SUM-100

CITAGION SUDICIAL) o R S e

NOTICE TO DEFENDANT:
(AVISO AL DEMANDADO):
CITY OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1 through 20, inclusive,

YOU ARE BEING SUED BY PLAINTIFF:

(LO ESTA DEMANDANDO EL DEMANDANTE):

APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY, INC., dba
‘APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF GREATER LOS ANGELES”,

NOTICE! You have been sued. The court may decide against you without your being heard unless you respond within 30 days. Read the information
below.

You have 30 CALENDAR DAYS after this summons and legal papers are served on you to file a written response at this court and have a copy
served on the plaintiff. A letter or phone call will not protect you. Your written response must be in proper legal form if you want the court to hear your
case. There may be a court form that you can use for your response. You can find these court forms and more information at the California Courts
Online Self-Help Center (www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), your county law library, or the courthouse nearest you. If you cannot pay the filing fee, ask
the court clerk for a fee waiver form. If you do not file your response on time, you may lose the case by default, and your wages, money, and property
may be taken without further warning from the court.

There are other legal requirements. You may want to call an attorney right away. If you do not know an attorney, you may want to call an attorney
referral service. If you cannot afford an attorney, you may be eligible for free legal services from a nonprofit legal services program. You can locate
these nonprofit groups at the California Legal Services Web site (www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), the California Courts Online Self-Help Center
(www.courtinfo.ca.gov/selfhelp), or by contacting your local court or county bar association. NOTE: The court has a statutory lien for waived fees and
costs on any settlement or arbitration award of $10,000 or more in a civil case. The court's lien must be paid before the court will dismiss the case.
jAVISO! Lo han demandado. Si no responde dentro de 30 dias, la corte puede decidir en su contra sin escuchar su version. Lea la informacién a
continuacion.

Tiene 30 DIAS DE CALENDARIO después de que le entreguen esta citacion y papeles legales para presentar una respuesta por escrito en esta
corte y hacer que se entregue una copia al demandante. Una carta o una llamada telefénica no lo protegen. Su respuesta por escrito tiene que estar
en formato legal correcto si desea que procesen su caso en la corte. Es posible que haya un formulario que usted pueda usar para su respuesta.
Puede encontrar estos formularios de la corte y mas informacion en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California (www.sucorte.ca.gov), en la
biblioteca de leyes de su condado o en la corte que le quede mas cerca. Si no puede pagar la cuota de presentacion, pida al secretario de la corte
que le dé un formulario de exencién de pago de cuotas. Si no presenta su respuesta a tiempo, puede perder el caso por incumplimiento y la corte le
podré quitar su sueldo, dinero y bienes sin mas advertencia.

Hay otros requisitos legales. Es recomendable que llame a un abogado inmediatamente. Si no conoce a un abogado, puede llamar a un servicio de
remisién a abogados. Si no puede pagar a un abogado, es posible que cumpla con los requisitos para obtener servicios legales gratuitos de un
programa de servicios legales sin fines de lucro. Puede encontrar estos grupos sin fines de lucro en el sitio web de California Legal Services,
(www.lawhelpcalifornia.org), en el Centro de Ayuda de las Cortes de California, (www.sucorte.ca.gov) o poniéndose en contacto con la corte o el
colegio de abogados locales. AVISO: Por ley, la corte tiene derecho a reclamar las cuotas y los costos exentos por imponer un gravamen sobre
cualquier recuperacion de $10,000 6 mas de valor recibida mediante un acuerdo o una concesion de arbitraje en un caso de derecho civil. Tiene que
pagar el gravamen de la corte antes de que la corte pueda desechar el caso.

The name and address of the court is: CASE NUMBER:
(El nombre y direccion de la corte es): (Numero del Caso):
Los Angeles Superior Court
111 North Hill Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012
Stanley Mosk Courthouse
The name, address, and telephone number of plaintiff's attorney, or plaintiff without an attorney, is:

(El nombre, la direccién y el numero de teléfono del abogado del demandante, o del demandante que no tiene abogado, es):
Douglas J. Dennington (SBN 173447) Jayson Parsons (State Bar No. 330458) Scott Cooper (State Bar No. 339900)
Rutan & Tucker LLP

18575 Jamboree Road, 9th Floor

Irvine, CA 92612 (714) 641-5100
DATE: Clerk, by , Deputy
(Fecha) (Secretario) (Adjunto)

(For proof of service of this summons, use Proof of Service of Summons (form POS-010).)

(Para prueba de entrega de esta citation use el formulario Proof of Service of Summons, (POS-010)).
[SEAL] NOTICE TO THE PERSON SERVED: You are served

1. [] as an individual defendant.

2. [asthe person sued under the fictitious name of (specify):

3. [ on behalf of (specify):
under: []ccP416.10 (corporation) ] ccp 416.60 (minor)
] CCP 416.20 (defunct corporation) [] CCP 416.70 (conservatee)
[]ccP416.40 (association or partnership) [ ] ccP416.90 (authorized person)
[ other (specify):

4. [ by personal delivery on (date):

Page 1 of 1

Form Adopted for Mandatory Use ) Code of Civil Procedure §§ 412.20, 465
Judicial Council of California SUMMONS American LegalNet, Inc. www.courtinfo.ca.gov
SUM-100 [Rev. July 1, 2009]

www.FormsWorkflow.com




O 0 9 O N S W N =

N NN N N N N N N O e e e e e e e
O I O W A W NN = O O 0NN SN N NN WD - O

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Douglas J. Dennington (State Bar No. 173447)
ddennington@rutan.com

Jayson Parsons (State Bar No. 330458)
Jparsons(@rutan.com

Scott Cooper (State Bar No. 339900)
scooper@rutan.com

611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400
Costa Mesa, California 92626-1931
Telephone: 714-641-5100

Facsimile: 714-546-9035

Attorneys for Plaintiff
Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF Case No.
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, INC., dba
“APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF Judge:

GREATER LOS ANGELES”,
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY
Plaintiff, AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF
ENJOINING THE CITY’S
VS. ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS AND

CONFISCATORY RENT FREEZE
CITY OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1 | AFTER EXPIRATION OF THE SO-
through 20, inclusive, CALLED “LOCAL EMERGENCY”

Defendants.
Date Action Filed: July 24, 2023
Trial Date: Not Set

Plaintiff Apartment Association of Los Angeles County, Inc., dba “Apartment
Association of Greater Los Angeles” (“Plaintift”) alleges as follows in this
Complaint:

INTRODUCTION
1. In the early days of the COVID-19 Pandemic, Defendant City of Los

Angeles (the “City”) introduced a series of ordinances purportedly aimed at bolstering

tenant protections during the Pandemic. One of these ordinances was the Rent Freeze
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Ordinance (Ordinance No. 186607) codified in Los Angeles Municipal Code
§ 151.32.

2. The Rent Freeze Ordinance imposes a blanket ban prohibiting residential
rental property owners from increasing rent on any property subject to the City’s Rent
Stabilization Ordinance for a period of one year following the end of the “Local
Emergency” as declared by the Mayor, thus preventing property owners from
implementing even the modest increases ordinarily permitted for properties pursuant
to their respective lease agreements and the City’s local rent control ordinance (“Rent
Stabilization Ordinance”).

3. On February 1, 2023, the Local Emergency was terminated along with
many of the COVID-19 related emergency regulations. However, despite the Local
Emergency ending, the Rent Freeze Ordinance continues for another year until
February 1, 2024.!

4. Since the adoption of the Rent Freeze Ordinance, inflation has pushed
the costs of living and the Consumer Price Index (“CPI”) for the Los Angeles area
higher and higher. In 2021, the CPI for the greater Los Angeles area rose 6.6% from
the previous year. In 2022, the CPI for the Los Angeles area was up 7.9% from 2021.2
And in 2023, the CPI increased another 2.5% from 2022.> Despite these increases
year-over-year in CPI, the City has not re-evaluated the ban in relation to current
economic circumstances and continues to prohibit Plaintiff’s members from
increasing rents even to account for increased expenses.

5. If allowed to stand, the Rent Freeze Ordinance will not only continue to

' Consumer Price Index, Los Angeles area — December 2021, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

(Jan. 12, 2022), https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/news-
release/2022/consumerpriceindex_losangeles _20220112.htm.

Consumer Price Index, Los Angeles area — April 2022, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (May.
11, 2022), https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/news-
release/pdf/consumerpriceindex_losangeles.pdf.

Consumer Price Index, Los Angeles area — June 2023, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (July.
12, 2023), https://www.bls.gov/regions/west/news-
release/consumerpriceindex_losangeles.htm#:~:text=0Over%?20the%20year%2C%20the%?20index,
and%20trucks%20(%2D4.5%20percent).
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violate Plaintiff’s members’ constitutional rights but will continue to inflict
widespread economic damage on property owners and landlords across the City,
while unconstitutionally placing the burden of these increased costs of living on the
backs of property owners and landowners, including Plaintiff’s members, who have
already been financially crippled by the Pandemic. Many of Plaintiff’s members
have, for example, mortgage obligations on their properties for which they rely on
collection of rental payments to pay. Plaintiff’s members similarly rely on rental
income to maintain and secure their properties and pay employees, among other
operating and personal expenses, including payment for food and housing for their
own families. Plaintiff’s members must also pay the substantial property taxes, utility
fees, insurance, inspection fees, and other assessments on their respective properties,
which taxes, fees, and assessments cannot be paid in the absence of rental income.
Most of Plaintiff’s members cannot financially survive if they are forced to bear the
burden of increased costs of doing business without the ability to similarly increase
rent. The effect of the Rent Freeze Ordinance is thus to put many of Plaintiff’s
members out of the rental business, ultimately reducing the desperately needed supply
of rental housing within the City and further driving up the cost of housing.

6. This Action seeks to nullify and enjoin the City from enforcing the Rent
Freeze Ordinance as violative of the California Constitution, on the grounds that it
deprives the Plaintiff’s members of due process by effectively preventing property
owners from pursuing any rent increase even rent increases that would be
commensurate with the astronomical increase in costs faced by all landlords operating
in the City. In doing so, Plaintiff seeks the following remedies:

a. Equitable and injunctive relief to enjoin the City’s enforcement of the
Rent Freeze Ordinance;

b. Declaratory relief from this Court that the Rent Freeze Ordinance
violates Plaintiff’s members’ civil rights under Code of Civil

Procedure § 1060 and due process rights under Article 1, Section 7 of
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the California Constitution;
c. For attorneys’ fees and costs for the work performed by Plaintiff’s
counsel in this lawsuit in an amount according to proof; and
d. For such other and further relief as this Court deems just and
appropriate.
VENUE
7. Venue is proper because the actions challenged as violating due process
have been applied to properties located in the county and judicial district in which this
action is filed.
PARTIES
8. Plaintiff Apartment Association of Los Angeles County, Inc., dba
“Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles” (“Plaintiff” or “AAGLA”) at all
relevant times, is and was a California mutual benefit Corporation organized and
authorized to do business and doing business in the State of California. Founded in
1917, AAGLA 1s comprised of over 10,000 members that own or manage over
250,000 rental housing units throughout the counties of Los Angeles, Ventura, and
San Bernardino. For over 100 years, AAGLA has served as an advocate for rental
housing providers at the local, county, state, and federal levels of government.
0. Defendant City of Los Angeles (“City” or “Defendant™) is a municipal
corporation, organized under its Charter and the laws of the State of California.
10.  Plaintiff does not know the true names and capacities of Defendants
Does 1 through 20, inclusive, and therefore sues them by their fictitious names.
Plaintiff alleges that Defendants Does 1 through 20, inclusive, are jointly, severally
and/or concurrently liable and responsible for the injuries set forth herein, acting on
their own or as the agents of named Defendant. Plaintiff will amend this Complaint
to insert the true names of the fictitiously-named Defendants when the same are
ascertained.

11. Plaintiff is informed and believes and thereon alleges that each
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Defendant was the agent and/or employee of every other Defendant, and at all times
relevant hereto was acting within the course and scope of said agency and/or

employment.

STANDING

12.  As stated above, Plaintiff’s members own and manage rental properties
throughout the greater Los Angeles area, including tens of thousands of properties
within the City of Los Angeles subject to the Rent Stabilization Ordinance.
Thousands of Plaintiff’s members are “Owners” or “Property Owners” as those terms
are used in the Rent Freeze Ordinance, whose ownership rights in their respective
properties are directly impacted by the Rent Freeze Ordinance, and who would thus
have standing to challenge the Ordinance in their own right. See Hunt v. Wash. State
Apple Adver. Comm’n, 432 U.S. 333, 343 (1977).

13.  Plaintiff has standing to bring its claims since it is an association whose
members are the subject of enforcement of the City’s unconstitutional Ordinance,
which has the effect of forcing Plaintiff’s members to bear a public burden by
eviscerating Plaintiff’s members’ ability to use their properties as they rightfully so
choose.

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS
A.  The City’s Rent Freeze Ordinance
14.  On March 30, 2020, the Mayor enacted Ordinance No. 1866707 (“Rent

Freeze Ordinance”), prohibiting owners from increasing rents on occupied rental units
subject to the City’s rent control provisions beginning on the date of the order.

15.  OnMay 6, 2020, the Los Angeles City Council extended the Rent Freeze
Ordinance to one year after the expiration of the Local Emergency period, as declared
by the Mayor.

16. The Rent Freeze Ordinance freezes all rents without any consideration
of the regional costs of living, the CPI, or the rate of inflation.

17.  Under the Rent Freeze Ordinance, a landlord is prohibited from raising

5.
B e s COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF




O o0 9 N N B~ WD =

[\ T NG T NG T NG TR NG TR NS T NG TR N0 T N T S e e e Y S S S
o I O »n A W NN = O VWV 0 NN O NP W= O

rent, for any reason, “unless necessary to obtain a just and reasonable return”.

B. The City’s Just and Reasonable Rent Adjustment Program

18. As explained above, the Rent Freeze Ordinance flatly prohibits a
landlord from raising rent through February 1, 2024, unless such an increase is
necessary to obtain a just and reasonable return.

19. A landlord seeking a rental increase to obtain a just and reasonable
return, however, is subject to the City’s Just and Reasonable Rent Adjustment
Program. The Just and Reasonable Rent Adjustment Program is governed by Just and
Reasonable Guidelines (the “Guidelines”).* However, the landlord may not impose
just and reasonable rent increase until the hearing officer or the City’s Rent
Adjustment Commission (“RAC”) issues a written approval of the increase.
Guidelines § 246.03.

20.  Pursuant the Just and Reasonable Rent Adjustment Program, a landlord
may submit an application for a just and reasonable rent increase through the City’s
online portal and completing either a comparative profit and loss statement or
submitting Schedule E from the federal tax return from the relevant years. Guidelines
§ 246.04.

21.  Once the landlord submits an application, the Los Angeles Housing and
Community Investment Department (the “Department’) will notify each tenant listed
in the application that the landlord has requested a just and reasonable rent increase.
The Department must then set a public hearing where the landlord and each impacted
tenant “may offer documents, testify, or provide written declarations of evidence as
may be pertinent.” Guidelines § 247.04.

22.  Prior to the public hearing, the Department must prepare an analysis of
the landlord’s application for the hearing officer. Guidelines § 247.03. A copy of

this analysis shall be sent to the applicant and each impacted tenant. /d. However, if

*  The Just and Reasonable Guidelines are found in the Rent Adjustment Commission
Guidelines, Section 240.00 et. seq.
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the landlord or any impacted tenant does not receive the Department’s analysis, the
hearing officer “may continue the hearing for a reasonable amount of time to allow
for submission or written responses and/or to prepare oral testimony”. Guidelines
§ 247.06.

23.  After the application is filed, the hearing officer then has seventy-five
days to issue a written decision approving or denying the application. Guidelines
§ 247.09. However, this deadline may be continued an additional thirty days if the
Department determines the application lacks complete documentation or required
additional information. Guidelines § 246.11. If the application is approved by the
City, the rent increase can then take effect thirty days after the tenant is provided
notice of the increase pursuant to Civil Code Section 827.° Guidelines § 247.11. As
a result, the entire just and reasonable application process could take up to 135 days,
more than four months, before the rent increase would be effective.

24.  Additionally, the entire just and reasonable increase analysis requires a
comparison of current income to income generated at the time the rent stabilization
ordinance was enacted in 1978. Most of Plaintiff’s members do not have that
information. In addition, the application requires the submission significant financial
data further deterring potential applicants from submitting these applications.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

Violation of Article I, Section 7 of the California Constitution (Due Process)
(Asserted Against all Defendants)

25. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference each and every allegation
contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth
herein.

26. The Due Process Clause of the California Constitution stands as an

additional constitutional hurdle to the City’s enactment of the Ordinance. The Due

> Ifthe rent increase is greater than ten percent, the landlord must provide the tenant ninety-
days’ notice of the rent increase before taking effect. Civ. Code § 827(b)(3).

-
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Process Clause “provides heightened protection against government interference with
certain fundamental rights and liberty interests,” including the “specific freedoms
protected by the Bill of Rights” and “those fundamental rights and liberties which are,
objectively, ‘deeply rooted in this Nation’s history and tradition,”” such as property
rights. Washington v. Glucksberg, 521 U.S. 702, 720-721 (1997) (quoting Moore V.
E. Cleveland, 431 U.S. 494, 502 (1977)). Thus, while the “police power” of the
government may be broad, it “must be exercised within a limited ambit and is
subordinate to constitutional limitations.” Panhandle E. Pipe Line Co. v. St. Highway
Comm’n of Kansas, 294 U.S. 613, 622 (1935).

27. Moreover, where a rent control law, such as the Rent Freeze Ordinance,
produces unreasonable delay or unnecessarily cumbersome procedural requirements
for obtaining approval of a rent increase, such ordinance violates the landlord’s
procedural due process rights. Birkenfeld v. City of Berkeley, 17 Cal.3d 129 169-73
(1976) (“[R]ent adjustment mechanisms must operate without a substantially greater
incidence and degree of delay than is practically necessary.”); see also Galland v. City
of Clovis, 24 Cal. 4th 1003, 1039 (2001). That is precisely the case here.

28. The Rent Freeze Ordinance precludes Plaintiff’s members from
implementing reasonable rental increases to account for inflationary forces,
increasing costs of living, and increases in the CPI, absent approval from the City. As
laid out above, the just and reasonable rent increase procedure for any increase in rent,
no matter how small, each impacted tenant is entitled to a public hearing where
evidence and argument is considered by the City. Additionally, the just and
reasonable rent increase process has the potential to take over four months before the
rent increase may even become effective. The administrative process attendant to
such rent increase applications, on a unit-by-unit basis, are intentionally costly and
were orchestrated to impose an huge economic disincentive for landlords to pursue
adjustments to rent in order for them to effectuate their constitutional right to a fair

and reasonable return.
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29. The Rent Freeze Ordinance blanketly prohibits all rental increases — even
those directly tied to CPI increases — absent City approval. To obtain any sort of rent
increase, landlords must complete a complex application, present competent evidence
and argument before a hearing officer, be prepared to respond to the objections of
each individual impacted tenant and comply with the state’s noticing requirements
regarding rental increases. This process places a substantial burden on property
owners resulting in substantially greater incidences and degrees of delay than are
practically necessary to achieve the goals of the Ordinance. These burdensome
procedures effectively prevent landlords from imposing generally applicable rental
increase across a property. Instead, each individual unit must be considered by the
City over a period of weeks or months before a rental increase may be approved.

30. Once the rent freeze commenced, “regardless of how inequitable any rent
ceiling may be under all the circumstances, it cannot be adjusted except by a
procedure and inherently and unnecessarily precludes reasonably prompt action
except perhaps for a lucky few.” Birkenfeld, supra, 17 Cal.3d at 172.

31. Additionally, where the effect of the Rent Freeze Ordinance would
necessarily be to lower rents more than could reasonably be required for the
Ordinance’s stated purpose, such Ordinance is unconstitutionally confiscatory.
Birkenfeld, supra, 17 Cal.3d at 165 (citing Federal Power Comm’n v. Natural Gas
Pipeline Co., 315 U.S. 575, 585-86 (1942)). Here, Plaintiff’s members are not
provided any reasonable returns on their property for as long as the Rent Freeze
Ordinance remains in effect and, given the manner in which the City’s Rent
Stabilization Ordinance places maximum ceilings on rent increases, landlords will
never be able to “catch up” in the future. The Rent Freeze Ordinance drastically and
unnecessarily restricts rent for all rent controlled units and arbitrarily reduces the
maximum rent that can be charged without any yearly adjustment that could have
been charged during the 4-year period in which the Rent Freeze Ordinance prevented

any adjustment. Birkenfeld, supra, 17 Cal.3d at 169 [“It is clear that if the base rent
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for all controlled units were to remain as the maximum rent for an indefinite period
many or most rent ceilings would be or become confiscatory.”].) Where such
provisions lower rent more than could reasonably be considered to be required, it is
unconstitutionally confiscatory. /d.

32. The Rent Freeze Ordinance is therefore facially unconstitutional under
the Due Process Clause California Constitution. The Rent Freeze Ordinance amounts
to a deprivation of property without due process in violation of the Article 1, Section
7 of the California Constitution.

33.  This Court should issue a declaration that the Rent Freeze Ordinance is
an unconstitutional violation of the Due Process Clause of the California Constitution
and enjoin the City’s enforcement of the Rent Freeze Ordinance. This Court should
further allow landlords to increase rents in a manner which would allow them to
“catch up” on the rent increases they were constitutionally entitled to during the
operation of the Rent Freeze Ordinance commencing in March 2020 in order to
prevent the continued confiscatory impact of the ordinance even after the Rent Freeze
Ordinance expires.

34.  Absent injunctive and declaratory relief, Plaintiff and its members will
suffer irreparable harm caused by the deprivation of their constitutional rights.

35.  Plaintiff has found it necessary to engage the services of private counsel
to vindicate its rights under the law. Plaintiff is therefore entitled to an award of
attorneys’ fees and costs pursuant to California Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5.

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
Declaratory Relief Code of Civil Procedure § 1060
(Against All Defendants)

36. Plaintiff incorporates herein by reference each and every allegation
contained in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully set forth
herein.

37. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Plaintiff and
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its members, on the one hand, and Defendant, on the other, concerning the legal effect
of the Rent Freeze Ordinance. Plaintiff contends, for the aforesaid reasons, that the
Rent Freeze Ordinance is illegal and violates due process as guaranteed by the
California Constitution. Plaintiff is informed and believes, and thereon alleges, that
Defendant denies that the Rent Freeze Ordinance violates the rights and guarantees
secured by Article I, Section 7 of the California Constitution.

38.  Plaintiff desires a judicial determination of Plaintiff’s and Defendant’s
respective rights and duties concerning the validity of the Rent Freeze Ordinance and,
in particular, a declaration that Defendants may no longer continue to enforce their
unconstitutional Rent Freeze Ordinance violating the due process rights of landlords
and property owners throughout the City. Plaintiff also seeks a declaration that
Defendants may impose rent increases upon expiration and/or invalidation of the Rent
Freeze Ordinance in order to prevent landlords from continuing to suffer the
confiscatory impact of the inability raise rents throughout the duration of the Rent
Freeze Ordinance, notwithstanding any year-to-year imposition of maximum rent
ceilings under the Rent Stabilization Ordinance.

39. A declaration is necessary and appropriate at this time so that Plaintiff
and Defendant may ascertain their rights and duties with respect to the validity and
enforceability of the Rent Freeze Ordinance. In particular, bringing this suit for
declaratory relief will enable the Court to ascertain the rights and duties of all parties
without necessitating multiple lawsuits.

REQUESTED RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests that this Court:

1. Issue a declaratory judgment that the City’s Rent Freeze Ordinance is
null and void , and of no effect, as unconstitutional under the Fourteenth Amendment;

2. Set aside and hold unlawful the City’s Rent Freeze Ordinance;

3. Permanently enjoin the City and all persons and entities in active concert

or participation with the City from implementing and enforcing the City’s Rent Freeze
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Ordinance;

4. Issue a preliminary injunction preventing the City from enforcing the
Rent Freeze Ordinance until this Court decides the merits of this lawsuit;

5. Issue a binding declaration allowing landlords to impose rent increases
in the future in a manner which will allow landlords to impose rent increases they
were prohibited from obtaining throughout the duration of the Rent Freeze Ordinance
in order to prevent the carry-over of the unconstitutional and confiscatory impact of
the ordinance even after the Rent Freeze Ordinance expires;

6. Award Plaintiff its cots and reasonable attorneys’ fees incurred in this
action pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure § 1021.5 and other applicable law; and

7. Grant all other such relief to Plaintiff as this Court may deem proper and

just.

Dated: July 24, 2023 RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP
DOUGLAS J. DENNINGTON
JAYSON PARSONS
SCOTT COOPER

o Wt

Douglas J. Dennington

Attorneys for Plaintiff

APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF
LOS ANGELES COUNTY, INC., dba
“APARTMENT ASSOCIATION OF
GREATER LOS ANGELES”

By:
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