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SIXTH CLAIM

(DECLARATORY RELIEF REGARDING TORTIOUS INTERFERENCE WITH

CONTRACT)

(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS)

128. Plaintiff repeats and reallege the allegations contained in each preceding

paragraph as if fully set forth herein.

129. Under California law, a defendant commits the tort of intentional interference

with contract where: (1) there is a valid contract between plaintiff and a third party; (2) defendant

has knowledge of the contract; (3) defendant's intentional acts are designed to induce a

disruption of the contractual relationship; (4) the contractual relationship is disrupted; and (5) the

disruption results in damages.

130. The implementation of the Seizure Program would constitute tortious interference

with contracts. The loan agreements are valid contracts. Defendants have knowledge of those

contracts, especially as Defendants select which loans to target for seizure based on certain terms

of those contracts, such as the principal balance of the loans. The Seizure Program is designed to

induce a disruption of the contractual relationship for Defendants’ own profit, by extinguishing

those contracts through the City’s eminent domain powers so that the loans can be refinanced by

the Defendants for a substantial profit. The Seizure Program is unconstitutional under the United

States and California constitutions, and violates California’s statutory restriction on the use of

eminent domain, and therefore Defendants are causing the disruption of the borrowers’ contracts

with the Trusts through wrongful means—i.e., the illegal Seizure Program. Moreover, the

disruption of the Trusts’ contracts is not merely an incidental effect of the seizures; the contracts

are the very object of the seizure, and their abrogation is the purpose of the Seizure Program. The

disruption to the contractual relationship that would be caused by the Seizure Program will result

in significant damages to the Trusts that are parties to the contracts, and should be enjoined and

declared unlawful.
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THE PURPOSE OF CONVEYING IT TO A PRIVATE PERSON UNDER THE

CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION)

(AGAINST ALL DEFENDANTS)

142. Plaintiff repeats and reallege the allegations contained in each preceding

paragraph as if fully set forth herein.

143. Plaintiff pleads this claim as an alternative to other alleged claims and only to the

extent that the mortgage loans constitute an owner-occupied residence in the City, and thus,

Article I, section 19(b) of the California Constitution applies and renders the Seizure Program

unconstitutional.

144. Article I, section 19(b) of the California Constitution provides that “local

governments are prohibited from acquiring by eminent domain an owner-occupied residence for

the purpose of conveying it to a private person.”

145. As an alternative to the claims pleaded above, if the Court determines that the

mortgage loans at issue in the Seizure Program constitute owner-occupied residences in the City,

the Seizure Program would thus violate the prohibition against taking owner-occupied residences

for the purpose of conveying it to a private person of the California Constitution. The Seizure

Program is implemented expressly for the purpose of seizing an interest in an owner-occupied

residence to convey to (and enrich) private entities including MRP, a private investment firm,

and its investors, which are funding the seizures. Indeed, the Seizure Program hinges on the City

exercising eminent domain solely to convey the interest seized to private entities and those

entities’ supplying the City with the funds to conduct the seizure. Without these features, the

Seizure Program collapses.

146. As an alternative to the claims pleaded above, the Seizure Program does not

qualify for the exceptions to this prohibition because the stated justifications for the Seizure

Program—to prevent foreclosures and their attendant economic affects—are mere pretexts for

this profit-driven scheme. Furthermore, the Seizure Program will inflict significant harm, both

locally and nationally, with no likely benefit to the City or its residents.
























































































































































































































