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EXEMPT FROM FILING FEES PURSUANT
TO GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 6103

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN BERNARDINO

COYOTE AVIATION CORPORATION, a
Nevada corporation; GIL BROWN, an
individual; CAROL BROWN, an individual,

Plaintiffs,
V.

CITY OF REDLANDS, a municipal
corporation; ADRIAN LAWSON, an
individual; TABITHA KEVARI CROCKER,
an individual; CHRISTOPHER BOATMAN,
an individual; and DOES 1 through 20,
inclusive,

Defendants.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Defendants, City of Redlands (“City”), Mr. Lawson, Ms. Crocker, and Mr. Boatman
(together, the “Defendants”) hereby oppose Plaintiffs’ Ex Parte Application for Temporary
Restraining Order and Order to Show Cause Why a Preliminary Injunction Should Not be Issued
(“Ex Parte Application”).

Plaintiffs’ Ex Parte Application rests on a flawed premise that Plaintiffs are entitled to
injunctive relief restraining the City’s possession and use of hangar units affixed to its land—
despite the fact that a civil court has expressly awarded the City possession of such hangar units.
Plaintiffs do not come even remotely close to establishing a threat of immediate and irreparable
harm. Plaintiffs merely identify “damage” to the hangar units that can be casily calculated; which
occurred in the past; and which, at most, give rise to legal damages. Worse, the interim harm that
the City would suffer if the Ex Parte Application were granted, substantially outweighs the harms
that Plaintiffs may suffer if the status quo is affirmed. The judgment granting the City possession
of the premises and hangar units was entered in July of 2023. Nearly a year later, and in an attempt
to disrupt the current status quo, Plaintiffs request relief that would restrain the City’s use and
possession of the hangar units, and which would effectively supersede the judgment entered by
another court after a merits determination and the benefit full briefing. Accordingly, Plaintiffs fail
to demonstrate a threat of irreparable harm, exigent circumstances, or that the balance of interim
harm supports the Ex Parte Application.

Plaintiffs are not entitled to a temporary restraining order (“TRO”) because they cannot
carry their burden to show a likelihood of success on the merits. Plaintiff’s claims are barred by
the doctrine of res judicata because they arise from the same transactions and circumstances
previously litigated and decided in prior civil and unlawful detainer actions. Moreover, new legal
theories now introduced by the first amended complaint could have been raised in these prior
proceedings. Plaintiff’s failure to timely plead such theories and facts precludes their introduction
and consideration for the first time here. Additionally, plaintiff cannot demonstrate that the
defendant breached any specific statutory duty or engaged in conduct extreme enough to sustain

claims for negligence or intentional infliction of emotional distress. By filing the instant litigation,
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Plaintiff secks to upend final judgments entered by two separate civil courts.

For all of these reasons and others set forth below, the Ex Parte Application should be denied
in its entirety, or alternatively, no interim relief should be granted and this matter should be set for
regularly noticed hearing.

IL. RELEVANT BACKGROUND

A. Previous Litigation and Resulting Judgments

On or around February 8, 2022, Plaintiff, Coyote Aviation Corporation (“Coyote Aviation™)
commenced a civil action against the City alleging causes of action for, among other things, breach
of the ground lease between the City and Aviation, promissory estoppel, and reformation of the
ground lease. (Complaint filed in CIVSB2203398 attached as Exhibit 1 to the Request for Judicial
Notice [“RIN”] and incorporated herein.) The ground lease between the City and Coyote Aviation
was at the core of Coyote Aviation’s claims. On April 28, 2023, final judgment was entered in
favor of the City on all causes of action on. (Judgment dated April 28, 2023 is attached as Exhibit
2 to the RIN and is incorporated herein.)

On or around February 14, 2022, the City commenced an unlawful detainer action to evict
Coyote Aviation and its sub-tenants, and to regain possession of real property located at 1551
Sessums Drive, Redlands, California 92374 (“Property”) and all constructed hangar units.
(Complaint filed in LLTVA2200544 attached as Exhibit 3 to the RIN and incorporated herein.) On
July 17, 2023, final judgment awarding the City of possession of the Property and all constructed
hangar units was entered in favor of the City (*“Possession Judgment”). (Judgment dated July 17,
2023 is attached as Exhibit 4 to the RIN and is incorporated herein.)

B. Appeals and Current Action

Coyote Aviation appealed both actions. These appeals are pending and have been
consolidated. (Consolidation Order is attached as Exhibit 5 to the RIN and is incorporated herein.)
Coyote Aviation also filed a Writ of Supersedeas. After complete briefing in this writ proceeding,
the reviewing court denied a stay of enforcement of the Possession Judgment pending appeal was
denied. (Decision dated October 24, 2023 is attached as Exhibit 6 to the RIN and is incorporated

herein.) Coyote Aviation then appealed this ruling to the Court of Appeal, where a stay of
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