
From: gustavo.lamanna@gmail.com [mailto:gustavo.lamanna@gmail.com] On Behalf Of Gustavo 
Lamanna 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:16 PM 
To: Via, Tay 
Cc: O'Brien, Harry; Royce K. Jones 
Subject: Fwd: Another Protest Letter 

Tay, 

FYI-

Gustavo Lamanna 
Attorney at law 
11599 West Gateway Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
glamanna@usa net 
3..J..0.::.49..7.::6..5..5.B.. c e I i 

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Castaneda, Olga <OCastaneda(q)bos.lacmm(vJ:rov> 
Date: Wed, Jun 27, 2018 at 4:14 PM 
Subject: Another Protest Letter 
To: Gustavo Lamanna <glamanna(('.Pusa.net>, Margarita Cruz <mcnrz\i_{.kityofinglevvood.org> 
Cc: "Royce K Jones" <royce\i_{.kbblaw.com> 

Hi: 

Another Protest Letter. 

Olga J. Castaneda 
Commission Services 
213-974-1431 
9..QH$!f.!.D.Q0.f!.@.D.Q?..J.f.!.QQJJ.01Y.,.Q.QV.. 

From: Castaneda, Olga 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:47 PM 
To: 'Gustavo Lamanna'; Margarita Cruz 
Cc: Royce K. Jones 
Subject: RE: Inglewood SA/ Oversight Board (June 27, 2018) 

Hello: 



Yes, one letter of protest was received and tvvo letters requesting a copy of the agenda and supporting 
documents was also received. which were forwarded to the correspondents last Friday I believe. I will 
bring copies of all three letters to the meeting this evening. In the interim, they are attached. 

Take care. 

Olga J. Castaneda 
Commission Services 
213-974-1431 
9..QH$!f.!JJ.Q0.f!.@D.Q?.Jf.!.QQJJJJ1Y,.Q.QV.. 

From: qustavo.lamanna@qmaiLcom [mailto:qust.avoJarnanna@gmaiLcom] On Behalf Of Gustavo 
Lamanna 
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 12:39 PM 
To: Margarita Cruz; Castaneda, Olga 
Cc: Royce K. Jones 
Subject: Inglewood SA/ Oversight Board (June 27, 2018) 

Margarita and OJ ga, 

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 
11599 West Gateway Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90064 
glamanna@usa net 
310-497-6558 cell 



Hermosa Bam::h Offkj!' 
Phorie: (310) 792<·2400 

Sim Oi~c Offo::~ 
Phone: msm 999·0070 
Phone: {519) 9404522 

Sent Via Email 

Chatten .. Brown & Carstens llP 
2200 Padfk: Coast Highway, Suite 31$ 

Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 
w•uvLcbrnarth!aw.corn 

June 27, 2018 

Chairperson James T. Butts~ Jr, 
Members of the Oversight Board of the Inglewood Successor Agency 
1 Manchester Blvd. 
Inglewood, CA 9030 l 

Douglas carstims 
Erna!! fa,ddress; 
dpc(!Jh:bcearthiat1i.tOm 
Dk€"ct Dfal: 
310,798·2400 Ext 1 

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: 

\Ve submit these comments on behalf of Inglewood Residents Against Takings 
and Evictions (IRATE) in connection ivith the Successor Agency's proposed disposition 
of the parcels B~ 1. J through B-3 as identified in the Long Range Property Management 
Phm ("the parcels'' or ••parcels 1~13"). \Ve 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 
Environrnental Quality Act (CEQA). 

IR.1\TE opposes the City's apparent appmvaJ of the arena complex. IRATE's 
members 'ivill be adversely impacted by the Arena Project's construction and operation, 
including impacts to air quality, traffic congestfon1 nighttime lighting, and noise that have 
yet to be disclosed, analyzed, or fully rnitigated in a certified environmental impact 
report On July 20, 2017 ~ IRA TE filed a lawsuit against the City of Inglewood, the 
Successor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency~ the Inglewood Parking 
Authority, and the Oversight Board to the Successor Agency in Los Angeles Superior 
Court for violating CEQA by signing an exclusive negotiating agreement (ENA) with 
Murphy~s Bo,vl~ LLC~ in furtherance of construction of a basketbaU arena for the Los 
Angeles Clippers~ ;,,vithout first preparing and certifying an environmental impact repott 
(EIR). A copy of the amended petition is attach_ed as Enclosure 1. As the amended 
petition makes clear~ the proposed arena project \VOukl have significant impact;; on the 
environment 



Chairperson James T. Butts, Jr, 
1vfo:mbers of the Oversight Board 
June 27, 2018 
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Disposition of Parcels for the Clippers Arena Project Prior to Certification of an 
EIR Vfolates CE-QA. 

Although not disclosed in the Successor Agency~s Notice of Proposed Action or in 
the Agenda for the Oversight Board's June 27, 2018 meeting, IRATE is avvare that the 
City and Successor Agency phm to sell parcels 1~13 to J.v1urphy~s Bmvt LLC, so it may 
construct a basketball arena for the Los 1\ngeles Clippers C*the Project'~)o The City and 
Successor Agency have promoted construction of a Clippers arena at myriad press 
conferences and on the City ts website. ivforeover, the City, the Successor Agency to the 
Jngle-..vootl Redevelopment Age11cy, and the l:nglewood Parking Authority have entered 
into an exclusive negotiating agreement (ENA) with Murphy's Bmv1, LLC for these 
specific properties. Under CEQA., construction of a basketball arena is a ''pn:uect\1 with 
the potential to cause significant environn.1ental impacts, (Pub. Resources Corle§ 
2 I 065,) Preparation and certification of an EIR is required before the Cit}\ the Successor 
Agency, or the Oversight Board xnay undertake actions in furtherance ofthe project 
(Pub. Resources Code§ 21080 (d).) 

IRATE is a\vare that the City has begun preparation of an BIR analyzing the 
environmental impacts of a Clippers basketball arena. However) this EIR is not yet 
complete, It has not been circulated for review by the publfoJ and it certainly has not yet 
been certified. The very real environmental and community h:npacts oft.he basketball 
arena Project have, therefore, not been disclosed to the pub.lie or analyzed. Alternatives 
to the Project have not been proposed, and mitigation measures have not yet been 
formulated. The Successor Agency's and the Oversight Board's actions in furtherance of 
this arena project would subvert the Legislature's stated purposes in approving CEQA. 

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

The CEQA process is intended to be a careful examination! fully open to the 
public, of the environmental consequences of a given project, covering tbe 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 detennining whether or not to start the project at all, not 
merely to decide whether to finish it The ElR 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 knmv~ before the journey begins~ just where the journey \ViH lead! 
and how much they .. and the environment-will have to give up in order to rake that 
journey. 
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(Natural Resources Defense Council v, Ci~v 0;fLos .-4ngeles (2002) 103 CaLAppAth 268t 
27 i,) As approval of a prc:iect prior to completion of the CEQA process, as proposed 
here, predudcs infonried dedsionmaking, the California Supreme Court has invalidated 
project approvals that precede certification of an ElR, (Save Tara v, Ci~v t!f fflest 
HtJ/(Jr.vaod (2008) 45 Cal.4th l 16i 138,) 

The alternatives analysis is the ''heart of the EIR," (Guidelines}§ 15003t subd, 
(a); San Franciscansfor Reasonable Groivth v. Cizy and County ofSan Ftancisco (1984) 
151 CaLAppJd 61, 72.) The purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis is tn identif)' and 
analyze alternatives to a project that wm avoid or substantiaHy Jessen its significant 
environm.ental impacts, (Pub. Resources Code§ 21002.) In Save ft1ra, the Suprerne 
Court declared, "betbre conducting CEQA revie\v, agencies must not 'take any action' 
that significantly furthers a prt%iect 'in a manner that forecloses alternatives or 1nttJgation 
measures that \veuld ordinarily he part ofCEQA revie\v of that public project''' (Save 
Tara, supra, 45 CaL4tt at 138 anrl CEQA (:Juidclines section 15004 (b)(2)(B),) Any 
Successor ,Agency nr Oversight Boa.rd action taken tv approve dispositfon of the 
properties for the arena Project would foreclose alterrk1tives to the Project and 
impen11issibly pre,.commit to the Project in violation of CEQA~ 

Because the properties have specificaHy been designated for develop1nent as an 
arena, the CityJ Successor .Agency, and Parking Authority have entered into an ENA, and 
the City is currently completing an EIR for the Project, cnvirotmv:ntal reviev1 is required 
hefnre the Successor Agency or Oversight Board can act Therefbrt\ we respectfully 
request that the Oversight Board deny the Successor Agency's request for a resolution 
regarding the disposition of parcels B~l.1 through B-3. 

cc: ?.vfomhers of the Oversight Board 
Carolyn M. Iht11 (( 
Eugenio Villa 
Brian Fahnestock 
Margarita Crnz (•··· 

Cham:m.ine Yu 
Bruce Gr!dlev ,. 

Enclosure: Amended petition 

Sincerely, 

Dougfas P. Carstens 
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I CI1AJ'TEN-HRO\VN & CARSTENS LLP 
Douglas P, Carstens, SBN 193439 

2 Joshua Chatten· Brown. SBN 243605 
'tv!fohe1le Black, SBN 261962 

3 2200 Pacific Cnast H:wy~ Suite 318 
Hermosa Beach. CA 90254 

4 310.798.2400; Fax 3l0,79!L2402 

5 i\ttomcys for Petitioner 
lNGLE\VOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST TAKINGS 

6 AND EVICTIONS 

7 

8 

9 
SlJPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

INGLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAJNST 
11 TAKINGS AND EVICTIONS. 

) CASE NO.: BSI70333 
) 

13 v. 

Plaintiff and Petitioner, 
) 
) 
) 
} 
) 

14 CITY OF INGLE\VOOD, a municipaJ corporation; ) 
CITY OF INGLEWOOD CITY COu'NCIL; ) 

15 SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO THE rNGLE\VOOD ) 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY.; GO\tER'lING ) 

16 BOARD OF TB.E SUCCESSOR AGENCY TO ) 
THE INGLE\VOOD REDEVELOPf>AENT ) 

17 AGENCY; THE INGLEWOOD PARKING ) 
AUTHORITY; THE INGLEWOOD PARKING } 

18 AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS: } 
OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR ) 

19 AGENCY IOTHEINGLE\VOOD ) 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY; and DOES 1-10; ) 

w ) 
Defendants and Respondents) ) 

21 ~.. ~»>••~,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,~.. ~•»>>~... ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,) 

22 MURPHY'S BO\VL LLC. a Dela\vare Lirnited 
Liability Company; ROES, 10~20; 

23 

24 Real Parties in Interest 

) 
J 
) 
) 
} 
) 

25 
•»»»»»»••••»»>»~»m»n@>»»n»•>»>»»»»».•.•»»»»»»>»»»»w»»»»->m•»»»~»mnM~>mn»>~~,,_.,,~) 

26 

27 .• 

28 . 

VERIFIED Fmsr AMENDED 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE AND C'01'vlPLAl'f'•i{T FOR 
IN.fUNCTfV'I£ RELIEF PURSUANT 
TO TUE, CAIJFORNIA 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

'C ,.1 ('' · P t." i··('"*S J ")04 - <l ( ,,oue ;iv, rDCL tJS . to~, 1 . t J' ,) an. 
526; Pub, Resources Code §§ 21000 et 
seq,) 

Department: 86 
Judge: Hon, Amy D, Hogue 
Petition filed: July 20, 2017 

T. ',,,! c tt' C'' c. "' ),j b""r 1 .. 1'b. oet~mg AJtliChiJJCC: n0VCTI1 '-'• , 
2017 
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MANDATE AND COk-fPL<\XNT FOR lNJUNCTlVt 
RELIEF PtJRSUA.NT TO CEQA 



Petitionew and Plaintiff lngkvvood Residents Against Ta.kings And Evictions 

2 ("Petitioner") hereby petitions for a \vrit o:f mandamus and brings a ctn:nplaint for declaratory and 

3 injunctive relief and for attorneys• fees against Respondents and Defendants the City of 

4 Inglewood (''City")1 the Inghnvood City Council ("City Councif1)~ the Successor Agency to the 

5 Inglewood Redevelopn1ent Agency ("Successor Agency"), the Governing Board of the 

6 Successor Agency ("Successor Agency Bt:t!Wd''), the Jng:lctvoo<l Parking Authority ("Parking 

7 Authority"), the Parking Authority Board of Directors ("Parking Authority Baard")i 

8 (coHectivel:r\ HR_esporulentsn)t the Oversight Board To nm Successor Agency To The Inglewood 

9 Redevelopment i\gency ('•Overnight Board''), and against Reul Party in Interest Murphy's Bmvl 

10 LLC (the '"Developer"), and alleges as follows. 

INTROifVCTIQN 

12 L Respondents have forced the filing ofth.is action by ignoring Califo:nda's 

13 procedural rules and laws designed to ensure environmental protection, igm;ring the interests of 

14 the comrrnmity, and rushing into a sports arena development that could displace famHies and 

15 businesses, small and large~ for a bilHonairets benefit This dispute arises frnrn Respondents' 

J 6 purported approval of an Exclusive Negotiating Ab>reement ("ENN~) 1 ~among the City, the 

17 .' Suci:es.sor Agency, the Authority and the Developer to facilitate the development of a sports 

18 arena (the "Arena Project"), The ENA must be set aside because the City approved the ENA in 

19 violation of the California Environmental Qual.ity .Act C'CEQA n) and without providing a fair 

20 and intpartial hearing, 

21 2, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents first 

22 publicly signaled their intent to proceed with the Arena Preject by noticing a spcc:ial meeting to 

23 approve the detaHe<l 22~page ENA less than 24 huurs befure it \Vas approved at a mid-week 

24 special meeting, Respondents rushed to a hearing even though, according to the Mayor's 

25 mmouncernent an June 17, 2017) the "Clippers open[ e<l] negotiations \Vith the City'' on Jarruary 

26 

27 1 The ENA was amended and restated <m i\ugust 15, 2017 but its essenthd terms remained the 
sarne and %'as approved hy the Oversight Board on September 7t 2017, Therefbre, this Petition 

28 · refers throughout to "the ENA" andt \Vhere relevant, "the Revised ENA:~ 

2 
.......................... •.•.•.•.w••.•.ww>-»>VERlFIED AMENDED f'ETi1"10N F'{)R Wltl'f"i'.'.}'i't 

h1A~NDA TE AHO COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE 
REUEF PURSUANT TO CEQA 



1 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1 i(j '!{}j 'J f}:.;.,,--1.'h'{ T) f'f·, ··)"' ~ J )(''l '7 .,, .. ,.)'~''! r·;," ,.,,. 1<,1,, , ···I':>. H·• ,, , · .. , .. ,·>'. f, ·,\ · .. ,, ... · J {''!·'.· .. "·'·' ,. ~ ;;;u , , \. """ntvl. ~. 1• ur ,,;. i , , .. r 1, <wk «ti .t.h.J t'"1"'-}nt PUHX dLnt.>U11.1,..J.ng 1Lg,.C"/<n . .h.b .... 1ppus 

comn1 unity, 

3.~ Fo!Iovi'ing objccbcnts frorn Ftdt*oner and others to the City's vio!i:ttion of the 

9 Brcwn Aet1 Respondents held n second joint tpechd meeting on July 2 l, 2017, Rctpcmdcnts 

l 1 special meeting cm July 2 ! , 201 ·r 'The hnpw::ted res.idents and buslnes;;; otvrwrs recoived no 

12 notice .nfthe City's intentfon to take their homes or bu:d.nesscs prior to uny of the meeting:;, 

Following puhlkatfon of mtkles in the Los Angeles Times In.duding out: entitled 

14 "Pos::dblc c;Hppors annm has many Inglmvood residents worded they ;nay lose their homes or 

15 busincsrws'' en /tug1st 13, 2017, tbe Ingie\vood City Council held a third meeting on August 15, 

I 6 20 I 7, At the A.ugust hearing, the City Council approved a "Revi scd ENA" which conttined 

! 7 many nf the same terms at the prior t ;vu vets lens of the EN/\ and a revised map of the project 

1 B n:.r0n purporting to reduce the nren of potential eminent domain use 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

7:•· .~b 

28 

5, 

rh>f'h\'"''" ;'t· '''S "' "'O"'f'J. ,~,.·~t ." '1"1·,,~ 1.~'·'"'~i ;-yf' /'Ct.,.,;! ;h,,, <i.N .t <;r·>d. "'"·'·'.if' f'''ih. £If' ·'/v"1··,<n (.,.,. •h: ·"' /!- """·'·''" .;.,..;:.~ .. :. ::: ... ~",;- . . ::;}.,, i* J .t <->,_ ».·;i:.,. • .._., . · ..•. S~ I~ ~ ':>.... ~ ~-·· . ~J!)... .~.:::.~ ... ·:.JJ.~- ~w ~ .. '"':.\. i:::t .v ~:)~ ...... ~ ... .x . ~t·'·'<,.,. :::. \ . ....,., f:H.:::J:X,.;:... ,,·s.~ S. ~· . .,, 'l,~. V.•S..3.::;.;i:; 

Prqject •aa.s JJH)lX'. than enough to cornplete envhonntentaI revietv. 'Ilvt ENA states that 

ancillarv uses related to nnd eom0ntibk with the {JOerntion and 1>mmotinn of & stnlt-of<he·rni y 1-· .:-, . 

NB/t arenn on the Site," {ENA, at pp, 1-2 .. ) The staff report for the JtnH: 15, 2017, special 

rneeting also confirnw that the J.iNit 's purpose is to "fitcilitntc the development of a premier and 

.,., 

.. ) 

..... ·.············~~ ........ ....,~....,.··~~~,.,,,,"""E""R""ff""'r""'s""o~,""',;.1""'d""'I:"'";t"""r[""n,""'-u"">""'F""'E""'r·nyuiti>tfR Wlt'T'f"'(JF"' 
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1 of approximately 18,000 to 20,000 seats," The Arena Project's size and ~ocatkm are all that is 

2 needed fin the City to conduct environmental review as they establish the parameters of the 

3 project's in1pacts. No additional information is needed to study the Arena Projecfs 

4 envirorunenta! im1v1:cts, yet the Respondents seem to have kicked the proverbial can dovm the 

5 road and decided to possibly do envJronrnenta! revievv later. CEQA requires more and 

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

7 counte.nanccd. 

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

9 prepared no environmental review for the Axena Project although already committing 

J 0 themselves to moving foNVatd with the Arena Project Respondents• commitn1ent to the Arena 

11 Project is manifest For ex.ample, Respondents promised that they wm use "best efforts to 

12 acquire the parcels ofrea1 property)) underlying the proposed Arena Project not already in 

13 Respondents' possession, (ENi\, at§ 2(b).) The Revised ENA changed this to state 

14 Respondents "rnay elect" to obtain relevant parcels by eminent <kn:nain but the t\!ear expression 

15 of intention remained, The Revised ENA changes the phrase "shall use its hest efforts to acquire'' 

16 to "sha!J consider acquisltiun of'' but the overarching predetermination to acquire property 

17 ren1ains. Respondents have already agreed that for three yearn they "shall not negotiate 1vith or 

18 consider any ofie:n;; or solicitations from, any pe,rscm or entity, ether than the Developer, 

19 • regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement for the sale, lease, disposition, and/or 

20 • development of the Site:' (ENA, at§ 2(a}) Moreuver, Respondents have already requested 

21 •. detailed financial infbrrrrntion and site plans for the Arena Project, but have nut sought analysis 

22 • • of any other potential devclopn1ent options, After approving the Revised EN Ai officials from 

23 ·• the City of Inglvl1t0t'Xi also vociferously and aggressively pursued state legislation that would 

24 ..• have m:nendcd CEQA. for the Arena Project once the City got around to actually doing 

25 environmental revie;v fbr it Th.is included amending CEQA so that the City \vtH.tld not have to 

26 analyze alternatives to the Arena Praject~ normally a key component of environmental impact 

27 reports, 

28 

4 ·················· ....... ~.,,,,,,,,,,._ ...... ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,v£ruJI£rrA:K1£wI5Isi'.fr1TfiTioFfFt)R WRI'f OF . 
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These c01nn:1itments, planning efforts, and pursuit of amendments to CEQA to 

2 facilitate the i\reua .Project are clear evidence that Respondents have committed to a definitive 

3 course of action v.tith respect to the A.rena Project and have already decided. to proc:eed with the 

4 Arena Project vvh1ch wiH impact over 1,000 residents and badly needed housing. and destroy 

5 many operating businesses that provide jobs to lng!ewootf s residents, 

6 Respondents' decision to enter into the ENA violates the CEQA, (:EQ.A prohibits 

7 a government entity from taking actions that foreclose alternatives or potential mitigation 

8 measures before performing the requisite environmental revie\\', The ENA creates significant 

9 corrunitmcnts to and momentum .for the Arena Project As such, Respondents wrn undoubtedly 

10 ignore the environrnenta! impacts that any future environmental review may uncuver, and 

11 potentiaHy superior alternative prqjects, b pursuit of the Arena Project Indeed.1 the ENA itself 

12 \vm have significant impacts on the environment. The EN.A wm create urban decay and bHght 

13 conditions, Speci:fically, the pall cast by the Arena Project over the several hlocks identifiod as 

l 4 the potentia.! site for the arena tvHI cause near""ienn investr.nent. leasing, and nther business 

15 activities in the urea to disappear, lt will drive residents to foave and force businesses to close in 

16 anticipation of the A.rena Project The ENA 1s de fitcto moratorium on development of the /uena 

17 Project site wrn also eliminate any contemplated developrnent projects or improvements in the 

18 area, The ENA tviU result in significant environmentaJ impacts that must he m:1alyzed in an 

19 Environmental lropact Report {"ElR"), disclosed to the public and considered by Res1Jondents 

20 prior to approving the ENA. Respondents' failure to do so violated CEQiL 

21 On September 7, 2017, the Oversight Board ofthe Successor ,Agency to the 

22 Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, chaired by the Mayor of Inglewood, voted to appro've the 

23 ENlL The City~s umvaverit1g commitment to the Arena Prqject without undertaking any 

24 environmental rovie"v violated CEQA, 

25 H1 Respondents1 disregard for the comx1mnity's and the City's tvetl~beinf;, of their 

26 obligations under CEQA, for how the EN/\ and the Arena Prqject will signlfkantly impact the 

27 environment, and the requirement tn provide a fair hearing necessitates fuis chaUenge to 

28 
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Respondents' June 15, 2017, July 21, 2017 and August 15, 2017 versions of the ENA and Arena 

2 Project approval and the Overnight Board's approval of those actions. 

4 lt Petitioner Inglewood Residents Against Takings /\nd .Evictiom is an 

5 unincorpomted association that opposes the ENA and the City'sJ Successor Agency's, Parking 

6 Authority's, and Oversight Board's approval ttf the development of an A..rena Project by 

7 Developer in a residential area and the use of eminent domain to acquire property to develop the 

8 Arena Project Petitioner and its members will be adversely impacted by the ENA as it will 

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

10 existing bus1nesse'S and jobs1 and \Vin facilitate development that is inconsistent \Vith the City's 

11 Zoning and Genera! Plan. Petitioner and its members wm alsn be adversely impacted by the 

12 errvironmental intpacts created by tbc Arena Project's construction and operutioni induding 

I 3 impacts to air quality, traffic congestion, nighttime lighting; and noistt Petitioner's members 

14 • participated in tlle City's1 Successor Agency's, Parking Authority's, and Oversight Board's 

15 administrative processes and fully exhaxk%ted an available administrntive remedieiL 

16 Respondent and De.fondant City is a municipal corporation and a charter city 

17 organized and existing under the laws of the State of California, \\1th the capacity to sue and be 

18 sued, The tenn "CityH includes, but is not limited to, City ernpfoyces, agents, officers~ buards, 

19 commissions, departments, and their members, all equally charged with complying w'frh duties 

2() under the City Charter and ;vith the l&\V'S of the State of Calithmia, 

21 Respondent and Defondant City Council is the dniy~clected legislative body that 

22 •represents the citizens oflnglevvootL The City Council i.vas the final det:dsionmaking body for 

23 the ENA, 

24 14. Respondent and Defendant Successor Agency is respcns.ible for overseeing the 

25 \vinding dmvn of redevelopment activity at the local levd under the Redevelopment Lmv, 

26 including managing existing redevelnprnent projects, making payments on enforceable 

27 ribHgatiorw, and disposing of redevelopment assets and properties, On or about fam.tary 1 (}, 

28 2012, pursuant to the Redevelopment La\v dissolutiun .legislation (AB X! 26 as amended by AB 

6 
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1484)~ the City elected to be the Successor Agency to the .Redevelopment Agency of the City of 

2 Tnglewoo& The Redeveioprnent Agency was officially dissolved on or about February i ! 2012, 

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

4 Successor Agency, Mayor Butts is the chair of the Successor Agency Board, 

5 16, Respondent and Defendant Parking Authority is a subdivis!o11 and parking agency 

6 of the Citv, 
•' 

7 Respondent and Defendant Parking Authority Board is the governing body of the 

8 Parking /\uthority, empowered to adopt bylaVr'S and resolutions and dire.ct the work ofthe 

9 Parking Authority. f\-1ayor Butts is the chair of the Parking Authority Board, 

Respondent and Defendant ()versight Board To The Successor Agency To The 

l 1 Inglewood Redevelop:rrnmt Agency is the governing body of the entity that under the Heahh and 

12 Safety Code 1nust appruve Successor A,,gency agreements \\1th the City of Inglewood prior to the 

13 Successor Agency approving those agreements, 

14 19, Real Party in Interest* !vhtrphy' s Ik:r;vl LLCi is a Dehnva:re Limited Liability 

15 Company. Real Party is the designated developer of the Arena Project under the ENA. 

16 2tl Petitioner does not kniJVi the true nam.es or capacities, whether individual, 

17 corporate, associate nr othervtise, of Respondent Does 1 through 10, or of Real Parties in Interest 

lS Raes 10*20, inclusive, and therefore sues said Respondents and Real Parties in Interest under 

19 fictitious nmnes, Petitioner '1Ni11 amend this Petition to shmv their true names and capacities 

20 \Vhen and if the same bas been ascertained. 

21 

22 2L This Court has jurisdiction over this pnJceeding puruuru1t to California Code of 

23 Civil Procedure section 1085 and 1094,5 and Public Reso:urce Code sections 21168 and 211685, 

24 Venue in this Court is pwpe:r pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 394, in 

25 that Respondents are located \Vithin the County of Los Angeles, 

27 The California Environmental Quality Act~ found at Public Resources Code 

28 •• Section 21000 et seq,, is based on the prindple that ''the maintenance ofa quahty environment 

7 
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for the people of th.is state nov.' and in the future is a matter of statev,.iide concern." (Pub. 

2 Resources Code;§ 2HJOO~ subd. (a).}1 

24, In CEQA, the Legislature has established procedures designed to achieve these 

4 goals; principaJ1y the E1R. These procedures provide hnth for the determinatfon and for lull 

5 pubHc disckmure of the potential adverse effects on the environment of discretionary projects 

6 that gov-emmenta1 agencies propose to approve, and require a description offeasibie alternatives 

7 to such pt\>posed projects and feasible mitigat.it;n measures to lessen thelr environmental hffi'lTI, 

8 (Pub. Resources Code § 21 002,) 

25. 

10 operation'' to be considered in the Initial Study for aprqiect. (Guidelines §15063, subd, {a)(l).) 

11 CEQA defines n project as "the \Vhole of rm action, which has a potential for resulting in either a 

12 direct physical d:u.mge to the e.nvirom11ent, or a reasonably foreseeabie indirect physicai change 

13 in the environment,'' (Guidelines§ 153781 swbd, (a).) 

14 26., CEQA is not merely a procedural statute, CEQA imposes clear and substantive 

15 responsibilities on agencies that propose to approve pnuects. requiring that public agencies not 

16 approve projects that harrn the environment unless and u:ntB aH feasible mitigation measures are 

l 7 employed to minimize that harm, (Pub, Resources Code§§ 21002; 21002,1, sulxL (b),) 

27, 7110 alternatives analysh; is the "core of the Elft" (Citizens of Goleta Valle,v v, 

19 Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 CaL3d 553~ 564.,) The purpose of a CEQA alternatives analysis 

20 is to identif'.v a:nd analyze alternatives to a prtryect that wiU avoid or substantially Jessen its 

21 significant env1romnenta! impacts. (Pub, Resources Code § 21002,) Thus, "before conducting 

22 CEQA review, agencies rnust not 'take any action' that significantly fu:rt.bers a project 'in a 

23 
1 

manner that .foredoses alternatives or mitigation me!:lsures that would ordinarily he part of 

24 CEQ,A, review of that public project 1" (Save Tara v. City qf fVest Hollywood (2008} 45 ('.al.4th 

25 l 16, 138.) 

26 
2 CEQA authoriz.es and directs the State Office of Planning and Research to adopt guidelines for 

27 •·the impkn1entatfon of CEQA by public agencies. (Pub, Resources Code §21083.) These 
•• guideHnes are found at title 14, Calift)tnia Code of Regulations1 Section 15000 et seq. 

28 ••· C*Chtidelines") and are binding on aH state and local agencies1 including Respondents, 
:: 
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2iL Agencies may not undertake discretionary actions that couhi have a significant 

2 ad'verue effect on the environ.ment, or limit the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures, 

3 before complying \vi th CEQA {Guidelines § 150041 su1xL (b X2).) The "lead agency, .. \Vhich is 

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

5 for conducting an initial study tu determ.itu;:, in consultation with other relevant state agenci0s1 

6 whether an envixcmnenta1 impact report, a negative dec:laratfon, or a miti.gated negafrve 

7 declaration win he prepared fur a project. (Pub. Resources Code§§ 21067; 21080J~ sul:xt (a}; 

& 21 CHG, subd. (a},) Accordingly, pubEc agencies may not ""take any action" that furthers a project 

9 "in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would on:iinn:rily be part of 

10 CEQA review of that public project;; {Save Tara, supra~ 45 CaL4th at 138:.} 

H 29, Thus, CEQA dot..>B not permit the postponement of environmental revie1;v "to the 

1J proposed project 'thus providing a strong incentive to ignore en:vironm.ental concerns,"' (,S~1re 

14 Tarar supra, 45 CaL4that 135,) 

15 30. Failure either to comply with the substantive requirerne.nts of CEQ/\ or to carry 

16 out the fun CEQA pmcedures so that complete inf(Jnr:it1tfon as to a proje<t's impacts is deveJopetl 

l 7 and pub Edy disclosed constitutes a prejudicial abuse of discretion that requires invalidation of 

18 the public agency actkrn regardless of vvhether full comp Hance vvou1d have produced a different 

19 result (Pub, Resources Code§ 2HXJ.5,) 

20 

21 31. Ou June 15, 20 I 7, the City, the Chy Council, the Successor Agenc}\ and the 

22 Parking Authority each purported to hold a special me,eting (the "Special rvteeting") pursuant to 

23 Government Code Section 54956, At the Special Mt.-eting, Respondents purported to approve 

24 the .ENA among the City) the Successor Agency, the Authority and the Developer "to facilitate 

25 the <leveiopment of a premier and statc-of:.thtHlrt National Basketba11 Association ('NBA') 

26 professional basketball arena consisting of approximately 181000 to 201000 seats,'' 

27 

28 
9 
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32. On July 14, 2017, Petitioner objected to the City's vihlation of the Brown Act in 

2 cormection 1vitb. its action purporting to approve the ENA at the June 15, 2017 Special Meeting, 

33, On July 20. 2017) Respondents issued a staff report for a cure and correction 

4 pursuant to Government Code section 54960. l , reconsJderation, and ratification of the action 

5 purporting to approve the ENA at the June 15, 2017 special meeting, 

34, On July 20, 2017, Petitioner filed the original petition, 

7 3!L On July 21 ~ 201 7, Respond en ls held a special meeting at which they rc<xppmved 

3 the ENA. 

9 On August r 3, 2017t the Los Angeles Times published a story entitled "Possible 

10 Clippers arena has many Inglewood residents vwrried they may lmm their lmmes or businesses," 

11 This story described the plight of local residents faced 1vith the poss.lbHh:y of eminent domain 

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

13 described in the story is John Patei1 who operates a local motel and lives omdte \\>ith his Vrife and 

14 nvo young children. i\nother resident described in the story is Gracie Sosa, who learned of the 

15 pntentlaJ arena from a friend since rm representatives from the City or sports team potentially 

l 6 occupying the arena contacted heL Resident Nicole Fletcher reportedly stated "My biggest 

17 concern is hnw it \\tHJ impact the famHieK , . J \vou1d hate to sec a lot of people move out 

1 8 because they want to build a sports arer:Ht '' 

19 37. The Inglev..'ood City Council held a meeting on August 15, 2017.. At the August 

20 hearing, the City Council approved a "Revised ENA'' \vhich eontainz.>t1 nnmy of the s.amc terms 

21 as the prior hvo version of the EN.A and a revised map of the project area purporting to reduce 

22 the area of potential erninent domain use, City couneilmembern stated it V.Ttsl not the City\s 

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

24 •removed many residences from the boundaries of the project area, Ho\vever1 the Mayor and 

25 other councilmembern refused to frnego the use of eminent dornairt altogctheL 

26 38., On September 71 2017, Inglewood's Oversight Board to the Successor Agency to 

27 the Ing}C\.\tDod Redevelopment Agency, which is chaired by the til1ayor of lngle\Vthld, approved 

28 

....................................... .,,,,,,,,,,, .. , •••••.•»»>n~VBruflJ2f5'"~1\!ViENDED PETrrlON f{)ft \VRff (}F 

JVtA,NbATE AND COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE 
RELIEF PURSUANT TO CEQA 



the Revised ENA as consistent \Vith a long range property management plan and Redevelopment 

2 Dissolution Law, 

3 39. Less than hvo \Voeks after the City approved the Revised ENAt on August 24, 

4 2017, the newspaper Inglewood Today reported efforts were afoot in the California Legislature 

S to facilitate the arena devekrpment: 

6 

7 

9 

10 

J 1 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Inglewood Mayor James T< Butts, Jr. confirmed that he is leading the lobbying efforts to 
arnend time and environmental review restraints in order to move the project along, "I 
have been asking that our representatives now provide the residents and children of 
Inglewocd with the same legal tool to spur eeonomk gro'lvth that has been p:ro'<tided to 
.A.EG (Fanners Field), the Sacramento K.ings (NBA arena) and the Golden State Warriors 
{NBA arena) to expedite construction of those fadHties by limiting the time period in 
which CEQA challenges must he filed and resolved;' he told an L.A. Times reporteL,,, 
Citing job c:reath::m as part of' the motivation behind the proposed bill, Butts said the 
legislation wm "shorten the v:.i:ait for quality, prevailing wage ccnstructfonjobs and full .. 
time employment opportunities that our residents and the Los Angeles County region 
have waited decades for,'' 

In cooperation \vith Inglewood elected ofildaJs, on September l, 2017\ .less than 

three weeks after the Revised ENA 's approval, State Senator Steven Bradford Introduced SB 789 

in the California Legislature., SB 789 as orlginaily introduced \VouJd create an unnecessary~ 

sweeping exemption from CEQA fi:w OJyrnpic infrastructure, fbr a ''fixed guideway project'' to 

benefit the arena and other projects in Jngiewood, would severely reduce the requirements of 

ETRs for the Arena Project and any rxrqject in a one mile square area, lin1itjudkiaily available 

remedies fbr potential plaintiffs in a CEQA suit~ and authorize eminent domain proceedings for a 

project which had not yet been defined for public review, Both projects the bH1 was intended to 
n , 

benefit, the Arena and Olympic (fames, \viH not occur for yearn," The Clippers have a lease for 

24 

25 

26 

28 

Staples Center until 2024 and the Olympic Garnes are not com1:nendng until 2028, 

4L In some Vlays, SB 789 was sirniiar to legislation knovn1 as AB 900 that required 

expedited review' of certain projects designated as environmental .leadership projects and 

3 h1 fact, the Olympic Committee publicly stated that it did not need SB 789 for the Olympic 
Garnes and requested that any references to the Olympic Garnes be removed from the biH, 

11 
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certified by the Governor as meeting various criteria including those addressing greenhouse gas 

2 {GHG) ernissiomt SB 789~ however, woulrl ailo\v a much more expansive evasion of CEQA ~s 

3 requirements than does AB 900 and \Vould not require sirnilar envirorunental protcctions1 as set 

4 forth in the table helmv: 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

lO 

11 

I2 

15 

16 

18 

19 

L Requires 
Comprehensive 
Envirurtl'.tWntal 
Review? 

No, Full ElR not arena 
125,000 square feet of commertfaJ development. 
project located within a l mile· square urea. 

SB 789 spedfica1l:;-i provkltG for the folkwving core 
rnquirement'} ofCEQA to be ebn1inatei:L 

• Eliminates analysis oftmtlk impacts on the residential 
community, 

• Eliminates requirement to mitigate impacts fmrn 
nighttime lighting, glare and other visual impacts on 
the residential community. 

• Eliminates requirenients to look at any a!ternutive site 
that might be better ;uited for the are:r1a location {such 
as vacatlt lot across the street next to a casino), 

• Eliminates requirements to look at alternative size; 
height and configurntions of arnna, parking structures, 
retail and offices located next to homes (are there 
alternatives to building a 100 tiJ 150 foot taU ttrena next 
to a single story home), 

• Eliminates requinm1ents to mitigate any purking 
impacts nn the residential t.'i>mmunity (fix exarnple, if 
the prttiect provides insufficient parking, no 
requirement to analyze parking in reskfontia! 
community), 

• Limits analvsis of u:recnhomw gas emissions i act;;, 
i;,,,,,,--~~-~""""'-~~~~-~'"'"*"-''''""'""_"_»»>>>>>>>>>» _ _,;;0:;,,,,,.,.,.,,,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,.,;:».:;,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, ..................... :::« .. ""~'"'""""":;;;,;;,;.:;,;;,,,;=;;;;;;,;,:;;;;__,~»>i 

20 :t Requires 
Review to 

21 Confirm 
A:pplicabiHty? 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

Yes, Requires 
application to the 
Governor for 
certification that the 
rm;Ject is cHgibte for 
streamlining prior to 
start of EIR process, 
Must provide 
evidence tt> support 
deterrnirntion that 
prqject meet.s 
minimum 
investments, skilled 
jchsandOHG 

NtL No requirement to submit application to the Governor for 
certificatkit'.L By pas.ses AH 900 altogether, Not roquirn<l to 
confirm thal lhe project wm provide a particular level of 
investtnent or job creation or GHG reduction heforo h avails 
itself of SB 7159 

27 standards, 
1'~»>»~~""""~-~·="""'-'"'""''·~""'=»>»»»~~,,,,,,,,,,,.,,,,k,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,.»>»»>»»»»>»»»>>•»»»»»»»>»»>»»>-»>>»»»»»»»»»»»»»»»-»»»»»>».w»»>··<-»>~-----~,,,,· 
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l 3, Requires 
LEED silver 

2 certification? 

3 

7 

11 

12 

13 

5, Requires 
Bnvirnnmentat 
Review Before 
Com:ie1nnatkm? 

Yes. Mustoe 
certified as LEED 
silver err better. PutL 
Resources Code§ 
21HB, 

Yes:,,,:J\}J"SRX),,,..,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
includes public 
participation 
requirements, AB 
900 in.eludes 
comment 
opportunities to the 
Governor and for the 
California Air 
Resources Boord 
Ye-.!\, No change in 
existing law., 

• Currently law 
.• requinw; 
1 environment:ai review 
! to be complett.xf 

No. LEEtJ silver not required fer the Clippers arena and 
! 25,000 square feet com.mercia! ele:ments, A lower LEED 
standard is appHe~:L 

All other projects \Vithin the one mife square prqject area 
cnv~~d ~y SB 789 are not rtquired to rmmt LEED 
eert1hcatwn, 

No. Reduces publicpartidpatlon: SBJ89,,pemrits'"ingJe\\•ood 
10 ignore environmental comments made during public hearing 
process inconsistent with current CEQA requirements and 
court dt-tisions. 

No, SB 7i9"W01i1'~r£;110\~Ingfewootfto tii(¢"p()S$(;££Ion of 
private property and businesses vdthin a 30 acre area beihre 
even starting environmental review or defining the project 

I before condemning a 
@,,,,,, .. ,,,,,,,,,,,_,, .. ,,,,, ...... @.·.···········,,,,L£!!V1ll~J:!fCpeny ',,,,,,,, """" """""""-""'~"""""""" ""'"""""""""""'~,· 
6, Protects fun 1 \:'es. Expedites i No. tJnder SB 78:9, lnuleivood rnav violate CEQA and lzffio 
riahts to seek •. JHtHcial review but I mitigate significant impacts and th~ courts art net permitted to 

15 legal remedies? • does not limit the ! stop the projecw • construction or operutinL 

16 • - I~~-·~~. ~nnm ...... . • . -·>·-----------1 
7, Requires • Yes. No change in , No. SB 789 1;vou!d exempt from CEQA an 1.rndefined new 
environmental •• existing law which ! hu$way/Ught rn.il/street carh:nonorn:il system. Ttds ''Guideway 
revhr1tv of i requires l project" is fully exempt from CEQA regMd!tws cf hs alignment 

17 

aodBary • envirnmm.m.ta1 review i or impacts~ no review at all is done, The "Guide\va:y project'' 
transportatkm • to be completed, has not been approved by MTA 
projects? I 
»nm-~nn·~--~-------~-----~"·---~'""-'~~~w ............ •.•.w.•.w.•.•.•.w.•.•.w ... w.w.•.w.w.w.•.w.•.•.w.•.ww~~'' 19 

20 SH 789 would limit the ability of courts to grant injunctive relict: meaning that 

21 flawed analysis and public ha1111s cannot be adequately stopped, Finally, SB 789 would allmv 

22 Respondents to begin eminent domain proceedings before environmental reviev.« is completed, 

2J Eminent domain proceedings arc costly and controversial. As it \:Vas introduced, compared to the 

24 Revised ENA, SB 789 set more extensi've project area boundaries as it described 1m area that 

25 included properties south of \\/est 1021
K1 Street. SB 789 also included an exemption for a 

26 guideway project fur a busway~ railcar, or monorail transportation system, Environmental 

27 review may require changes to projects that rnay make some pared acquisitfon unnecessary 

28 making eminent domain before environmental revievl premature, Not only does bginvood 

!3 
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offidals1 advocacy for SB 789 shmv a complete commitment to tbe Arena Project but the text of 

2 the foglslatfon itself shows that the proposal is 1rnffident1y defined to allow for meaningful 

3 environmental revie\v. SE 789 demonstrates that i\rena Project boumfaries, size, and elements 

4 have been defined. 

5 43, SB 789 stated: "The sports and entertainment project wm result in construction 

6 of a tte\v st&h>of..the~art multipurpose event center and mmotmding infill development in the 

7 City of Inglewood as described in the City of Champions Revitalization Initiative approved by 

& the City oflugle\vood on Febmf!Xy 24~ 2015i and the agreementente.red into by the City of 

9 Inglewood with Murphy's Botvl LLC on June 15, 2017,'1 (SB 789, Section I (c),) SB 789 was 

10 later amended to refer to both the original version ofthe ENA1 which Wttii approved on June 15, 

1 ! 2017~ and to its subsequent August 15, 2017 amendment 

44, On September 1, 2011, Los .Angeles 2028, the Olympics organizing eomrnittee 

13 for the City of Los Angeles. sent a letter stating it had only that day heard of the SH 789 hill, 

14 believed the CEQA exemption frx the Olympics was unnecessary. and asked that the referentces 

15 to the Olympics be deleted from the hilL 

16 SB 789 was heard by the Assembly Natural Resourt,,~s Com.rnitlee on September 

17 8, 2017, Mayor Butts testified in favor ofSB 789. Among other statements, he said "All 

18 transportation con1po11cnts for the football season, super bowl, Clippers~ and the Olympics have 

I 9 to be in place)" "\Ve have to make this vno mile connection behveen the Green Line , , , to the 

20 arena,,,," "We are up against a deadline," The committee voted against passage oftbe hill in a 

2 l 5*4 voteo SB 789 was subsequently amended to remm1e provisions related to the Olympics and 

22 en:1inent domain proceedings, among other amendments. Hovvever, as of September 16) 2017, 

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

24 end of the legislative session in Septeruber 2017, the arnended bill had not been heard by 

25 committee or passed by the Legislature despite Mayor Butts' and the City of lngletvooo' s 

26 substantial lobbying in support of the bill, 

27 46, 1n factt even after SB 789 faHed to move forward in the state legislature, i\'!ayor 

28 Butts issued a statement !n favor of its passage, 

14 
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47. SB 789 originally described bnu.nda:ries fur an ".Ingleivood Sports and 

2 Bntertai:n:ment prqject areaH that \Vere more expansive than the boundaries set fhrth in the August 

3 15, 2017 Revised ENA approved by the Inglewood City CoundL (SB 789 section 4, proposing 

4 Public Resources Code section 21168.6.7 (a)(6}(B).} The botmdaries described in the original 

5 vernkm of SB 789 included residential property on the west side of Doty A venue and two 

6 residentioJ properties nn the east side of Pxairie north of 103nL The described boundary included 

7 residential uses$ but the eminent dnm.am section of SB 789 stated that it wm not apply to 

B "eminent domain actions based on a finding of blight or involving hnvfu11y occupied residential 

9 housing uses," (Section 21 168.6.7(o)(2),) The amendment to SB 7B9 changed the project 

10 boundaries to exclude legally occupied residences, 

11 The EK•\ provides for the conveyance of certain real property 'Within a defined 

12 "Site"-indurling property e1xned by the City ("''City Parcels''), by the Successor Agency 

13 ("Agency Parcels'') and by third parties ("Potential Pmi:icipating Parcelsn)-to the Developer, tbr 

l 4 the /uena Project The real property surject to the ENA is shmvn below, as excerpted fmn1 

l 5 Exhibit A to the ENA The Revist.-d ENA. indu<les boundaries that exclude properties south of 

16 West l02nd Street, but SB 789 describes boundaries that in.dude properties south of West 102nd 

17 Street and north of \Vest l t13rd Street {See Exhibit E to this Amended Petition, providing a 

18 n1ap.) 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 

25 

26 

The originally proposed Arena Project area appears to comprise over SO acres of 

28 fa.nd that is currently occupied by homes and businesses and a churdL tv1any of the residenui:s, 
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both sing.le and multi-family, appear to ofie.r affordable housing opportt.1Jdties for Inglewood's 

2 residents, A.s shmvn belmv, there are many homes, both single and nmlti-iillnily, \Vithin the 

3 original ENA site, These homes and their residents, plus many more) would be impacted by the 

4 ENA and the Arena Project, Even if the ENA area has been reduced and does not include 

5 homes, the Arena Project will impact the adjacent residential neighborhood and could lead to 

6 displacement The boundaries of the Am.ended ENA area indude numerous businesses and are 

7 directly bordered by numerous residences, Exhibit E to this petition provides a map and pictures 

S of the properties tvithin and adjacent to the lunended ENA boundaries, 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

H~ 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

g 

9 

10 

n 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

1 ·'t 
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18 

19 

21 

22 

24 

25 

.26 

27 

28 

5il The ENA's terms commit Respondents to a definitive course of action with 

respect to the Arena Project. Specifically, the ENA commits Respondents to an exclusiw; three· 

year negotiating period, during \Vhich Respondents and the Developer shall negotiate a 

Disposition and Development Agreement regarding conveyance of property \Vtthin the Site. The 

ENA .specifically conternplates that the parcels v.ithin the Site \Vill be conveyed to the Developer 

"eoncurrent1 y'' and not piecemeal, further evidencing Respondents' commitment to the A.rena 

Pr~ject 

51, The ENA lncludes a 36·mon1h ''Exclusive Negotiating Period", (ENA,§ 4,) The 

Exclusive Negotiating Period may he extended by six mcnthtL (Id) 

52, The ENA 's concrete obligations imposed on Respondents with respect to the 

.Arena Project further evidence Respondents' commitment ta a definite course of action. Jn 

I7 
.,,Prit11tk<l'-O!tR:t\c'~;;;1;;rr1p¢r:····-·,,,,.,,,,,, •••••••••••••••••• ,-••••• , ••••••••••••• , ••••• ,\<'£iir'wJrA:&rnwt5rffrrETir1lYfn%:Jn''~rruroF 

htANDATE AND COMPLAJNT FOR lNJ!JNCTlVE 
RELIEF PURSUANT TO CBQA 



addition to the alx.rve, the EN.A demonstrates Respondents' commitment to the Arena Project in 

2 a number of other ways. 

3 For example~ during this "Exclusive Negotiating Period." the ENA requires that 

4 Respondents Hshall not negotiate with or consider any offers or s-0Hdtations fromt any pers-011 or 

5 entity, other than the Developer, regarding a Disposition and Development Agreement fbr the 

6 sale, lease, disposition, and/or development of the Site,'' (ENA, § 2(u),) 

For further e:xmnp!e, the City has committed to ''use its best efforts to acquire the 

8 parcels of real property co:mprising't the proposed Arena Project site. Indeed, the City originally 

9 proposed that it will pursue tttAru1sition through eminent domain, if necessary, (EN A, § 2(b ),) 

10 Spcci!fo"%1ly, the ENA provides that in the event that the City and ihe Authority are unable to 

i l acquire these parcels voluntarily'; "the City or the Authority, as applicable, may elect, in its sole 

12 discretion. to give legal tHJtice and schedule a public hearing to consider the atfoption of a 

13 resohxtion of necessity authorizing the acquisitktn of the Potential Participating Parcels by 

14 eminent domain,'' (ENA,§ 2(b).) The Revised ENA added the phrase "and without any 

15 obligation or commh:rnent to do so" after the phrase Hin its sole discretion'' but the overall 

16 predetermination to pursue property for the arena project remained, 

17 55, The ENA also requires that within 180 days of the ''.Effective Date'1 of the ENA, 

18 ''the Developer shall deHver to the City a sketch and legal description of the portions of the 

l 9 property which the Developer \NOuld Hke to acquire for development of the Pn .. 1_ject (which 

20 property sha!.I constitute the 'S.ite')[,j" (ENA~§ 3(d).) 

21 56. With respect to Potential Participating Parcels voluntarily acquired by the City 

22 an<l/or Authority, the ENA provides that "the Developer shall fully ad'vance to the City and/or 

23 Authority, as applicable, all costs associated with the acquisition of these parcels including, hut 

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

25 required relocation costs associated 'With the acquisitions[.]" (ENA, § 3(g),) 

26 \Vitb respect to properties acquittxl by eminent domain, the ENA. provides that the 

27 Developer shall "ad'vance to the City and/or Authority, as applicable, all costs associated with the 

28 exerdse of such eminent domain authority (including aH court costs and reasonable legal fees), 

JS 
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us weH as an acquisition costs including, but not limited to, the payment of fair market value .for 

2 each of the condemned parcels as determined by the Courti or pursuant to a negotiated 

3 acquisition or settlement agreement, as approved by the Developer," (ENA, § 3(g).) 

4 Upon the Cit;ls approval of the ENA, Developer ·was to pay the City $1,500/XHJ 

5 as a ''Not>Refundable DepositH (ENA,§ 5.) "AH proceeds of the Non~Refundable Deposit 

6 shall he the 1K1le property vfthe City upon submittal by Developer[,f' (Id.) 

7 59. The ENA does not limit or othervlise restrict huv,r the City may spend tht--: 

9 6(L In approving the ENAt Respondents did not consider the environmental inlf'Mcts 

10 of either the ENA or the Arena Project No enviromnental review was conducted vtlth respect to 

11 the ENA 's approval The ENA fa a prqject under CEQA that has the potential tn result in 

12 significant physical changes in the environment Respondents erred hy not conduedng: 

~ 3 environmental revietv frw the ENA, 

l4 6L ln regards to the i\:rena Project~ the ENA imperrnissibly deferu Respondents' 

I 5 environmental revievv ofthe Arena Project to a future~ undefined date, The ENA and the 

16 circutnstances surrounding its adoption establish that Respondents have already c-0mn1itted tu a 

l 7 plan to build an arena at the defined site and have fixecfosed additional development options and 

18 alternatives. For instance, the ENA states: '"It is proposed by the Parties that certain foe title 

19 ·•and/or leasehold title to [the parcels comprising] the Site vviH he cmrveyed to the Developer for 

20 development as a premier and st.ate of the art National Basketball Arwociation {'NBA 1) 

21 profes£ional basketball arena com;isting of approximately l 8/JOO to 20,000 seats[. r In line with 

22 their clearly stated goal, Respondents have taken concrete steps to pursue the development afthe 

2J Asena Project to the exclusion of other development opportunities. Respondents have committed 

24 not to transfer their existing interests in certain parcds of land underlying the proposed arena's 

25 •·site and have also pron1ised to use "best efforts" to acquire the remaining land necessary for the 

26 Arena Project (ENA, §§ 2(h), 11,} The Revised ENA changes the phrase "shall use its best 

27 efforts to acquire'~ ta "shall consider acquisition of" but the overarching predetem1ination to 

28 acquire property remains, Respondents have also agreed that for three years they "shall not 

19 
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l negotiate with or consider any offers or solicitations from~ any person or entity, other than the 

2 Developer, regarding a Disposition and Development /\green1ent for the sale, lease, disposition, 

3 and/or developrnent ofthe Site." {ENA,§§ 2(a)(ii), 4.) Respondents' !ong~tern:1 promises not 

4 to negotiate o:r transact with third parties regarding the Arena Project's proposed site and their 

5 conm1itmcnt to acquire additional real estate indicate that Respondents have already co1nmitted 

6 to a definite course of action regarding the Arena Project at the location defined in the ENA., 

62. The ENA lays out detailed steps by which Respcrndents and Developer will 

8 advance the Arena Project For instance, within 150 days ofthe ENA's Effective Date the 

9 developer must provfrie detailed financial information, including ''a narrative describing the 

10 fundamental economics of the proposed [Are1iaJ Project" (ENA,§ 3(b)-) In addition, \Vithin 

11 180 days of the ENA's Effective Date, the Developer is requited to submit a "conceptual site 

12 plan and basic architectural renderings for the devdop111ent of the proposed [Arena] Project" 

13 (ENA, § 3(d),) Tl1ese specific stepsi \vhich contemplate only analysis and co:nsideration ofthe 

14 Arena Project in any potential future environmental revie;;v, ahm demonstrnte that Respondents 

15 have already committed tu the Arena .Project and are no longer open to other development 

I6 options, 

In approving the ENA~ Respondents did not evaluate the potential environmental 

19 impacts of the ENA, Respondents' failure to consider the ENA 's potential envinJnmentai 

20 impacts violated CEQA, 

21 64. The ENA is a ''project" under CEQA1 as defined by Guidelines sectfon 1537R 

22 Respomlents' approval of the ENA is an "approval" under CEQ.A as defined by Guidelines 

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

24 enviromnentai change, Therefore. the ENA is subject to CEQA .reviev,,\ 

25 65, In failing to subject the ENA to CEQA review, Respondents ignored the impact 

26 that the three-year exclusive negotiating ireriod \Vin have on the environment During this 

27 ! period, Respondents arc prohibited from engaging in negotiations with anyone other than the 

28 ••Developer regarding the potenth1i development of the Site, (ENA.,§ 2(a),) Fnrtber, the .ENA 

> 10 
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I prohibits Respondents from selling or tJthenvise transforr:lng to third parties their interests in my 

2 property on the Site. (ENA., § 11,) 

These significant restrictions during the cm;rse of the thru.>year exclusive 

4 negotiating period {plus a possible six>month extension) amount to a development moratorium 

S for properties within the Site. The City has foreclosed its ability to approve development ·within 

6 the Site by third parties tvho acttmHy ov.11 parcels vlithin the Site. These onerous restrictions 

7 create insecurity for existing businesses \vho o\.vn and/or lease property and existing residents 

S tvho OlA'n and/or lease htn;ming. 

67, In faHing to subject the ENA to CEQA revie\v, Respondents did not consider, and 

l 0 did not inform the public of} direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impacts 

11 that will occur as a result of the ENA.1 including but not limited to land use consistency and 

J 2 urban decay and blight 

The appwval of the ENA is subject to CEQA because it will result in significant 

14 land use impacts, 

15 69. A "City's General Plan is its constitution for development It is the .foundatlon 

16 upon which aH land use decisions in the City are basei:L '' (Lesher Communications, inc v. ('fty 

l 7 qfTf::dnut Creek (1990) 52 Ca!.3d.531. 54\1,) .All approved projects must be consistent with the 

18 General Plan, "[T]he propriety of virtually any local decision affecting land use and 

19 •••development depends upnn consistency '-'lith the applicable general plan and its clements,'J 

20 (l~fi.Jf:tj'er v. City qfSumzyvalt City Council (201l)200 Cal.App.4th 1552J 1562 (citations 

21 omitted) (quoting Friends ofLagoan ValftT v, City ofVacavillt (2007) 154 CaLAppAth 807, 

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

23 under CEQA. 

24 70. The ENA is not cur1slstent \Vith the General Phtn and, therefore~ tvould have a 

25 significant envirornnental impact The ENA materially cen.flicts with the foihYwing Goals and 

26 .. Policies from the Housing Element of the Inglewood General Pian, 

27 

28 

Goa11, Promote the construction of new hm:wing and nc\V housing 
opportunities. 
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1 

2 

" j 

4 

5 

6 

7 

g 7L 

Policy l.l: Provide adequate sites frw aH types of housing, 

Policy 1.2: Maintain development standards that promote 
the development of special needs housing) such as 
affbrdable senk1r, accessible, or family housing, while 
protecting quality of life goaltt 

Policy 1.4: Continue to assess and revise, where 
appropriate, City regulatory requiren1ents.4 

Goal l: Encourage the Production and Preservation of Housing fl:w 
:411 In~zm1e Catego;ies, vru:ticnlar1y arc:u:nd high quality tr:111sit~ 
:meludtng ;;vorkern m the Crty that prov;tle goods and serv1ceK, 

The ENA also materially conflicts \>rith the following Goals and Policies from the 

Q ' Land Use Element of the Inglevmod General Plan: 

w 
l1 

n 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

lS 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

A. General. Maximize the use and conservation of existing 
housing stock and neighborhoods and a!so faciHtate development 
of new housing to mt~t community needs, 

B. Res.itlential. Encourage neighborhood stability and 
conservation by reducing the amount of land designated for high 
density dcvdopment. 

Promt)te the :maintenance. rehabilitatfon. and modernization of the 
City's housing stock. · ·· 

Encourage the preservation of Inglewood's fair share of housing 
for low and moderate income persons, 

Safeguard the city's residential areas from the encroachment of 
incompatible uses, 

C. Commercial Protect local businessmen and encourage the 
importance of maintaining a strong commercial district in the 
dov.ntO"NIL 

Improve the visual appearance and economic- condition o:fthe 
exittini arterial commercial development along Inglcxood's major 
streets,· 

The ENA is inconsistent tvlth the above Goals and Policies because the EN A in 

eff ett constitutes a moratorium on development within the Site, 

7.3~ The ENA is inconsistent \Vith the City's zoning for the subject propertieL 

4 (Inglewood General Pinn~ Housing E1cment1 p, 3* J ,) 

$ (lng!mvoz-xi General Plan) Housing Ek~ruenti p, 3«4,) 
6 (Inglewood General Plan~ Land Use Element, p, t:r7 ,) 

22 
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74, The ENA$s approval is subject to review under CEQA because the ENA wiH 

2 cause u:rlx:m decay and. blight CEQ/\ requires public agencies to evaiuate changes to the 

3 envimnrnent caused by a project~ s economic effects, including urban decay and hHgbt ( 14 Cal 

4 Code Regs §§15064~ subcL (e)$ 15l3l(a),) Foqmrposes nfCEQA~ "urban decay'' refers to 

5 extensive and vtidespread physical deterioratkrn of properties or structures in an area caused by 

6 business dosures and multiple long4crm vacancies. (See Joshua 11ve Davvnwwn Bus, Alliance 

7 v~ Coun{vof5!an Bernardino (2016) 1CaLAppSth677~ 685,) 

75. As a result of the ENA, residents and business ovtners will Hke!v cease ' . . 
9 investment in their properties, It is reasoDBbly foreseeable that this decline in irrvcstment \Vlli 

I 0 cause the existing properties to faH into disrepair and d.egrnde. Petitioner is inforrned and 

11 believes and thereon alleges that urban blight and decay wiH follo\V, Respondents have not 

12 studied this potential impact or any other potential environmental hnpacts of the ENA, 

13 76. In sum, Respondents have failed to consider the ENA 's potential and reasonably 

14 fbreseeable environn1ental impacts, including: 

15 • Effects 011 hmd use inconsistent with the City's Genentl Plan; and 

16 • Increases in urban decay and bHght 

17 THE ENA COM!VHTS RESP07'1lENTS TO A DJtFIN!'fE ('.OUR.SE OF ACTION AND 

18 UAS IMl\IEDIATE BINDING EFFI\CJ' 

19 Petitioner is infi::mncd and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents' staff 

20 vvrongiy asserts that the ENli does not commit Respondents to a course of action, To the 

21 contrary~ the ENA firmly commits Respondents to multiple future courses of action, including 

22 n• the development of the proposed A.rena Project 

Petitioner is inforrned and believes and thereon aHeges that the ENA ahm creates 

24 irrevncable momentum to\vard a definite course of action, It is so specific and creates so mmy 

25 mandates en Respondents' future conduct that) as a practical matter, it puh~ Respondents on fill 

26 unchangeable course to the adoption of the ENA's pref(;,"fred future action) Le the Arena Project, 

27 and Jhrecloses ahernat[ves and mitigation measures. 

28 

23 
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79, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that this fa exactly what 

2 the parties to the ENA intended. Indeed, the Mayor explidtiy told the media that the City 

3 Council vote<l to enter into an ENA 'INith the Developer "with the intent to build an ]"'lBA spec 

4 basketball arena in lnglewoad, ; , nl Further evidence of Respt1ndents' commitment tD the 

5 pmposed fucna Project fa; Mayor Butts' claims that he is already arranging for who wiH operate 

6 the Arena, 8 As the Mayor is already planning and o::mn1inatin,g operators, it is apparent that 

7 Respondents are committed to the 1\rena Project 

Numerous statements made by public officials of Respondents reflect pre~ 

9 co111111itment to the proposed 1\:rena Project including, but not limited to, the folknving: 

10 a, '"'This is Eke a promise ring that we hope •Nill lead to an engagement that 

1 I we hope wHI lead to a marriage,' said Inglewood .Mayor James Butts,, 

l 2 'Our expectation is it \Vil1 culminate in m1 NBA arena in the city of 

I 3 Inglewood,; he sakL 1'
9 

14 tL "At.xi~ you know, l hear this thing about calling Special .Meetings, The 

15 reason that cities have trouble competing economically is because elected 

16 types, fur the most part, don't understand the necessity to be decisive and 

17 tvtlft in seizing opportunities .. , , Every time there's been an opportunity 

18 in front of the City, \Ve were prepared and positioned ourselves to seize it 

19 1\nd when this deal came together; were \Ve going to a\V&it for another 

20 Tuesday to do it? No, \Ye weren't We're going to do the deaL"rn 

21 

22 

24 
7 Josh Criswell, KFI A.M 640, EXCLUSIVE: lnglewoodivfayar James Butts on J4agnitude of' 
Clip;:xws Arena (June 15, 2017) (available at 

25 http://mn5 70lasports.iheart.corn/rnedialplay/27799792/) [Fred Roggin and Rodney .Peete 
intervievv Mayor James Butts] [emphasis added], 
$kl, 

27 
9 Ben Bergman, 893 KPCC\ Rams, Chargers and tnnv the Clippers? Inglewood Approves Arena 

• Talks {June 15~ 2017}. 
28 • 1-0 Id. 

24 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

·<>t 
I 

10 

H 

12 

13 

14 

LS 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

c. "[Mayor] Butts said be expects the arena to be built w·ithin. five years, 

'111is, to me, changes the center of gravity in Los Angeles County to 

foglewood,' Butts said,',; 1 

d, Mayor Butts said in an email; "Now that there is a commitn1erH of interest~ 

(there's) plenty of time to engage the community if\ve decide 1t 

necessary. "11 

c Councilman Alex PadiHa announced the ENA in an email to his district 

"'Today the Mayor and the Coundl approved an exclusive negotiating 

agreement to buHd a state of the art NBA professional arena consisting cf 

approximately l 8i000 to 20,000 seats with Murphy's Bowl LLC. , .. This 

[sic] a 36 month agreement with the anticipation of having the NBA arena 

built within the next 5 yearn, 1' 

L In ru1 interview from July LS1 2017, A-fayer Butts said: "I've spoken to l'vk 

Ballmer, and Mc Ballmer loves the site,"n 
g, On July 21, 2017, Mayor Butts said: 

"The City Councfl 's first respomdbiHty is to ensure continued progress of 

this city, to provide job npportunitles to our residents. To clarify, no one is 

being displaced with the sales of these ru1rcels,nl4 

h. On August I 5, 2017, Mayor Butts said» 

"We1re arguing over \vhether or not we're going to build another arena.i. 

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

n ABC 7~ Inglewood Cit,y ('ounci! OKs 1Vcgotiationsjhr New Cliwers Arerut (June 15, 2017), 

·
11 Sandy Mazza, Los .Angeles Daily News, 011v1ers of The Forum lash out at Jnglewoodfor 
~pietly entering into Clippers arena talks (June 15, 2017» 

24 s (City Ne\vs Service; NBC Los Angeles~ Forum .fhwwrs File Claim {)ver ('f ippers Stadiurn 

25 •. Plans (July 20, 201 7); http:i)\y1;v\v.nbclosangelg1h&:illnt.'.ntaYf!/lP£@J!.l'qnrm::Cl1tnttt:t:fil;;:,h:JJt1n1: 
· · Over*Clipper§;:,~Hnd.tum:IC!@Bil:::±~l~,Q,£,;1,9(}3"htrnD 

26 
14 LA Times: bt{p/h'rv11;1Llf!lime.L,f~fJ1JZ:1ocaZ::'.ca1i1tmJJJ?lla-nu..?-ln-inglf]Jf'Ood-iorum-heari.Jvt« 

27 J,QLZt2ZJ1":&£t!D',f1t111i 
28 

·····················-~ww.>~W~~~.\tERlFIBD AMENDED PETITION FOR \VRlT 6¥" 
MANDATE ANL1 COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTIVE 

REUEF PURSUANT TO CEQA 



l 

2 

4 

5 

6 

7 
SL 

probabiy 5 or 000 more jobs fin the cnmmwity on that land that has 

looked just like that for 25 to 30 yearn, Are you kidding me?" 15 

L On October 31 2017, !vlayor Butts stated during a City Colillcil hearing that 

my suggestion that the relevant property could be used for housing or 

other uses is a "total sham" and "ridiculous" and that he wm not "'entertain 

another use on the property for one minute,'' 

Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA is a firm, 

current commitment to a definite course of action that eliminates Respondents' discretion to 
g 

con.sider alternate locations and mitf gation measures for the proposed Arena Project besides the 
9 

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

82, On September 7, 2017, Mayor Butts on behalf of the City of h1gk1,vood sent a 

12 
letter to Senator Bradford supporting SB 789, 

13 
On September 14, 2017, Mayor Butts was reported hy lnglmvood Today to be 

"absent from the [City Council] meeting, and lobbying in support of the [SB 789] bin in 
14 

15 

16 

Sacramento," 

84. On September l 5~ 201 7, Mayor Butts issued a Mayor's message providing a Hnk 

to a television interview in •;vhich he stated that "certainty" was rt-quired in order to proceed with 
17 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

the Arena Project 

{F'allurt- to Comp.ly with CEQA: .Failure to Conduct Initial Study 

and/or Environmental Assessment} 

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

if fu.Hy set fbrth herein, 

CEQA applies *'to discretionary projects proposed to be carried out or approved 

by public agencies,,,!' (Pub, Resources Code,§ 2W80, ~mbd, {a},} 

26 
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1 CEQA defines a "project'' as ''an activity 'whkh may cause either a direct physical 

2 change in the environment, or a reasonably fhreseeabie indirect physical change in the 

3 environment,,!' (Pub, Resources Code,§ 21065,) The GuideHnes define "projed" as "the 

4 \Nhole of an action, which has a potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the 

5 environment1 or a reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment" 

6 (Guidelines~ § 15371, subd, (a),) 

7 'fhe Guidelines define "'approval" to mean "the decision by a public agency \Vhit:h 

8 commits the agency to a definite course of action in regard to a project intended to he carried out 

9 by any person," (Guidelines § 15352~ subtL {aJ) 

10 

11 

14 

15 

16 

Respondents' approval of the ENA constitutes a discretkinary project that vd!I 

CEQA reviev.;, (See C~ity qflivermore v, LAFCO (19$6) 184 CaLApp.3d 531 {adoption of 

revisions to sphere~of~lr1fluenee guidollnes constitute a "'project" subject to CEQA review 

because the revisions refiected a major policy shift rdating to \Vhcre growth vwuki occur and 

\Vhat the focus of urban development would be).) 

90, "Obviously it is desirable that the precise information concerning environmental 

17 consequences 'Nhich an EIR affords be famished and considered at the earliest possible stage. 

18 The Guidelines express thfa principle in a variety of\vays, Thus, 'EIR 1s should be prepared as 

19 early in the planning process as possible to enable environmenta] considerations to influence 

20 

21 

22 

project, progratr1 or desigtL' [citatiorLJ" (lJozung v~ Local Agemy .Formation Cmn {1915) l3 

Cat3d 263, 282,) "'Decisions reflecting environmental ccnsideratfons could most easily be made 

when other basic decisions were being made1 that is, during the early stage of project 

concetptualization1 design and planning.'' (Citizens for Responsible Gov't v. City c:{A,{bany 

24 (1997) 56 CaLAppAth 1199, 1221 (quotations omitted),) 

25 9L Respondents failed to consider, avoid or mitigate the individtm1 and cumulative 

26 impacts of reasonably foreseeable enviroruncntal impacts resulting from the approval ofthe 

ENA, Such Impacts include land use inconsistency~ urban decay and blight 

28 



92, Respondents have violated CEQA and finled tn proceed in the manner required by 

2 hnv~ committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion, and acted arbitrarily and capridously in their 

3 approval of the ENA because, \Yithout Hmltation, Respnndents failed to subject the ENA to an 

4 Initial Study or other environmental assessment as required by C.EQA 

Petitioner has served the CaHfomin Attorney General \vith a copy of this amended 

6 verified petition, along ivith a notice of its filing, in compliance i.vith Public Resources Code 

7 section 21i67,/, A true and correct copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as 

8 Exhibit A hcretCL 

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

I 0 Respondents~ in compliance with Public Resm.ltces Code section 21 167 5, A true and correct 

J l copy of that notice and proof of service is attached as Exhibit B hereto, 

12 Petitioner has perforrned any and all conditions precedent hJ filing a CEQA action 

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

14 extent required by latv, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 96, 

SEC~OND {:~USE- QF ACTION 

(Failure to Comply with CEQA; hnp:ruper Deferral 

Petitioner im::orporntes herein and reaHeges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as 

20 if fully set forth hereitL 

21 Petitioner is infonned and believes and thereon alleges that Respondents have 

22 deferred analysis under CEQA, frJr the Arena PrqJect 

Petitioner is info11ned and believes and thereon a!leges that the ENA commits 

24 Respondents to a definite course nf action \Vlth respect to the Arena Project by, frw exarnple~ 

25 defining nmv, before any CEQA studies occur~ tvhk;.h parts ofthe Chy should be considered for 

26 the prop<H1ed Arena Project and the acceptable size of the proposed /\reua Project 

27 The ENA commits Respondents to a definite course of action that wm ct1use 

28 .• nun1ero1m adverse environmental effects that should have been studied in an EIR before the ENA 

:: 
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2 site, size of arena~ number of seats., and overall project cmnponentsj establish that there hi more 

3 than enough infbrrnation to prepare an EIR no\v, 

4 100, By approving the ENA~ Respondents have displayed a level of commitment to the 

5 Arena Project that is more than suf'ficient to constitute a "project approval,'~ 

6 101. By committing themselves to the obligations set ibrth in the ENAt Respondents 

7 have circumscribed or limited their discretion \Vith respect to future environmental review., 

8 mitigation measures, project alternatives and alternative lncatiorlS., 

1 02. The Guidelines are dear that .Respondents are barred from taking actions ••tnat 

l J) ;vould have a significant adverse effect or limit the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures~ 

11 before completion ofCEQA compliance:~ {Guh:ki!ines § 15004, subiL tb}(2}(emphasis added),) 

12 103. Petitioner 1s informed and believes and thereon alleges that Respendents • 

13 adoption of the ENA conntit:utes such an rn1authorizcd action because it limits Respondents' 

14 choices of methods to clhninate and/or rnitigate adverse environmental impacts generated by the 

16 104, Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA constitutes a 

l 7 prejudgment by Respondents on the proposed Arena Project and the proposed Site. 

105. Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon alleges that the ENA commits 

19 Respondents to a definite counw of action and so constrains Respondents' exercise of police 

20 power such that the future CEQA review envisioned by the ENA is rendered an unlmv±ul post 

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

22 l 06. Developer has also committed significant resources tmvard shaping the A.rena 

23 Prc~iect, Including without limitation the detail of design specified in the ENA and the payment 

24 of $1.5 milHon to the City. 

26 impacts~ mitigation and alternatives by the significant funds already given to the City by the 

/'7 D 1 _ . eve oper. 

28 

29 
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1 J OS, Respondents have 'Violated CEQA and firiled to proceed in the maru:1er required by 

2 la\v~ committed a prejudicial abuse of discretion, and acted arbitrarily and capriciously in their 

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

4 Le, the 1\.rena Project1 before complying 'Vt1th CEQi\; and improperly deterred CEQA analysis of 

5 the Arena Project to a Iater time. 

6 

7 

8 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

{Violation of CEQA - Palt$m and Practice of Approving 

Projects without Euvin:mmental Review) 

9 109. Petitioner incorporates herein and real!eges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as 

l 0 if fully set forth hexein. 

I J 0, Respondents have engaged in, and continue to engage in. a pattern and practice ef 

12 approving the enviml1fl1enta! review of projeots separate and apart frnrn their decision on the 

13 undedying project Respondents• pattern and practice purports to bur the public from 

14 administratively appealing any decision based on noncompliance v.'ith CEQA 

15 J 11. This improper pattern and practice of segregating approval of the envirmunental 

J 6 .review from the approval of the project or permit at issue violates Guidelines section 150901 

17 which requires that "!t]he final EIR ;vas presented to the decisionmaking body of the lead agency 

18 and that tht'. decisionnmking body reviewed and cm1sidere<l the information contained in the final 

19 Em prior to approving the prqject" 

20 11 :;t Respondents' pattern and practice is to separate CEQA revievv from the final 

21 

22 

project decision, \vhich violates CEQ/i, (Rg., POET. LLC v, State Air Resources Bd (2013) 2 l S 

Cat.App.4th 681, 731 ["CEQA is violated when the authority to approve or disapprove the 

project is separated from the responsibility to complete the environmental review,'l) 

24 113, Unless Respondents are enjoined, the public, inducting Petitioner, will sufier 

25 irreparab\e harm. as a result of Respondents' approval of projects and their refusal to consider 

26 CEQ.A noncompliance, 

27 

28 

30 
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1 FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

2 (Petition for Vt'rit of Mandate UnderCCP §§ 1094,5andfor1085 

3 Denial of Due Process * Dt:minf of Fair Hearing) 

4 114, Petitioner incorporate& herein and realleges the allegations in prior paragraphs, as 

5 if fully set forth herein, 

6 115, Basic legal principles governing publtc hearings require that aH participants be 

7 provided a fair hearing and that their right to due process not he violated, 

116, A public hearing participant's rights to a fair hearing and due process are violated 

9 when one of the, public agency partidpauts has an illegal conflict of interest but nevertheless 

l O participates in the <lecision*me..!dng prozmss==even when the conflicted public agency 

11 partkipanfs participation \Vas not determinative to the outcome of the public hearing. Fair· 

12 hearing and due* process requirements also dictate that members of the public be gi'ven 

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

1 4 a public hearing but not labeled a "public hearing.'' Such requirements ahm prohibit 

1.i;; decisionmakers from participating in ex partc communications with applicants and appellants 

16 concerning the subject tnatter of the public hearing. If such communications do occur; their 

17 substance must be disclosed fully~ accurtde!y~ a:nd on the record so that a11 members ofthe public 

19 117, .Respcrndents fulled to provide a fair hearing be.fore impmiaJ decisioru11akers, 

20 Petitioner is informed and believes and thereon aUeges that the decisioru:nakers of Respondents 

21 had personal interests in the approval ofthe Project and the ENA, became personally invested in 

22 the approval process and pre~judged the merits of the Project and the ENA. 

23 1 HL This litigation, ifsuccessful, vtH1 result in enJ{>rcement of frnportnnt rights 

24 . affecting the public interest, including the public's right to compel the decision~nmking bodies of 

25 •Respondents to comply with City and state lmv and the rights cf the residents and property 

26 mvncrs of the City~ among other things, 

:27 

28 



l 

? 
"* 

3 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Injur.u:tim1 Against Ji"m1her Pursuit of tile ENA 

Until Respondents Cumpfy with CP.:QA) 

4 119., Petitioner incorporcltes herein and realleges the aUegations in prior paragrapf:w;i as 

5 iJ foJly set forth hereiL 

6 120, Respondents foiled to comply with CEQA prior to approving the Arena Project 

7 and the ENA. Petitioner therefore prays for a preliminary and permanent injunction against 

8 Respondents and MY of their agents from further pursuing the ENA and/er commencing work 

9 upon the Arena Project and the EN A unless and until such time as Respondents comply V1<1.th 

l (J their mandatory duties under CEQA and an other applicable environmental ru1es; regulations and 

11 procedures. 

! 2 I 2 J , Petitioner hat no adequate remedy other than that prayed for herein in that the 

13 subject matter is unique and monetary damages would therefore he inadequate to fuHy 

14 ccn::npensate Petitioner for the consequences of Respondents' actions in their continued failure ro 

15 comply i.vith CEQA with respect to the Pro,jeet and the ENi\, .Petitioner theretbre seetnii1 and is 

16 entitled fr\ injunctive relief under Code of Civil Pnx:edure section 526 et seq" and to a stay, 

17 preliminary andlor permanent injunction. 

18 

19 PRA YJER F'OR .RELIEF 

20 \VHEREFORE, Petitioner and Plaintiffprays for relief as follows: 

21 L For a peremptory v.Tit of nwndate: 

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

23 rescind and set aside their approval of the ENA, their adnptlou cf the ENA1 and alJ other 

24 approvals, if any 1 nf the Arena Project; and 

25 

26 employees; agents, boards~ C<.Hnmissions~ and all subdivisions from granting any authority, 

27 permits; or entitlements as part ofthe /uena Project or the ENA pursuant to the City's approval 

28 of the ENA; and 

t 32 
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1 commanding Respondents and the Overnight Board, and each of them, to 

2 irnrn.ediately su1:1.pend all activities in furtherance or implementation of the ENA until suth time 

3 as environmental review has been completed in eornpliance vtith CEQA, 

4 For a preliminary and pem1anent injunction against Respondents and the 

5 Oversight fknmi, and each of them) and any ofthdr agents, enjoining them from further 

6 purnuing the ENA and/or commencing work under the ENA unless and u:ntH such time as 

7 Respondents comply vvith their mru1datory duties under CEQA and all other applicable 

S environmental rules, regulations and procedures, 

For an award 1.)f its costs of suit and litigation expenses, includin.g. without 

Hf limitation, atttn11ey1/ tees incurred herein as permitted or required by law .. 

11 4, For such other relief as the Court deems just and proper< 

12 Dated: October fZ 2017 Respectfully submitted, 

13 CHATTEN-BR0\1/N & CARSTENS LLP 
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1, the undersigned, declare lhat I am an officer oflngJewood Re;;idents Against Takings 

and Hvictfons1 Petitioner in this achmL r have read the foregoing Amnnded Petition For Writ Of 

Mandate and know the contents thereof, and the same fr; true ot my e;,vn k:nuwkdgtL 
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HernlOm ~h Offo:e 
Phone; {:310) 700-2400 
fox: (110) 79®·2402 Chatten .. Brown & Carstens llP 
~n Dftgo Offk:* 
Poorw: (858} 9\B-&:170 
Phone: {519) B4(M$22 

By V.S, Jvfail 

Sally Magnani 

2200 Padfk: Coad rHghway, Suite 31$ 
Numosa Beath, CA 90254 

\N'#lk.tbcearthlaw,com 

October 23, 2017 

Senior Assistant Attorney Genera] 
California Attorney General 
30(} South Spring Street 
Los Angeles) CA 90013~ 1230 

boog&n P, CarsttM• 
tmaii Addrern;· 
•?t~~)sts?.~rlb1?H~?0 

Dktrt Dia!: 
W>?SS-240-0 Ext 1 

Re: Challenge to City of lnglevroodt City of Inglewood City Council~ Successor 
Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency, Governing Board of the 
Successor Agency to the Inglewood .Redevelopment Agency, the Ingkwood 
Parking Authority, and the Ingle wood Parking Authority Board of Director~s 
approval of the Exclusive Negotiating Agreement with Murphy is Bznwl LLC~ 
lnglevvood Residents .Agaf nst Takings il'nd Evictions v. City of lngle1vood~ et 
aL 

Honorable Attorney General: 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167. 7 and Corle of CivH Procedure 
section 388, pJease find enclosed a copy of Plaintiff and Petitioner th.e Inglewood 
Residents Against Takings And Evictixn1s~ C'Petitioner~~) Verified First Amended Petition 
for Vlrit of Mandate and Complaint for Injunctive Relief Pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act C'Pctitionn) against Defendants and Respondents City nf 
Inglewood, City of Inglewood City Council) Successor Agency to the ingiewood 
Redevelopment Agency1 Governing Board of the Successor Agency to the Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency, the lngletvooo Parking Authority, the fugltnvooo Parking 
Authority Board of Directors, and the Oversight Board to the Successor Agency to the 
Inglewood Redevelopment Agency {collectively~ "RespondentsH) and Real Party in 
Interest Murphy~s Bowl LLC~ filed in Loo Angeles Superior Court~ Stanley Moak 
Courthouse, located at 1i1 N, lliH Street~ Los Angeles, CA 90012, 

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



California Attomcy General 
October 231 2017 
Page2 

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

Encl: Verified First An1ended Petition for 'h'rit of Mandate and Comp.lain! for lnjunctive 
Relief Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 



Califomia Attorney General 
October 23 1 2017 
Page3 

PROOF OF SERVICE: 

I am employed by Chatten-Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles1 

State of CaHfom.ia. I run over the age of I 8 and not a party to the within actiott My 
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway~ Ste, 3181 Hermosa Beach, CA 90254. 
On October 23, 2017, I served the within documents: 

LEITER TO THE CALNFORN!A A TIORNE\" GE·NERAL REGARDING FIRST 
• .\.,\>!ENDED PETITION FOR WRIT OF J\i_..\i'\fDATE 

/' 
.... /'..-."' 

.. VIA UNITED STATES 1\-i.AIL. I am readily familiar with this busi11ess1 

practice for col1e..ctfon and processing of correspondence for mamng with the 
United States Postal Service, On the same day that correspondence is placed 
for collection and mailing~ it is deposited in the ordinary c,onrse ofbm;iness 
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope Vlith postage fully 
prepaid, I enclosed the abovtHeferenced document(a) in a sealed envelope or 
package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) as set forth beimv1 and 
follmving ordinary business practices I placed the package for coUcction and 
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above, 

I declare that 1 am employed in the office' of a member of the bar of this court 
whose dire-ction the service was made. T declare under penalty of perjury under the Ia .. vs 
of the State of California that the above is true and correct Executed on Octo'ber 23, 
2017, at Hermosa Beach$ California 90254, 

California Attorney General 
JOO South Spring Street, Ste. 1700 
Los Angeles~ CA 9-0013 

~{,./;2~'.,~~--
Cyr:}tilia Ke11man 
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th.i·mmMi Beath OOke 
Phone: {31{)) 798·2400 
fa~ (310) 79B-'.?401 

Sitt Diwgo Oifkffe 
Phtme: \SSS} 900-007-0 
Phone: (HS) 9404512 

By U, S, }If ail 

Chatten .. Brown & Carstens llP 
2200 f'adfk C03$l HlghVNlj>« Suite 318 

Hermosa Beech, CA 90254 
www,d:x:earthlaw,wm 

October 23, 2017 

James T. Butts~ Chair of the Beard 
Oversight Board to the Successor Agency 
to the Inglewood Redevelopment Agency 
] Manchester Boulevard 
Inglewood1' CA 90301 

Douglas P, Cantew 
Gxna!I Address: 
tjpi;;\:Jl.~.?T~?.rt.h!Av.roy 

Direct Did; 
310· 798· 2400 fxL 1 

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

Dear Chairman Butts: 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21167,5} please take notice that the 
Inglewood Residents Against Takings And Evictions plans to file an a:t1Jendecl petition for 
writ of .mandate and complaint chaHe.nging the September 1, 2017, approval of an 
Exclusive Ne,gntiating Agreement to develop a professional sports arena by the Oversight 
Board to the Successor Agency to the Ingle\vood Rede0velopment Agency. This petition 
wm be filed in Los Angeles Superior Court, Stanley Mosk Courthousel located at 111 N. 
Hi11 Streett Los Angeles, CA 90012. 

Sincerelyt 
~~-:-1! yfff d.4ifZ';'fftffM» 
,gl s P" Carstens 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I mlJ employed by Chatten~Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles~ 
State of California. I am over the age of l 8 and not a party to the within actfott My 
business address is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway~ Ste. 318, Hermosa Beach~ CA 90254. 
On October 231 20171 I served the within documents: 

LETTER TO OVERSIGHT BOARD TO THE SUCCESSOR AGENCY 
1'0 THE INGLE\VOOD REDE,VE:LOPMENT AGENCY 
REGARDING PETITION FOR \''IUT OF 1\1ANDATE 

~ 

VIA UNITED STATES :AiAIL. I am readily familiar \vifu this business1 

practice for c-0Uectio11 and processing of CiJrrespomience for mailing with the 
United States Postal Service. On the same day that correspondence is placed 
for collection and malling~ it is deposited in the oro.inruy course of business 
with the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully 
prepaid. l enclosed the aoove*refereuced rlocu111ent(s) in a sealed envelope or 
package addressed to the person(s} at the address( cs) as set forth below, and 
follo\ving ordinary bush1ess practices I placed the package for collection and 
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth above, 

I declare that I am employed in the ofi'ice of a member of the bar of this court 
whose direction the service was made. 1 declare under penalty of perjury under the Jaws 
of the State of California that the above is true and correct Executed on October 23 1 

2017, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254. 

~ERVICE LIST 
James T. Butts, Chair of the Board 
Oversight Board to the Successor 
Agency 
to the Inglewood Redevelopment 
Agency 
1 :Manchester Boulevard 
Inglewood~ CA 90301 

Cynthia Kellman 



' . 

kttmtna -~h Offlw 
Phom: (3Ul} 79$»2400 
fat:. (SH$ .7%"24-01 Chatten .. Brown & CarstfJns LLP 

Oougta® P. Camtmi 
£mail Addt11m: 
ffr~~f£2££tttb.~::'651El1 

San Dreg@ Offke 
PmN!: $SB} ~0070 
rtwrw: (619} *«M:s:a 

2200 Padfx Coast Hi9hway, Suitt! 318 
H~ a.am CA OOZS4 
vN.vo;;~rthiawxom 

Olrtci Dlit 
310· 795·1400 Ext l 

July 20~ 2017 

By US. Alai! 

City ~f Inglewood and City of lnglewO<'K1 
City Council 
do .Ms. Yvonne Horton 
City Clerk, City of Inglewood 
J Manchester Boulevard 
Inglewood, California 90301 

City of lnglewooo Parking Authority 
City of Inglewood Parking Authority 
Board of Dir«;tors 
c!o Ms. YvoMe Horton 
Secretary~ Inglewood Parking Authority 
l Manchester Boulevard: 
I.ng,lewoOtt California 903:(} 1 

Successor Agency to the Ingle1;vood 
Redevelopment Agency 
Governing Board of the Successor 
Agency to the Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency 
c!o Mar,gsrim Cruz 
Succe.ssor Agency Manager 
l Manchester :Boulevard 
Inglewood, California 90301 

Re: Challenge toJune 1St 20171 Approval of Exclusive Negotiating Agreement 
and Arena Project 

Door Ms. Horton and Ms, Cruz: 

Pursuant to .Public Resources Cede section 21167 .Si please take notice that the 
mglewood Resitle:uts Against Takings .And Evictions plans to' file a petition for 'Writ of 
rrumdnte and complaint challenging the June 15t 2017 ~ apprcn:aI of:an Exchrnive 
N , ' .<'>. . L . ·* . .~L. C'. f1 1 ,,t ('''"" .,, h ("' . f , egctrnt:lng tSgroement uy &110 m1ong wie Jty o· ing1ew0Chi ,' tJty·Ji te: .. 1ty0 
lnglevvond as Successor i\geney to the lngh;wo<Kl R.edevc.lopment Ag0nry {''Succettor 
Agency"). the lngJevnwtd Par1dng Authority {"T'ar1d.ng Auth0rity1~), and Murphy's Ho•.v! 
t l r• f Aw;'l'j . , .J.'.,,,' ·.· ·1, ,A,, .. ,,.·•< 'Ph'., .... t·"t:' .... ·/jl t. ".,f.'.;\.,l,· ,,' .'>'(:'h.,i"''t··» L-~,A .•. J) \i/,.{ t. op a pn::u i:h;;MOUfa tpOs dt &fK!J;;;., .~ nl& pc J JOU w L~ !Jt. JLCQ &[;Blllih luf >,,J. j' 
the Chyoflng;ltwvood City Council, the Sw;centor Agency, the Governing Hoard ofibe 
Succo&sot Agency\ the Parking Anthorhy~ and the Parking A.ttthority Btnin:! ofDitectors 
in Lrw Angefos Swper~or Court1 Stanley Mosk Courtbonue, located at l I I N, Hm Street, 
.Lot Angeles, CA 90012, 



1 am e:mpkryoo by Chatten~BroW'tl & Carstens LLP in the County of Lns An,geles, 
State, of Cmi:fo:rr:ria. I am over the age of 1 S and not a party ro th~ tvithln action, My 
business a<ldress is 2200 Pacific Coast Highway~ Ste. 318~ Hermosa Beacf4 CA 90254 , 
On July 20~ 2017~ I served the within documents: 

LE'fl'ER TO 1'HE CJ1"Y OF INGLE\VOOD AND CHY OF !NGLEWOO.D CIT~r 
COUNCIL, CITY OF INGLE'\\100D :PARKING AVTHORI'ff .AND 
CITY OF INGLl\VOOD l'ARiiING Aumomn !OARD OF DllmCTORSt 
SUCCESSOR AGENC\' TO 'fB.E INGLEWOOD RIDEVELOPMENr AGENCT 
AND GOVERNING BOARD OF 'fD SUCCESSOR AGENCT TO THE 
INGLEWOOD UDJEVELOPMJ:1\"f AGENCl'' REGAIWING PETITION FOR 
\Vlill' OF MANDATE 

~UNITED STATES MAIL. 1 am readily familiar with this business• 
U practice for coHectioo and processing of oorrespondence for mailing tvith the 

United States Postal Service. On the same day that oorrespondence is placed 
for collootion and mailing~ it is deposited in the ordinary course of business 
with the Urdted States Postal Service in a sealed envelope with postage fully 
prepaid, 1 enclosed the aoovc--referenced document{s) in a sefilt'41 envelcpe or 
package addressed to the pt,"tsoo(s) at the add:ress(es) as set forth below, md 
folknving ordinary business practices 1 plMed the package for collecti0nand 
mailing on the date and at the place of business set forth alv1vtl 

I declare that J am employed in the office of a member of the bar of this court 
whose direction the service was made. I declare U1'.1der penalty of perjury un<lct the laws 
of the State of CaHfmnia that the above is true and correct Executed on Ju1y 20t 20 l 7, at 
Hermosa Beacht California 90254. 
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~IVI~l,Y,~T 
City of Inglewood and City of Inglewood 
City Council 
cto Ms. Yvonne Horton 
City Cl~ City of lnglcwood 
l Manchester Booievarn 
1nglewood, California 90301 

City of fuglewood Parking Authority 
City of ~ewood Parking Authority 
Board of Directors 
c!o Ms. Yvonne Horton 
Secretary, Ing1ew~ Pnrki11g Authority 
I ·Mu.Chester Boulevard 
Ing]ewooo, Califumia 90301 

Successor Agency to the Inglewood 
Redevelopment Agency 
Governing Board of the Successor 
Agency to the Inglewood 
Rooevel(fpment Agency , 
cfo Margarita Cruz 
Successor Agency Manager 
1 Manchester Boulevard 
lnglewooo~ California 90301 
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1 j; CHA ITEN·<BRCJ\v'N &-CARSTENS LLP 

2 
1'i Douglas P, Carstens, SBN l93439 
••••· Josh Chattm,.Brown. SBN 243605 

3 I; Michelle BI$d4 SBN 261962 
Ii 2200 Pacific Coast Ewy~ Suite 31 S 

4 1.' .Hmuosa lffeea~. CA 90~54 ,, 
••• 3Ht798,2400" Fax 310,;98,,,,,402 

5 .! Attorneys for Petitioner 
1 INGLEWOOD RJ1SIDEJ<JTS AOAfNST TAKINGS 6 i AND EVICTIONS . 

1 i; 
8 ••.• 

·:: 

9 ~.· 
SOPEWOlt COtlR'f OF 'llIE STATE OF CALiroltt.{]A 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 
JO ••. 

i INOLEWOOD RESIDENTS AGAINST 
11 !. TAKJNGS .AND EVlCTICfNS" 

Z i li MURPHY'S BOWL LLC, a Delaware Limited 
ll UabfHt:><• Comnanv; ROBS l 0~20; 

221\ v r" 
i.• 

231~ 
24 ji······ 

2s jl 

26 !; 
~:: 
( 

27 I 

2.8 ; 
! 

Real Parties in interest, 

! 
~t«Iiin'aoo};fwF~ 

CASE NO.: 



Pumw:tt to Public' Resources CAX!e secilon 21167.6{0;){2). Plaintiff mrl Petitioner 
2 I .· . . 

!i Ing1e\¥oOO Residents Against Takings and Eviction.s C{Petitiooert1
} hMby elects to prepare the 

3 ~ . . 

- 1·1 administrative reeortl and. the record ofproceedrngs iri oouua."'tion Vtith this action, Petitioner 
4 i\ . 

·•i therefore requests that Defendants and Respondents City of lnglcwo~ City of.InglevrilOd City 
5 F 

1'. CcunclI. Sucoo:ssor Agency to the Inglewood Redevelopmmt Agency, &venting Btiard of the 
6 1 

;. Successor Agency to the Inglewood :Rpd.eveiopment Agency, the Inglewood Parking Authority~ 
7 •i 

... ••• aud the lnglewood Parking Authority &ard of Dirootors rRespondenur} notify Petitioner's 
8 ••• 

I' attorneys or record m wnnng wnen tne items oonsututiug the adrnimstrauve rocoro are avanwre 
9 F 

•••• for inspection and photocopying. To the extent necessary to facilitate a prompt ~e to this 
1(1 ..•• 
· ii notice, Petitioner"s request shouki be deerued a re.quest to inspect public tetXtrds under the 
11 i 

.n California Public Records Act 
12 ii 

;~ 
j ~ 

13 , 
that is not othen:v:ise nms-0nably available except from one or more of RespondMW, However, 

d 14 i nothing in this notice shaH be canstrtted as Fetitionerts express or implied U2feement to m.ake 
15 

•.· my payment to ResptM1d011ts for their assembly of the items that constitute the administrative 
16 

•.•. reconi or for any other expense incW!l'etl by Respvndents in providing Petiti::mer with access to 
17 

i the items ronstituting the re?Ord. In the absence of'Petitioner's express \Vritien 
18 ... 

·•• acknowledgement tc the oontrnry~ tills notice asks Respondents to do nothing more than provide 
19 

••.• access to the items oomiituting the rec-0rd, 
2.'" •i v •i 

: ~ 

! 
21 ;; 

\! Dated; Juty·Wi 2017 
22 rt 

23 

24 ••.• 

~J 
27 \ 

ii 
2s I 

i 
11?oote&t;li'!t:;;y;;1~&r~ 



EXHIBI 



Fr<n": Mayor James 'f, Mts, Jr, 
SMt: 4atvrday, Juoo 17, 20115:$9 PM 
To: Tunitla J-Ohmon <qjohnson@cityoffnglewm:x:t,ms> 
Subject; Inglewood & Cl1p~rs Open Negot1atrow 
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The ;rg 0v.-0od City CowncH unanirnoutl}' epproved an exc!usivc negotiwtiHg agmemsnt vAth 
th& Los Ango!cs CHpp0rs on Thumdoy that cou!ci bad to tho conetruction of nn awns for tho 
NBA loam ncrt\St the strHel frorn ihe futum home of ths NF'L's Chargers arid RamL 

Thn smna 'NOV!d be pri'lOte!j' funded and no public nv:wmy wou!d be used for the pmject, 
s2!d Giman Zuc¥0r, CHpporv pros+:::lont of budnes+ operaFon:t 

"! ha\/'® said from day one that Vd need tu p!an for the fUure/ team ownH SkN& Ba!trner 
wrote in a kAtor to Ciipp0m term. "Thb agrt:ern0nt he!p& we do thet by nx;;mntling our 
nptbntL" 



The !ngJewood City Council Thursday morning wmmimausly approved an exdvs!ve 
negotiating agreement for development of an NBA l:msketha!! arena for the Los Angeles 
Clippers on a 22-acre plot of city«o%ned land, 

According to city counci'I documents, the agreement outHnes a three-year negotlating period 
wilh a developer p!anrilng to buifd "a premier and state<1f. thtMHt Nat!oi1al Sasketball 
Assoclatkm professional basketball arena consisting of approximately 18,000 to 20,000 
soahL"' 

Thal wtndaw also ghtes the Clippers three years to conduct an erwlrcnmenta! mvtew of the 
project 
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As round-the:-ciock ccnstrwcilon conttnues en the $2JN:;ii!!b0 stadium for 
the Rarrw and Chargem in Inglewood, the resurgent city is mo'ffag toward adding anothe:r 
frw1m, 

Inglewood's CNy Council will vote Thursday on an exclusive negotiating &9reemet1t for 
a CHppers-controiled company to build an arena for the team, according to a copy of the 
documerd, 

The 22 acres fer the orcna are across the street from the 29tH::icre site where Rams ovvner 
Stan Kroenke !s budding the stadium as part of a sprawling m!xed*use development 

The Rams aren't knroived in the Clippers' an:mn project, aooord!ng to a person w1th direct 
knowledge of the situatkm, though representativtJs of Kroenke and the Clippers had mu!t!p!e 
discussions about ihtJ teem joining the Rams' project that'ia scheduled to be compteted in 
2020 or building on an adjacent parcel, 



tng!ewooo City Coundl unan!mtu.tsly voted Jn favor Thursday of a ne@trtiat!ng agraerri&nt on 
the devwloprrwvn of a "premier and at®te<~r~u1a·art" basketball arena with seatlng capacity of 
i e,ooo to 20:,noo, 
ihe property is !ccatett on about 22 acres of land between Praltle and Yukon .Avenue and 
bordered on the north by Century Soutevard, Much of the land Is owned .by H'm city cf 
lngttwW::od., tHJCtwdlrtg to city doourru&nis, 

lngtewood City Coum:::il membert s;H>kn almost unlvt:Wtatfy in favor of the p1vrL "!ngi•uod ls 
not going to be the piece to drive through, hut th& p!m:::e to df'lve to, and Ihle !e part of !hat." 
one lng!ewootl clty courwilrnwi $$\kL 
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Mayl'.%1 sharing a uiadtvm Is okay for the Rams and Chargers, btA the Cltpp¢r& appear to be· 
gohinq Ktd wp vilth whmdn9 thek v0nw0 AW(;? t0p0ttt that the bt9f0wtH10 t>ty Cowrnn vohKl 
unanlrntxHdy Thwr.t!wy to start 0099%0tn9 wri 0gr0wm0ht with tht b&skstba! tewm that ifouid 
bring sn i&,ooo. !010,000<>00\ b20.k0ti)0H 0t0n0 to th& tity. 

The news ntntion rt1pnt10 !he pmtttH1y th&t k1gwwood it nohtdfwhg fot the CiityN:wr Htttw 
meamvrrtt 22 acmn and is iocetmi just @crows 1h0 tdHt&t !/om LA't hilvm NFL d&divm dte 
The !and .. k:icutmd b0tw0en Pr@kie snd \"uknn Av0nu0 south z:rf Century S0ui0vwrd, it mottly 
o\vried by the city 'The Ctpprwe would pui s nnw mwnn. pk@ nfrkMrn and w trahinq i&dfrty on 
the sikL 
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EXHIBIT SHOWING CITY/C~IPPER AGREEMENT AREA AND SB 789 AREA 

LEGEND 8 City Parcels 

Suooessor Agency Parcels 
WW City/Clipper Oev-0!opment Area. Subject to eminent Domain 

••••• w w SB 789 - 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 102n« Street 



HoHywood Aerial Arts: 3838 West 102"ci Street 



CD1s Cabinets: 3820West102"d Street 



SES international Express, h1c. 10105 South Doty Avenue 



Starlight Freight System: 3780 West Century Boulevard 

Padfic Global Consolidators: 3770 West Century Boulevard 



The StarUnk Group: 10105 S. Doty Avenue 



UPS S4pply Chain Solutions: 3600 West Century Boulevard 



3 732 West Century Boulevard 

Rwmos Window ()::werings: #1 

Trnnsworld Aquatic Enterprises #3 

~enalssarn:::e Aquatk:s #4 

Aqua NautJc Spetia!fst #& 

Tropical 2nterptlses #S 



Pacific Window Covering: 3738 West Century Boulevard 



United Courier Services: 3750 West Century Boulevard 





3800West102°6 Street 



3806 West 102°ct Street 



Inglewood Southside Christian Church 



Nicholas Gardens Apartments: 3911 West 1041h Street 



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



Some of the Thousands of Residents Who Wm be Negatively Impacted 



Residents in the ENA Area Speak Out in the 

Excerpts from "Inglewood Residents Speak Out Against the Pmposed CHpper! Arena/" August 13, 2017 

The city ovvns large parcels o:f land in the area around the busine&s, making it one of 
the most plausible arena sites. "It's not an eyesore, ifs not bHghtedi it's wei!wkeptt 
welknaintained and we don't want to go anyvvhm.'e," Bhagat said. "VtTe're going: to 
~t tooth and nail to stop the project. 

He is amon.g a grovring number ofbusi:ness (JVfners and residents pushing hack 
against CHppers O\\'ner Steve BaUmer's :rn:opusal to construct the "state of the art" 
arena v..ith 1SiJOO to 20,000 seats alongside a practice fadHty, team offices and 
par1ting, "How are tvc going to replace this bnsines.;; lvith another httsiness in 

Southern California Vtith that great of a location r Bhagat sakL "'It literally is impossible," 

# # # 

A hulf:._bJock a-way; Gracie Sosa has witnessed the neighborhooo's evolution from a tvvo~ 
bedroom home on Doty Avennt'! where she's Hved vtit:h her parents since 1985, Crime an<l 
violence in the area have ihvin<lloo in recent years, replaced by a calmer, ian1ily-orientoo 
attnosphere. 

Sosa, v:ho vrorks for the American Red Cross, learned of the potential arena from a 
friend. No representatives of the city or team have contacted the family, 

%1es aoout the mrn1ey t" Soa said. u ••• .I don't thi:ttk our voices are beard. 
l\r e1re not billiorurires. '\>Vetre just residents. of a not-so~great m::~borhood. 
!3ut: it's our neiphorhooit w\<~le're saying~<>, no~ no' until the end.'~ 

# ft # 

Nicole Fletcher resides nearby in an apartment on 104th Street She walks around the block at night and sees a neighborhood 
that's come a kmg way, but holds the potential for more inrproveruent. In her eyes, that doesn't indu<le an arena, 
"My biggest concem is how it wm impact the families1" Fletcher said. 
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

1 am employed by Chatten~Brown & Carstens LLP in the County of Los Angeles, State of C.alffnmia, 
[am over the age of lS and not a party to the within action. My business address is 2200 Pacific Coast 
Highway, Ste, 318, Hermosa Beach, CA 90254 , October 23, 2017, [served the 'Nithfn documents: 

VERIFIED FIRST Al\lENDED PETITION FOR ~rxuT OF 1\1.ANDATE 
AND COMPLAINT FOR INJlJNCTIVE RELIEF PURSUANT TO THE 

CAlJF"(lR.NIA ENVIRONl\'IENT AL QUALITY ACT 

VIA UNITED STA TES MAIL. l am readily familiar with thhi business' practice for 
collectlon and proeeiming ofctm'espondence for mailing vdtb the United States Postal Servfoe, 
On the same day that C()trospondencc is placed for coHtctktrt and mailing, it is deposited in 
the ordinary course of business vdth the United States Postal Service in a sealed envelope vlith 
postage fully prepaid. I enclosed the above~referencecl tlocument(s) in a sealed envelope or 
package addressed to the pcrson(s) at the address(es) as set forth oobw, and following 
ordinary btwin01H practices I placed the package for coHection and mailing on the date and at 
the place of business set forth above. 

VIA OVERNIGHT DEll'iERY. l enclosed the ahovl~>reforenced docmnent(s) in an 
envelope or package designated by an ovemighi delivery carrier 'with de!ivery fees paid or 
provided for and addressed to the person{s) at the uddress(es) listed below. 1 placed the 
envelope or package for collection and overnight de!ivery at an office or a regularly utilized 
drop box of the overnight delivery carrier, 

VlA MESSE.NGER SERVICE. l served t}w above··refornnced document(&) by placing them 
in an envelope or package a<ldrnssed to the pemon(s) at the address( es) listed below and 
provided them to a pmfersionsl messeugc.r service for servh:c. (A declaration by the 
messenger nnwt accompany this Proof of Service or be contained in the Declaration of 
Messenger oolD\V,) 

'VlA FACSIMILE 'fRANSlV!ISSION. Based on an ae,rreement of the parties tu accept 
service by fax transmission, I faxed the above.reforenccd document(s) to the persons at the 
fax mimber(s} listed be!ctv, No error was reported by the fax. machine that l 1.Hed, A copy of 
the record of the fo.\'. transmission is attached, 

VIA El.!SCTRONiC SERVICE, 1 caused the !ibove·rcfcrenccd document(!\) to he sent to 
the pernon(s} at the electronic addnwa(cs) listed below, 

I declare that l am employed in the office of a mernber of the hur of this oourl ;,vhowe dirtY'tion the 
service \Vas mitde, I declare tmder penalty of perjury tmder the lm\vs of the State cfCahfomia that the above is 
true and correct Executed on October 23, 2J}l 7, at Hermosa Beach, California 90254 

Cynthia Kellman 
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S.ERVlCE LIST 

Attornt?J-'/(1r Respondents 
Kenneth R, Campos, 
Inale\vood Citv Attomev v ·~ • 

One Manchester Boulevard~ 86 Floor 
5 , Ingietvoodi CA 9030 ! 
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:I, Kane, Ballmer & Berkman 
8 , 515 S, Figueroa Street1 Suite 780 

Los Angeles, CA 90071 -c.:..,., . ·, 
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• Attornevs for Real Parties in Interest 
: (.• .j. 

12 Jonathan R Bass 
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Charrnainc Yu 
Coblentz Patch Duffy & Bass LLP 
One Montgomery Street, Suite 3000 
San Francisco, CA 94104 


