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1 | I INTRODUCTION

2 On May 9, 2006, the Council (“Council”) for the City of San Diego (“City™) adopted a resolution
3 authorizing the Mayor to e:{ecuté a confract for the previously negotiated sale of City-owned property

4 || (“Site 653") to Hillel of San Diego ("Hillel”). Pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure (“CCP") § 1035,

5_ | T_akpﬁyers for Responsible Land Use and the La Jolla Shores Association (“Petitioners™) seek a writ of

6 || mandamus vacating that resolution and all other acts by which the Council andfdr City sold or may sell |
7| Site 653 to Hillel. The writ ShDﬁ]d issue because, in negotiating and authorizing the sale of Site 653, the
8 City and Cﬂﬁncil violated procedures enj Di_ﬁed upon them by law. |

9

Petitioners also seck writs of mandate under CCP § 1094.5 vacating the Council’s adjudicative

1O || decisions to (1) vacate a portion of a public right-of-way adjacent to Site 653, and (ii) grant a Site

11 || Development Permit/Planned Development Permit authorizing Hillel to construct and operate a student
12 || center on Site 653 and to continue using a residence as administrative offices. The writs should issue
13 Il because the challenged actions were adopted through prejudicial abuses of the City’s discretion.

14 - IL STATEMENT OF FACTS

15 | Site 653 is City-owned land located in a residential neighborhood of La Jolla, California. (1 AR:
16 || Bx.5 at 48.) The Site is bounded on the north by La Jolla Village Drive, on the east by La Jolla Scenic -
17 | Way, and on the south byLal ::ﬁla Scenic Drive North. (IZ) LaJ D]lﬁ Scenic Drive North runs northwest
18 || from La Jolla Scenic. Way toward its terminus at a cul-de-sac that allows pedestrian traffic, but not

191 vehicular traffic, to access La Jolla Village Drive. (6 AR: Ex.59 at 2258 and 2299.)
20 On April 12, 2000, the City authorized the issuance of a request for proposal for the potential sale
21 | or lease of Site 653. (1 AR: Bx.5 at 48). Two proposals were submitted, including Hillel’s proposal to

22 j construct and operate a Jewish student center on the Site. (Id.)

23 On November 20, 2000, the City Council aduptéd a resolution (“2000 Resolution™) anthorizing
24 || exchusive negotiations with Hillel for the lease of Site 653. The 2000 Resolution, in its entirety, states:
25 BE IT RESOLVED, by the Council of the City of San Diego, that the City

| Manager 1s authorized and empowered to enter into exclusive negotiations with
26 | Hillel of San Diego, for the ground lease of Site 653 at La Jolla Scenic Drive

. North. (19 AR: Ex.1032 at 7929.)

Thnugﬁ the 2000 Resolution authorized lease negotiations, the City and Hillel commenced
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