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Verified Complaint for Injunctive Relief;  
Petition for Writ of Mandate 

Law Office of Chad D. Morgan
Chad D. Morgan, Esq. SBN 291282
P.O. Box 1989 PMB 342 
40729 Village Drive #8
Big Bear Lake, CA 92315 
Tel: (951) 667-1927
Fax: (866) 495-9985 
chad@chadmorgan.com
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff,  
Riversiders Against Increased Taxes
 

Superior Court of the State of California 
for the County of Riverside — Historic Courthouse

Riversiders Against Increased Taxes, 

Plaintiff,

vs.
 
Riverside Unified School District,
Renee Hill, and 
DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, 
 Defendants. 
 

Case No.:  
 
Verified Complaint for Injunctive Relief; 
Petition for Writ of Mandate
[School Bond Waste Prevention Act, 
Ed. Code § 15284] 

Priority Required: 
Ed. Code § 15284(b)
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Verified Complaint for Injunctive Relief;  
Petition for Writ of Mandate 

Plaintiff alleges as follows: 

1. This lawsuit is a School Bond Waste Prevention action and is brought in the public 

interest to prevent the Riverside Unified School District’s (RUSD) continued waste of proceeds 

from a 2016 bond measure, Measure O, which voters approved to repair and improve RUSD 

schools. More specifically, RUSD threatens to spend more than $115 million for unlawful 

purposes. The Court should prevent that waste by enjoining the unlawful expenditures described 

herein. 

PARTIES 

2. Plaintiff Riversiders Against Increased Taxes (RAIT) is an unincorporated association 

having its principal place of business in the City of Riverside. RAIT’s membership includes 

individual residents and taxpayers who live within RUSD’s boundaries and have, within the last 

year, paid income taxes to the State of California that are used to fund RUSD’s operations. 

RAIT’s members have also, within the past year, paid sales and use taxes and property taxes 

within RUSD’s boundaries. More specific to Measure O, RUSD members have been assessed, 

are liable to pay, and have paid the increased property tax it imposed.  

3. More broadly, RAIT’s mission is to help improve the quality of life for Riverside 

residents by advocating for a transparent and responsible government that operates within its 

means without the waste and poor planning that often precipitates the need for tax increases. 

Along these lines, RAIT’s members are interested in ensuring that RUSD acts within the limits 

of the law and are working to ensure that violations are properly enforced for the benefit of 

themselves and everyone in the community.  

4. RAIT has association/membership standing to bring this suit on behalf of its members. 

(Taxpayers for Accountable School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School District (2013) 215 

Cal.App.4th 1013, 1032.) 

5. Defendant Riverside Unified School District (RUSD) is a political subdivision of the 

state. RUSD provides a public K-12 education for children within its boundaries. 
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6. Defendant Renee Hill is RUSD’s Superintendent and is sued in that official capacity. She 

is separately named as contemplated by section 15284 of the Education Code, which allows suits 

“against any officer, agent, or other person acting on behalf of” a school district to enjoin 

unlawful expenditures of Proposition 39 bond proceeds. As RUSD’s top administrator, Hill is the 

type of agent or other person acting on behalf of the district that section 15284 contemplates.  

7. The true names of Defendant DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, are unknown to Plaintiff, 

who therefore brings this action against DOES 1 through 25, inclusive, by such fictitious names 

and will seek leave of this Complaint to show their true names, identities, and capacities when 

they have been ascertained. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

8. The Riverside County Superior Court is the proper venue because the acts complained of 

which are the subject of this Complaint, have all occurred or will all occur in the County of 

Riverside, State of California.  

9. Indeed, RUSD is a government entity that is wholly located within the boundaries of 

Riverside County.  

10. The relief sought is within the jurisdiction of this Court. 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

1. In 1978, Proposition 13 established an upper limit on property taxes throughout California 

unless increases were approved by a two-thirds vote of the people. (See Cal. Const., art. XIII A, 

§ 1; Amador Valley Joint Union High School Dist. v. State Bd. of Equalization (1978) 22 Cal.3d 208, 

218.)  

2. In November 2000, Proposition 39—the “Smaller Classes, Safer Schools, and Financial 

Accountability Act”—reduced the approval threshold to 55 percent to make it easier to authorize 

bond measures in school districts but only when certain conditions are met. (Com. for Responsible 

School Expansion v. Hermosa Beach City School Dist. (2006) 142 Cal.App.4th 1178, 1184–1185.)  

3. Relevant here, Proposition 39 limits the way the proceeds from certain bonds may be 

used. (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, § 1(b)(3)(A).) Those purposes are limited to a specific list of 
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projects that is identified in the bond measure itself as projects that will be funded by the 

approved bond proceeds. (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, § 1(b)(3)(B); see also Taxpayers for Accountable 

School Bond Spending v. San Diego Unified School District (2013) 215 Cal.App.4th 1013.) 

Furthermore, when creating that project list, a school district’s board of trustees must certify that 

it “has evaluated safety, class size reduction, and information technology needs in developing 

that list.” (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, § 1(b)(3)(B).)  

4. On June 20, 2016, the RUSD Board of Trustees adopted a resolution to place a $392 

million bond measure on the November 2016 general election ballot. A true and correct copy of 

that resolution, which included the resolution’s full text and authorized project list, is attached as 

Exhibit A to this Complaint.1 

5. The bond measure was later identified as Measure O, and it was approved by more than 

55 percent of RUSD voters.  

6. As required for Proposition 39 bonds, Measure O included a project list. Its project list is 

the list of projects that the RUSD Board certified as necessary when it “evaluated the District’s 

urgent and critical facility needs, including safety issues, class size, computer and information 

technology, enrollment trends and [then] prepared a Facilities Master Plan (approved by the 

Board on February 1, 2016) which is incorporated [into Measure O] in its entirety”. (Ex. A.) This 

is the process by which the RUSD Board developed the scope of projects to be funded and new 

school construction was not among them. (Ex. A.) 

7. RUSD did not include new school construction in Measure O or the February 1, 2016 

Facilities Mater Plan incorporated into Measure O. Therefore, the RUSD Board did not certify 

that new schools were among its urgent and critical facility needs based upon “safety, class size 

 
1 Exhibit A was obtained from the RUSD website at: 
https://www.riversideunified.org/departments/operations_division/planning___development/
measure_o. On the left side of that page, there is a link to the “Project List.” That link leads to 
https://cdnsm5-
ss12.sharpschool.com/UserFiles/Servers/Server_580721/Image/Measure%20O%20Projects%20
Progress/GO%20Bond%20-%20Full%20Language%20and%20Resolution.pdf, which is Exhibit A. 
Highlighting in Exhibit A was included in the document provided by RUSD at this location.  
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reduction, and information technology needs,” as Proposition 39 requires. (Cal. Const., art. XIII 

A, § 1(b)(3)(B).)

8. In this lawsuit, Plaintiff challenges specific Measure O expenditures relating to new 

school construction. Building those news schools cannot be done with Measure O funds because 

the building of those new schools was not on the approved project list and has not yet been 

contemplated by voters as necessary. This is true even under the broadest interpretation of the 

project list because there is no way to reasonably construe the project list as contemplating the 

construction of any new schools, let alone each of those that are at issue in this case. (See Foothill-

De Anza Community College District v. Emerich (2008) 158 Cal.App.4th 11).) 

9. Rather than contemplating new schools, RUSD’s Measure O project list included the 

following categories of projects: (1) “Basic School Repair and Upgrade Projects,” (2) Safety, 

Security and Energy Efficiency Projects,” and (3) District-Wide Instructional Technology 

Projects.” (Ex. A.) Each of the more specific projects in these categories focused exclusively on 

existing schools. 

10. Communications made during the course of the campaign to approve Measure O 

reinforce this. There was not one instance where communications from RUSD suggested that 

funds would be used to build new schools. Moreover, third parties advocating for approval of the 

bond measure—e.g., the teacher’s union—did not tout new school construction as among 

Measure O’s benefits. 

11. Without this this Court’s intervention, two of the schools contemplated—the Casa 

Blanca Neighborhood School and the Eastside Neighborhood School—would waste more than 

$115 million of Measure O funds, nearly 30 percent its total. If an expenditure this large had been 

contemplated, it would have been expressly stated. 

12. RUSD’s bait-and-switch—promising to repair existing schools then using funds 

earmarked for that purpose for something else—deprives RUSD taxpayers and students of the 

benefits they were promised.  
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13. RUSD’s conduct seems deliberate. It is as if RUSD officials knew they wanted to build 

new schools but were afraid that voters would not approve a bond measure for that purpose. So, 

they concealed their real intent. That is the type of fraud upon voters that has spawned so much 

litigation and numerous ballot measures (e.g., Propositions 13, 218, 26, etc.).

14. This lawsuit is authorized by Education Code section 15284. This section allows taxpayer 

suits “to obtain an order restraining and preventing any expenditure of funds received by a school 

district … through the sale of bonds authorized by” Proposition 39. (Cal. Const., art. XIII A, 

§ 1(b)(3). More specifically, Plaintiff alleges that the expenditures at issue in this case are for 

purposes other than those Proposition 39 authorized, that those expenditures do not comply with 

Proposition 39, and that the threatened and ongoing expenditures will produce waste and 

great/irreparable injury.  

15. Plaintiff’s rights under section 15284 are cumulative with other rights and remedies. 

Those other rights and remedies include those authorized by sections 526a and 1085 of the Code 

of Civil Procedure. 

16. Plaintiff claims taxpayer standing under section 526a to enjoin and prevent the illegal 

expenditure of Measure O funds. While section 526a is not appropriate to enjoin the sale of 

bonds, Plaintiff does not seek an injunction for that purpose. Rather than challenge Measure O as 

a whole, Plaintiff challenges the use of its restricted funds for unlawful purposes. This will 

preserve RUSD’s ability to use Measure O funds for the purposes that voters expected when they 

approved the new tax. 

17. A writ of mandate under section 1085 is also an appropriate means of enjoining RUSD’s 

constitutional violations. As a representative of RUSD taxpayers, Plaintiff and its members are 

beneficially interested in ensuring that Measure O funds are used for their intended purpose. 

They also claim public interest standing as an appropriate means of ensuring RUSD’s compliance 

with controlling state law. 
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CAUSES OF ACTION

A. First Cause of Action: Violation of Proposition 39 (Casa Blanca School) 

18. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 17 by reference as if fully set 

forth herein.  

19. The Casa Blanca Neighborhood School is a new elementary school proposed on a 9.8-acre 

site on Lincoln Street in Riverside. The project budget is $53 million—more than 10 percent the 

total amount of Measure O funds—and is likely to increase, as is common for such projects. Even 

if the budget for this school increases, the amount of Measure O funds will not.  

20. The Casa Blanca Neighborhood School was not included on the Measure O project list or 

the incorporated Facilities Master Plan. 

21. Plaintiff is informed and believes that RUSD has already used Measure O funds for 

planning activities relating to this school and is close to seeking bids for projects relating to this 

school’s construction. Plaintiff is further informed and believes that RUSD hopes to start 

construction in Fall 2023 and intends on using Measure O funds to pay those costs. Indeed, in 

public documents, RUSD has described the school as a “Measure O New School” even though 

there is no such thing as a “Measure O New School.” 

B. Second Cause of Action: Violation of Proposition 39 (Eastside Neighborhood 
School) 

22. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 17 by reference as if fully set 

forth herein.  

23. The Eastside Neighborhood School is a new school being considered for a combination of 

several different lots. It is currently going through the CEQA process and is budgeted at $62 

million. This is more than 15 percent of Measure O’s total funds. 

24. The Eastside Neighborhood School was not included on the Measure O project list or the 

incorporated Facilities Master Plan. 

25. Plaintiff is informed and believes that RUSD has already used Measure O funds for 

planning activities relating to this school. Plaintiff is further informed and believes that RUSD 
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intends on using Measure O funds to pay the remainder of this school’s construction budget. 

Indeed, in public documents, RUSD has described the school as a “Measure O New School” 

even though there is no such thing as a “Measure O New School.” 

C. Third Cause of Action: Violation of Proposition 39 (Highgrove II Neighborhood 
School)

26. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 17 by reference as if fully set 

forth herein.  

27. The Highgrove II Neighborhood School is a new school being considered in the Spring 

Mt. Ranch development area. It is in the early stages of planning. Plaintiff is informed and 

believes that RUSD is still soliciting bids for consultants to help prepare the plans for state 

approval and subsequent CEQA analysis. The budget for this part of the project is approximately 

$1 million, but the rest of the project will certainly be many millions more.   

28. The Highgrove II School was not included on the Measure O project list or the 

incorporated Facilities Master Plan. 

29. Plaintiff is informed and believes that RUSD has already used Measure O funds for 

planning activities relating to this school and is close to seeking bids for additional work relating 

to planning for this school. Plaintiff is further informed and believes that RUSD intends on using 

Measure O funds to pay the remainder of this school’s construction budget. Indeed, in public 

documents, RUSD has described the school as a “Measure O New School” even though there is 

no such thing as a “Measure O New School.” 

D. Fourth Cause of Action: Violation of Proposition 39 (STEM Education Center) 

30. Plaintiff realleges and incorporates paragraphs 1 through 17 by reference as if fully set 

forth herein.  

31. Another new school proposal is the STEM Education Center,2 a high school planned to 

be built on the UC Riverside campus. 

 
2 STEM is a common acronym for specialized programs in Science, Technology, Engineering, 
and Math.  
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32. This school is planned to accommodate up to 800 students and is currently in the 

environmental review phase. Like the Highland II school, in the third cause of action (above), the 

STEM Center is currently budgeted at $1 million. But this will certainly grow, and the actual cost 

will be many millions more.  

33. Plaintiff is informed and believes that RUSD has already used Measure O funds for 

planning activities relating to this school. Plaintiff is further informed and believes that RUSD 

intends on using Measure O funds to pay the remainder of this school’s construction budget. 

Indeed, in public documents, RUSD has described the school as a “Measure O New School” 

even though there is no such thing as a “Measure O New School.” 

34. While the Measure O project refers to a STEM center, the center it referred to was not a 

new school. Moreover, references to any new STEM school in RUSD’s Facilities Master Plan 

were references to school that would be located at the District’s existing STEM facility. Opening 

a high school on a college campus, STEM or otherwise, is not something Measure O voters 

anticipated. 

35. Additionally, in the context of Measure O and the RUSD’s plans, “center” and “school” 

are different. Measure O voters reasonably expected a STEM “center” to be something less than 

a school that would be available to all RUSD students on an occasional basis. The center would 

reasonably supplement the educational opportunities of a broader range of students. Conversely, 

a STEM school implies that RUSD might create a magnet school that would serve only those 

lucky enough to gain admission to the exclusion and detriment of the District’s other students. 

36. The distinction between center and school is further relevant because it is demonstrative 

of RUSD’s continued attempt to misuse Measure O funds. By calling the proposed high school a 

“center,” the District is trying to retroactively change the scope of its project list. Because there 

is a difference between a center and a  school, the District’s conduct should be recognized as 

continued obfuscation of its plans to use Measure O funds for unauthorized purposes. 

37. Furthermore, the goal for projects in this category includes helping students “that don’t 

plan to go to college to receive career training they need to compete for good paying jobs in fields 
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like health sciences, engineering, technology, robotics and skilled trades.” When voters 

considered Measure O, they were told the STEM center would be a partnership with Riverside 

Community College (RCC). This partnership with RCC suggested a focus on technical education 

as well as programs for college-bound students. RCC is no longer involved in the project—if it 

ever was—and this is another bait-and-switch where RUSD promised one thing but now plans to 

deliver something entirely different.

38. The significance of RCC’s inclusion on the project list and subsequent exclusion from the 

project cannot be overstated. Riverside is a blue-collar community that values technical 

education. RCC is a local institution that serves this community. UCR might be located in 

Riverside, but its ties to the community are comparatively weak because UCR serves the entire

region rather than the City of Riverside and the students RUSD serves. This is not to say that 

RUSD should not partner with UCR. But if voters were promised a Measure O project in 

partnership with RCC and that partnership does not happen, then funds for that project should 

be used for another purpose, one that is Measure O-compliant. 

// 

// 

// 
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF

Wherefore, Plaintiff prays that the Court order as follows: 

1. Issue temporary, preliminary, and/or permanent injunction enjoining the expenditure of 

Measure O bond proceeds for the unlawful purposes described herein;

2. Order that RUSD to provide an accounting of Measure O funds spent on these unlawful 

purposes;

3. Order RUSD to refund from its general fund to its Measure O fund any Measure O funds 

spent for these unlawful purposes; 

4. Award Plaintiff its costs of suit and reasonable attorneys’ fees; and

5. Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems proper. 

DATE: July 3, 2023 Respectfully Submitted,
Law Office of Chad D. Morgan

By:
Chad D. Morgan Esq.
Attorney for Plaintiff Riversiders Against 
Increased Taxes
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VERIFICATION

I, April Glatzel, declare that I am a member of Riversiders Against Increased Taxes, the

Plaintiff in this action, and am authorized to make this verification on its behalf. I have read the 

foregoing Verified Complaint for Injunctive Relief; Petition for Writ of Mandate and know 

the contents thereof to be true to my own knowledge, except as to those statements made upon 

information and belief, and as to them, I believe them to be true.  

  

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

 

Executed on __________________.

 
   _____________________________
  April Glatzel




