due Procesy - Dendal of Falr Hearing)
114, Petitioner incorporstes herein and reallepes the sllegations in prior paragraphs, 838
if fully set forth herein,
115, Basic legal principles governing public hearings require that all participats be
provided g fair bearing and that their right to due process not be violated.
116, A public hearing participant's rights 1o a {air hearing and due process are violated

when one of the public agency participants has an llegal conflicr of interest but neventheless

partivipates in the decision-making provess—even when the conflicted public sgeney

participant’s participation was not determinative to the outcome of the public hearing. Fair

hearing and due-process requirements alzo dictate that members of the public be given

reasonable prior police of a public hearing or of sny meeting that is the substantive equivalent of

- decisionmakers from participating In ex parie communications with applicants and appellants
- concerning the subjest matter of the public hearing. I such communications do ovour; thelr

substance must be disclosed fully, accurately, and on the record 3o that all members of the public

know what information was conmunicated 1o and from the decisionmakors,

117, Respondents failed to provide a fair bearing before tmpartial decistonmakers,

Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the decisivnmakers of Respondents

bad persona] interests in the sprroval of the Project and the ENA, became personally tnvested In
the approval process and pre-iudged the merits of the Project and the ENAL
118 This Hilgation, ¥ seccessful, will vesult in enforcement of important rights

atfecting the public interest, including the public’s right to compel the decisionmaking bodies of

Respondents t comply with Uity and sate law and the rights of the residents and property

- owners of the City, among other things.
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{Injunction Against Further Pursuit of the ENA
Until Respondents Comply with CEQA)

119, Pettionsr incorporales herein and realleges the sllegations in prior paragraphs, as
if fully sed forth herein,

120, Respondents failed o comply with CEQA prior in approving the Arena Projent
and the ENA. Petitioner therefore prays for a preliminary and permanent injunetion against
Respondents and any of thedr agents from Rurther pursuing the ENA andfor commenving work
upon the Arena Project and the ENA unless and until such time as Respondents comply with
their mandatory duties under CEQA and all other applicable epvironmental rules, regulations and
© provedures.

121, Petitioner has no adeguate romedy other than that praved for heredn in that the

subject matter is unigue and monstary damapes would therefore be inadegunte vo fully

4 compensate Petitioner for the consegquences of Respondents” actions in their continped fadlure 10

P
P

fot
Lok

comply with CEQA with regpect w0 the Project and the ENA. Petitioner therefore seeks, and is
entitled to, infunctive relief under Code of Civil Procedure section 526 et seq., and 1o a stay,

prediminry and/or permasent infunction,

PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Petitioner and Plaintifl prays for reliel as follows:
i For g peremptory writ of mondate:

2. divecting Respondents and the Oversight Board, and each of them, 10
reseind and set aside their approval of the ENA, their adoption of the ENA, and all other
approvals, any, of the Arena Project; and

|3 enjoining Respondents and the Oversight Board, thelr respective officers,
emplovees, agents, boards, pommissions, and alf subdivisions from pranting any suthority,
| permits, or entitlernents as part of the Avena Project or the ENA pursnant to the City’s approval

of the ENA and
) 32
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| £ cormmanding Respondents and the Oversight Board, snd sach ol them, to
| trmediately suspend all activities In furtherancs or implementation of the ENA until such tme
as cnvironmental review haz been completed in complianee with CEQA.

2. For a preliminary and permanent injunciion sgaiest Respondents and the
Croprsight Board, and cach of them, and any of their ageats, enjoining them from further
Respondents comply with thelr mandatory duties under CEQA and all other applicable
8  envirommentsl roles, regulations and procedores.
| 3. For an award of Hs costs of sudt and Htigation expenses, inclading, withow
% Hatation, attorneys” fees tncurrad herein as permitted or reguired by law
4, For such other relief a3 the Court deems Just and proper.

Diated: October /7, 2017 Respectfully submitted,
| CHATTEN-BROWN & CARSTENS LLP

Douglas P Carstens
Michells Black
Attorneys for Petitioner
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1, the undersigred, declare that ¥ am e officer of Inglowood Residents Against Takings

and Bvictions, Pelitionsr in this sction. T have read the fwsgoing Amended Petition For Wit Of
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Merrss Beach Office Dowsglas B, Carstens
Formll Scidreny

Phone (3100 8-3400 ' i ‘

Fax: (310} 798-2402 Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP doc@chcearthiaw som
Son Diego Office 2300 Paciic Tnast Mighway, Sulte 318

Phone B8 BI-0070 Hermoss Beach, CA B08% Uepct Diah

Fhone: (519 8854532 wearw cheasrthlaw oo 7983400 En L

October 23, 2017
By U8 Mail

Sally Magnani

Sentor Assistant Attorney General
Californis Attorney General

300 South Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 900131230

Re:  Challenge to City of Inglewood, City of Inglewoed City Council, Successor
Agency 1o the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, Governing Bowd of the
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood
Parking Authority, and the Ingle wouod Parking Authority Board of Director’s
approval of the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement with Murphy's Bowl LLC,
Inglewood Residents dgainst Takings And Evictions v, Chty of Inglewood, et
al

Honorable Attorney General:

Pursuant to Public Resowrces Code section 21167.7 and Cade 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

Environmental Quality Act {"Petition™) against Defendants and Respondents City of
Inglewood, City of Ingleweed City Council, Successor Agency to the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency, Governing Board of the Successor Agency 1o the Inglewood
Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood Parking Awthority, the Inglewood Paking
Authority Board of Divectors, and the Oversight Board o the Successor Agency to the
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency {collectively, “Respondents™) and Real Party in
interest Murphy's Bowl LLC, filed 1 Los Angeles Superior Court, Standey Mogk
Courthouse, located at 111 N, Hill Swreet, Los Angeles, CA 90012,

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



Californta Attorney General
October 23, 2017
Page 2

This Petition is being provided pursnant to the notice provisions of the Public
Resources Code. Please contact me if yvou have any questions.

Sincerely,

£ ) orec 2

Douglas P. Carst

Ench Verifid First Amended Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive
Relief Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act



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

1 am emploved by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Log Angeles,
State of Califoenia. | am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within action. My
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318, Hermous Beach, CA 90254 |
Oin October 23, 2017, 1 served the within documents:

LETTER TO THE CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL REGARDING FIRST
AMENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE

&

“4 VIA UNITED STATES MAIL. 1 am readily familiar with this business’
L practice for collgction and processing of correspondence for mailing with the

United States Postal Service. On the same day that correspondence iz placed
for collection and mailing, 1t is deposited in the ordinary course of business
with the United States Postal Service in 2 sealed envelope with postage fully
prepaid. I eaclosed the above-referenced document(s) in a sealed envelope or
package addressed to the person(s) af the address{es) as set forth below, and
following ordinary business practices | placed the package for collection and
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above,

Tdeclare that T am emploved in the office of a member of the bar of this count
whowe direction the service was made. 1 declare under penalty of petiury under the laws
of the State of Californds that the above is true and correct, Executed on October 23,
2017, at Hermosa Beach, Californis 20254

Cyvnghia Kellman

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






Hermoss Beach Offve Dougles P, Corvtens

Phusews (3180 FO8-2400 Errnit Acidrase
Fox (303 798-2402 Latien-b UK §€§f’§&'@m LLP O T—
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Fhonge 858 S9R-0000 Hermoss Beach, CA 903%4 Direct Digh
Phone B19) 2404583 W,x:%}sz%ﬁhiﬁw,mm FUPTRE-2400 Est L
October 23, 2017
By U.S. Mail

James T, Buits, Chair of the Board
Orversight Board to the Successor Agency
to 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 Chatrman Buits:

Pursuant to Public Resowrces Code section 21167.5, please take notice that the
Inglewood Residents Against Takings And BEvictions plans w file an smended petiton for
writ of mandate and complaint challenging the September 7, 2017, approval of an
Exclusive Negotiating Agresment to develop a professional sports arens by the Oversight
Board to the Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency. This patition
will be filed in Los Angeles Superior Court, Stanley Mosk Courthouse, locatedat 11T N
Hill Sireet, Los Angeles, T4 90012,

Sincerely,




PROOF OF SERVICE
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LETTER TO OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY
TO THE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY

REGARDING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE

""""""" “VIA UNITED STATES MAIL. [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 s deposited in the ordinary course of business
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully
prepaid, | enclosed the above-referenced docwment(s} in a sealed envelope or
package addressed 1o the personds) at the address{es} as set forth below, and
following ordinary business practioes | placed the package for collection and
mailing on the date and at the place of businesy set forth sbove,

I declare that 1 am emploved 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 correet. Executed on October 23,
2017, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254,

Cynthia Kellman

Jarps T, ﬁam Chusir of the Board
{versight Board to the Successor
Agency

o the Inglewood Redevelopment
Agency

I Manchester Boulevard
inglewond, CA 90301
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July 20, 2017
By U5 Mail

City of Inglewood and City of Inglewood

City Council

oo Ms. Yvonne Horlon

City Clerk, City of Inglewood Successor Agency to the Inglewond

1 Manchester Boulevard Redevelopment Agency

inglewood, Californis 90361 Coverning Board of the Successor
Agency to the Inglewood

City of Inglewood Parkin Redevelopment ﬁgmgzy

City of Inglewpod Parking Authori oo Margarita Cruz

Board of Diregtors Successor Agenoy Manager

oo Ms. Yvonne Horton 1 Manchester Boulevird

Secretary, Inglewood Parking Authority Inglewood, Califoraia 80301

I Manchester Boulevard

Inglewond, California 90331

Re:  Challenge to June 15, 2017, Approval of Exclusive Negotiating Agreement
 and Arena Froject
Dhear M, Horton and Me, Crugs

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167.5, please take notice that the
iﬁgimmﬁ ?imémw &gm&z ?‘aﬁmgs And &%ﬁm&s g:a}am w i’i.%ﬁ & g&ﬁ‘iﬁmﬁ f@r wz*zz of

&  Agengy
a .»zg:, &vémm» ”m@:ﬁ ?‘a&?zﬁ?gyg B!




Page 2 of3
PROOF OF SERVICE

arn emploved by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles,
State of California. T am over the age of 18 and not a party to the within setion, My
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway, Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254
On July 20, 2017, 1 served the within documents:

cITy w INGLEWOOD PARKING Al ITY ) ) OF D -

SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY
' THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE

Y REGARDING PETITION FOR

ATLA UNITED STATES MAIL. 1 wm readily familiar with this business’
et practice for collection and processing of correspondence for m&%ﬁmg with the
Linited States Postal Bervice, On the same day that correspondence is placed
for collection and mailing, it is deposited in the w@%mmy cowrse of business
with the United States Postal Service in s sealed wm‘mw with postage fully
prepaid. 1 enclosed the sbove-referenced document(s) in » sealed envelope or
package addressed 1o the personds) at the address(es) ag set forth below, and
following ordinary business pragticss 1 placed the package for collectionand
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth shove,

{ declare that 1 am emploved in the office of » member of the bar of this sourt
whose dirsction the service was made. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under e laws
of the State of California thet the above 18 true and correct. Excouted on July 20,2007, a1
Hermosa Beach, California 90254, .

imﬁm %gﬁmm



{.Ziﬁy of Iﬁgiﬁw%@% and City of Inglewond
City Council

o/t Ms. Yvonne Horlon

City Clerk, City of Inglewond

i Manchester Boulevard

Inglewood, California 90301

Board of Directors

ofe Ma, Yvonne Horlon

Secretary, Inglewood Parking Authonity
I Manchester Boulevard

Inglewond, California 90301

Successor Agency 1o the Inglewood
Mﬁwﬁﬁgﬁmmi Ageney

Gioverning Board of the Successor
Agency to the Inglewond
Redevelopment Agency

ofo Margarita Oruz

Successor Agenoy Manager

1 Manchester Boulevard
Inglewood, California 90301
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CHATTEN-BROWHN & CARBTENS LLP

| Douglas P, Carstens, SBN 193439

Tosh Chatten-Rrown, SBN 2436058

- Michelle Black, 83BN 261962

2200 Peeific Coast Hwy, Suile 318
Hermoss Beach, TA 80254
FI0.788.2400; Fax 3HLT7RE.2402
Attorneys for Pétitioner

AND EVICTIONS

INGLEWOOD RESIDENTE AGAINST
TARINGS AND BVICTIONS,

Platnti T and Petitionss,

¥

THE INGLEWOOD REDEVELOPMENT

L AGENCY, THE INGLEWOOD PARKING

AUTHORITY; THE INGLEWOOD PARKING
RD OF DIRECTORS; and

Dedendants snd Respondents,

POETY OF INGLEWOUD, o munisips! sorporation;
LCITY OF INGLEWOUD CITY COUNCIL,
SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE INGLEWOOD
. REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY,; GOVERNING
| BOARD OF THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO

| MURPHY’S BOWL LLC, 8 Delaware Limited
Linkdlity Company; ROES 1020

Real Parties i Inferest,

| INGLEWOUD RESIDENTS AGAINST TAKINGS

Somn orns o s Moo e acanl® et St S o s 0, g S s st " g oot Segps Mg et ot s o

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIPORNE
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

CASE MO

NOTICE OF m&mw TO

HE ADMINISTRATIVE
| RD PURSUANT TO PUBLIC
RESDURCES CODE § 211876065

Frinted on Reowled Poper

HOTICE OF ELECTION TO PRI AR T
ADBDIETRATIVE RECORD




ravss to Public Resowrcss Code section 2116760002, Plaintiff snd Petitioner

| Inglewood Residents Against Takings and Evictions (“Petitioner™) heveby elects to propare the
3l , _.
% adhmindstrative revord snd the

. therefore requests that Defendants and Respondents City of Inglewood, City of Inglewood City

ecord of procesdings i connection with this setion. Petitioner

| Council, Sucosssor Agency to e Inglewood Redovelopment Agency, Governdng Board of the
 Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, the Inglewood Parking Authority,
and the Inglewood Purking Authority Board of Divectors {"Respondents™) notify Petitiones’s
attorneyvs of record in writing when the lterns conslituting the edministrative soord are svailghle
for inzpection and photocopying. To the extent necessary tv feceililate 2 prompt response to tis

semed a request o inspect public records under the

| notive, Petitionsr’s request should be &
Californin Public Revords Act

Petitioner reserves the right to roquest thet Respondents prepare sny portion of the record
 that is not otherwise reasonably available except from one or more of Respondents, Hower,
nothing in tds notice shall be ponstrued as Pelitioner’s express or iplied sgrecment 1o make
any payment to Respondents for their assembly of the items that constitute the sdministrative
repord or for sny other expense invwrred by Respondents in providing Petitionsr with moosse i
the fems constituting the record. To the absence of Petitioner™s sxpress writien

aooess o the items constituting the record.

| { Drated: July 38, 2017 Respestfully submitted,
22 |
CHATTEN-BROWN & CARBTENE LLP

: Attorneys for Petitioner 3
27
| %

28
Prigted op Begvcled Papee : HOTWHE OGP BLECTION TO PR AR 18
ADMBISTRATIVE RECORD







Fross: Mayor James T, Bustts, Jr,

Sont: Soturdey, June 17, 2007 558 A

Tor Tunisls lohnson «tiohreon@ciyolinglewond.onge
Subjaet: inglewond & Chppers Open Nogotintions

Having dmadie viosdng s erdl? ¢
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The logewpod Oy Councl Thursday moming unanimously appaoved an ewlusive
negotisling agreement for development of s NBA boskelball arpna for the Lo Angoles
Clippers on 8 22-aore piot of pibv-owned land,

Auoording o oty counsll documents, the agresment outiines g reevesr negotisting perind
with » devwloper planning © bulld " premder and siate-of the-grt Nplions! Baskeiball
Association professions! bashetball areng corgigling of approximately 18,000 o 20,040
paein”

That window also ghes the Clippers three years io sondust an etwdronmental oviey of the
praject.

inglewond Mayvor James Bulls desoribed the council's spprovel to CBS2 o5 8 "promiss dng.”

s




Az rousdh-the-glok  consbuciion  condinues on the  BRSGillion atefum By
the Hams and Chargees in Inglowood, the resurgent oty is moving toward sdding snodher
toam,

inglewond's Gty Councll will vole Thursday on an exclusive negolisting sgmement for
o Clippers-oontrolied company 1o bulld an sreng o the eam, acoording 10 8 copy of the
dogurmant,

The 22 avres for the sreng e anvoss the stree! rom the 288-aore slie where Roms ownegr
Hian Kroenks s buikling the stadium as part of 8 sprawling mized-use development,

The Rems e bwolved in the Clppers’ areng projedd, soowrding fo o person with direct
krowledge of the sltuation, though representetives of Kroenke and the Clippers had multipls
discussions about the team joining the R’ projest thal's schaduted o be completed in
2020 or bullding on an adiscent parcel,




Imgrlewond Clty Councll unanimously voled I faver Thurday of 4 negolialing soresmant on
the developrmend of 8 "promier and state-oldhe-an basketball arena with sealing capacity of
wo0 A

burderad on e north by Century Boulovard, Mooh o e tand Is owned by the gty o
Innlewond, ascording to oty dosuments,

inulewond Cly Councll members spoks almost wriverselly b T of e plen. "inglswood is
nod going o be the place o drive Paough, bul the glacs to deve (o, and s s pard of thet”
o inglowood oty eouncilman said.







Sy james T, Butts, I, One Manchester Bled, Tngdaweood, T8 8030

Safelinsubsoribe™ Uohosoaniil

Frward this ermall | Update |
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| About aur service provider







LEGEND City Parcals

- Successor Agency Parcels
CiyiClipper Development Arpn, Subject to Eminent Domaln
- 8B 788 ~ Expedited Eminent Domain Area




Century Industrial Commerce Center: 3800 West Century Boulevard




Extra Space Storage: 3846 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




CDYs 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







UPS Supply Chain Solutions: 3600 West Century Boulevard




3732 West Century Boulevard

Ramos Window Coveringn #1

Teanmwortd Aquatic Enterprives 83
Rensdesancs Aguatics 84
Ao Hautic Sppcialbt 86

Tropden! Enterpries 88



3738 West Century Boulevard

%
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Pacific Window Covering




United Courier Services: 3750 West Century Boulevard







1800 West 102™ Street




3806 West 102™ Street
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Nicholas Gardens Apartments: 3911 West 104 Street




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




Some of the Thousands of Residents Who Will be Negatively Impacted




Residents in the ENA Area Speak Out in the

Excerpts from “inglewood Residents Speuk Out Against the Proposed Ulippers Arene” August 13, 3017

The city owns large pareels of land in the area avound the business, making it one of
the most plansibde arena sites. “I0s not an evesore, 1's not blighted, it's well-kept,
well-maintained and we don't want to go anywhere,” Bhagat said. “We're going to
- tooth and nail to stop the project.

He is among a growing number of business owners and residents pushing back
agﬁmxt iia;&y&m WREr ﬁ%ws E&ﬁimw E g}mgtmﬁ% %r::z i*m%mm ’ﬁw 3%:;%‘%:8 of ﬁ}f: m
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A halt-Bock away, Gracle Soss has witnessed the neighborbood's evolution from s two-
bedroom home on Doty Avenue where she's lived with her parents sinee 1985, Crime and
vicdence in the srea have dwindled in recent years, replaced by a calmer, amily-oriented
atmosphere,

Sosa, who works for the American Red Cross, learned of the potential avena from a
friemd. No representatives of the oty or tesm have contacted the Bunily,

*‘*‘% 5 &%}mﬁ: il%w mgmm? » ;%:am mi& § es:}xm“% 1 P %wﬁm are &ﬁm

Nicole Fletcher resides nearby in an apartment on 104th Street. She walks around the block at night and sees 2 neighborhood
that's come a long way, but holds the potential for more improvement. In her eves, that doesn't include an arsua,
“%y biggest coneern Is how 1 will impact the families,” Fleteher said,
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PROOF OF BERVICE

{awm ovar z%ae Bge s}i 18 &wﬁ m g g)éﬁ} i ‘ﬁ%‘m wa&‘%&xz& actwﬂ By i‘msmm& a&&w ’“’a{%{} %m%m &am
Fighway, Ste. 318, Hermosn Beach, CA 90254 . Ouober 23, 2017, [ served the within documents:
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vvvvvv YVia UNITED STATES MAILL. am readily fomibior with this business” practive for
cotlection and processing of corespondence im maiting with the United Staes Postal Service,
On the same day that correspondence is plaved B sollection snd mailing, Bt is deposited In
the ordinary course of business with the United States Postad Service i n sealed eovelope with
postage fully prepaid, 1 enclosed the aboveereforenced document(s) in o seaded envelops or
package addressed to the personds) at the address{es) gs set foath below, and following
ordinary business practices [ placed the packags for vollection and mailing on the date and s
the place of business st forth ghove,

Y &io;}% o g}m%«%& ﬁ?gmﬁ&m*izﬁ %3;» o o z?msg%y{ x:iﬁ%;vw? carrer wm §:§<: ivery foes g}&;d o
provigod for and addressed to te personis) ot the sddross{os) listed below, 1 placed the
envelope or package for collection amd overnight delivery at an office or & regularly utilized
drop box of the pvernight delivery oarrier,

YVIA MESRENGER BERVICE. [ served the sbove-raferenced document{(s) by placing them
in an envelope or package addressed to the person(s} & he address{es) Bated below and
provided them to 2 professional messenger survive for servize, (A declaration by the
messenger must aceormpany this Proof of Seevice or be contained in the Declaration of
Mussenger below.)

YVIA FAURIMILE TRANSMISBION. Based on an agreement of the parties to acesgt
service by T ravemiszion, 1 faxed the above-referenced documentis) 1o the persons st the
fax number(s} Bated below, No error was reported by the facmachine that Lused, A copy of
the record of the fux transmission is attached,

T VIA BLECTRONIC SERVICE. | csused the ghovereforenced document{s) o be sot 10
the prrsonis? at the electronic addressies) Hued below,

aewiw WS mg@i@ E ‘zimam s,mz:ier ;‘}ﬁﬁ%},‘{} uf g}u{}&ar} mé@r i%ﬁm &ws s;sf 2%}&: ”w%azsr: of migmmm z%m*; :%“»:3 zz%smm is
true and correct, Execated on Ootaber 23, 2017, o Henmosa Beaoh, Talifornia R0254.

Cynthin Kelbnan




Attorney for Respondents

Benpeth R Campos,

Inglewood City Attorney

One Manchester Boulevard, 8 Floor
Inglewood, CA 90301

Edward B. Kang

Koang, Ballmer & Berkman

515 8, Figoeroa Street, Suite 780
Los Angeles, CA 90071

Attorneys for Reol Parties in Interest
Jonsthan R Bass

Charmaine Yu

Coblentz Parch Doffy & Bass LLP
Cne Montgomery Street, Suite 3000
San Francisco, TA 94104




