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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 23, 2010

CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE SEEKS FIRST-EVER
INJUNCTION AGAINST LOS ANGELES GRAFFITI
VANDALISM TAGGING CREW

L.OS ANGELES - The Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office today announced that it
has filed a civil case seeking a permanent injunction severely restricting the
criminal and nuisance activities of one of the most prolific and desfructive graffiti
or "tagging” crews and ten of its known adult members operating and engaged in
vandalism within the City of L.os Angeles. The case was filed and is being
handled by Deputy City Attorneys Jim McDougal and Travis Austin of the City
Attorney’s Gang Division. This filing is the first of its kind against a graffiti tagging
Crew.

Named as defendants in the injunction are the MTA tagging crew (aka Metro
Transit Assassins), which is named as an organization, and ten known adult
members of the MTA tagging crew. The ten members of the MTA named in the
injunction are also known to associate with other tagging crews across the city.

The complaint, filed by the City Attorney’s Office, seeks an injunction as part of a
public nuisance abatement, similar to a civil gang injunction, and is based on the
graffiti crew's costly vandalism, violence, and narcotics frafficking activities.
Unlike previous civil gang injunctions, however, the City Attorney is not seeking a
pre-defined Safety Zone, because this tagging crew and its members commit
their criminal and nuisance activities over a broad area of the region and are not
limited fo a defined area.

th this injunction, the City Attorney’s Office seeks to severely limit the named
tagging crew's criminal and nuisance activities by imposing a list of conditions,
ifluding a prohibition against MTA tagging crew members from associating with
dich other, and from possessing graffiti tools or weapons, as well as a
mandatory curfew for the defendants, among other provisions. The civil suit also
seeks $250,000 in civil penalties and $3.7 million in damages for the 500
documented incidents of graffiti vandalism associated with the tagging crew.

The complaint includes 52 witness and expert declarations from law enforcement
officers including 101 photographs, documenting defendants’ graffiti vandalism,
including vandalism and destruction of the LA riverbed, highway signs, highway
sound walls, billboards, bridges, buses, passenger frains, freight frain cars,
trucks, homes, and numerous commercial buildings.

Phone: 213-978-8340 Fax: 213-978-2093
http:/fwww.atty.lacity.org



A court hearing has been set for August 31, 2010 to address service of the
injunction on the MTA tagging crew.

MTA is known fo be responsible for a quarter-mile long work of graffiti vandalism,
known as a "bomb," on the walls of the Los Angeles river bed - an effort which
required an estimated $3.7 million in clean up costs. The Los Angeles Board of
Public Works, Office of Community Beautification, estimates that it alone spends
in excess of $7 million annually for graffiti abatement and other clean-up costs
related to graffiti vandalism in the City of Los Angeles.

The Los Angeles County Sheriffs Department, Transit Service Bureau, Special
Problems Unit has been the primary law enforcement partner on this operation.
Numerous other law enforcement agencies also made significant contributions to
the investigation and filing of this matter, including the Los Angeles Police
Depariment, the California Highway Patrol Investigative Services Unit, the LA
Regional Gang Intelligence Network, the California Department of Corrections &
Rehabilitation, and the “Graffiti Task Force of California.”
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CARMEN A. TRUTANICYH, Los Angeles City Aty {86620%)
Bruce Riovdan, Sr Ass’t City Atty, Chief, Gang Div. {127230) CONEORMED COPY
o )

Travis Austin, Deputy City Atforney, Gang Division (212116) OF ORIGINAL FILED
James &. MoDougal, Deputy Clty Atty, Gang Division {140408) E.os Angeles Superior Court
200 N. Main Steeet, 800 City Hall Bast, Los Angeles, CA 90012 JUN 217010

213-978-4088 office; 213.978-8717 fax

o . fohn A, Qe Eypecutive Offient/Clotk
Attorneys for Plainiff, People of the State of California
&Y MARY GARCIA, Deputy

FOR THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGRLES (CENTRAL DISTRICT)

PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,)} CaseNo. .
ex rel. Carmen A. Fratanich, (Unlimited Ci¥} Tase}
City Attorney for the City of Los Angeles, T
Platntiff, '
v, Complaint For Injuncitve Relief To Abate A
Pcub}ieﬁm?sgnﬁu ?&gsed Iéyg\(i‘!i;? T%ggiét
: . rerw And Cortain Named Graffifi Vandalg,
MTA aka METRO TRANSIT ABSASBING,  § Ang Civil Penslties, Restitution And Damages
u Ttagging crew®™ sued 25 :
an unincorporated assoviation; } I“‘C.:mse of &ction for Pubiic Nulsance
SEAN ALEXANDER ({/PSED, Y {(Civil Code § 3470, § 3480);
SERGIO AYALA (SUEM), 2" Cause of Action for Unfair and Unlawful
JOSE BURCIAGA (APEAR), Business Practices, Including Civil Penalties
MARK FERRANDO (SUFTR), : and Restitution (Business & Professions Code
CHRISTIAN GHEQRGHU (SMEAR), § 17200-17210)
ROLANBO GUTIERREZ (RANTS), 50 ¢ . .
- . ause of Action for Damapes Against
EBWIN MIRAMONTES (NOMAS), '§ MTA Tagging Crew And Named Grafitl
NICHOLAS REM (SIEZ), Vandals Subject To Nuisance-Abafement
JUAN ROCHA (SENTOR), Injunction (Penal Code § 186.222(2))
RYAN SWINSON (HILOY, as individuals; )
BOES 1 through 18, inclusive, gach as an ; Ef’aa I[‘)?é?i i;"‘*“ S?'Eit KF;?
unincorporated association or other entity, 856 11 wne 21, 2010
form presently wnknow, and 3

BOES 11 through 50, inclusive, rs individuals, ;

Defendants,

Plaintiff, the People of the State of California, ex rel. Carmen A. Trutanich as City Atjorney for the

City of Los Angeles, is informed and believes, and based upon such information and belief, alleges;
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NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This is & ¢ivil law enforcement action brought by the Los Angeles City Attomey’s
Office on behalf of the People of the State of California fo curh fhe proliferation of praffiti vandalism
wihin the City of Los Angeles. )

2. Ciraffiti is & costly and pervasive problem affecting 83l residents, properly owners, and
businesses within the City of Los Angeles. The praffifi epidemic is fueled by & sub-culture that
vaiues personal fame and recognifion over the property ights of others. Graffiti vandale mark, etch,
paint, spray, nseribe, or affix thelr name or moniker wheraver and whenever they can in pursnit of
this fame, destroying the quality of 1l that law-abiding residents ave both entitled 1o and desire
within their neighborhoods. _

3. Cyraffiti vandals typically {28 within three distinet categories. First, a geal¥iti vendal
known as & “oner’™ (pronounced “one-er™) may comisit acts of graffiti alone and not be affilisted with
any known group. Becond, a group of graffiti vandals may belong fo a structured organization calied
a.crew. Members of 3 tagging crew fypically heve a great deal of mutusl respecs for each other and
share some conmmon characlensiic of Purpose. bOfian times, belonging o a particuiar crew becomes
a status symbol for a greffid vandel, Third, & tagging crew ray ovolve into whet is known as e
“tagfbong” crow, “Eang“ refers to gang»banging, A “tag/bang” crew typicaily has evolved from a
“tagping” crew and has expanded thelr criminal enterprise 1o include other comes more closely
assoviated with street gangs, such as assaults, rebberies, and the Hlegal sale of confrolied substances.

4. Tagging crows differ from turf-based oriminal street gangs in several ways, Unlike
esiminal street gangs, one individea! may be a reember of several different tagging crews, Fox
instance, one Named Individual Defendant stated that he was 2 member of nine tagging crows.

Adso, unlike orimina) strest gangs, it is not unconunon for menbers of one particular crew o respect
and get along with members of other tagging crews. Unlike cria;ﬁ;zai street gangs that ate confined
by specific termitorial boundaries, tegping crews ave aitracted to whatewer location will provide them
with the best canvag 1o engage I graffifi vandalisin. In fact, the fop tagpers, and those aspiring 1o be
top level tapgers, seek out certain Jocations knovn within the graffili sub-culture as places to tag

whave ong’s work will be seen by ofher taggers. These locations include the LA river hed, especially

P
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the cemenied-over portions of the LA, riverbed in downtowin Los Angeles, certain areas of locel
freewrays, and certain areas of property owned by Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transpottation
Authority, the regional public agency thal runs many of the buses and twaing in Sovthern California,

5. Tagging crews do not always peacefully co-exist, Rivalries between tagging crews
exist and often lead fo conflicts. Fhese conflicls may result iy actions ranging from pahnting overa
rival’s grafﬁﬁ {o show disrespect, fo escalating violence, including assaults, shootings, and murder.

6. Graffitl vandals seek “fame™ and recognition, and do so by marketing themselves by
marking, etwoling, painting, spraying, inscribing or affixing (tageing™} their pame o moniker on
private or public property. The more frequent and visible the marketing campaigs, the more prolific
a peaflit vandal becomes. Prolific graffit vandais capitalize on Uis uwnlawful rarketing and ill-
gotten fame through the sale of thelr grafl{it and their increased employment opportunitics as arlists
or muralists,

7. Defendants’ graffiti vandalisny: (A) is an assauit on overy resident’s peace of mind,
causing fear and insecwity within the communily; (B) detracts fiom the appearance of the City and
reduces surteunding property values; (C) costs locel and state governmenty millions of dollars in

graffi abatement costs; and (0} places artists snd muralists who comply with State laws and City

ordinances at 5 distinet competitive disadvantage.

odua = 3 Al )i AR

5. The photograph above depicts one of Defendant MTA aka Metro Transit Assassing’
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most notorions acts of praffit vandalisn and eplfomizes the philesophy held by MTA, and its
members. The graffiti was steategically placed iz the Los Angeles riverbed, under the fiight paths of
the Burbank Adrport and the Los Angeles international Adrport, making it visible from 2 highly
wafficked freeway and passing alrplanes. The graffit was profiled in news stories, circulated in
graffitt magazines, and posted on the internet. The cost of abatement of the graffit] depicted above, i
done completely and correctly, was estimated to be in excess of 3.7 million dollars due 1o the
envirommental hazards paint in the watershed would create and (he necessity 1o hzitigatzs apainst this
environmental damage.

9. As doseribed more fulty below, the above relerenced act of graffifi vandalism, and all
other sote of praffitt vandalisem corrﬁniimd by Defendant MTA and its memberss, including 2! the
Naned Defendants, are in violafion of the California Pensd Code and ihé Cily of Los Angeles
#unicipal Code (LAMC), and constitute public puisances,

THE PARTIES

10, Phintiff People s the soverelgn power of the State of California designated by the
California Peblic Nulsance Lave (Civil Code sections 3479, 3480 and 3491), the Califormnia Unfalr
Competiion Law (Business and Professions Code section 17200-17210), and the California Street
Terrorism Boforcement and Prevention (STEP) Act (Fenal Code sention 186.224), to he the

complaining party in civil law enforcement setions brought vider those statutes, The Peépia act here
through Carmen A. Trutanich, Clty Attorney for the City of Los Angeles, under the suthority granted
to im by Business and Professions Code sections 17203, 17204 and 17206 and Code of Civil
Procedure sections 369.5, 526, and 731 o bring such law enforcement actionf;‘

il.  Defendant MTA is regarded ag an elite and selective tagging crew, whose members
and affiliates coromis graffit vandaliom in the pursult of “fame™ and recognition for themselves and
thely orew,

12, Defendant MTA also satisfies the definition of a “criminal street gang™ within the
meaning of Penal Code section 186.22(D), Leing an ongoing organization of three or more persens,
having as one of its primary sctivities, felony vandalism, 2 violation of Penal Code section $94(53(1),

and other speoified criminal acts, baving a common name, and common signs and symbols, and

4
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whose members individually or coHectively bave engaged in & “pattern of eriminel gang.activity” as
that ﬁifzrasé: is defined in Penal Code section 186.22(¢),

13, Defendast MTA is sued as an unincorporated association under Code of Clvil
Procedure scotion 369.3, Membérs of Defendant MTA share a commeon name and purpose.
Defendant MTA fimotions under chroumstances where faimess requires that the group be recognized
ay & distinot legal entity, bocause members of Defendant MTA invoke et ereve’s namme, or a
variation thereof, as a means fo seif validate the fame and personal recopnition they have achieved.
Defondant MTA also invokes their crew’s name as 2 facit endorsement te garner an unfalr and
unlawiul advaitage over taw abiding artists and muralists. Bauity demends that Defondant MTA,
and its members, bepfﬁhibitaé from é&ﬁyé 1ig that thelr craw exists, afier E)efmda:zt MTa, and its
members, have received benefits from holding themselves out to the public as an entity.

14, Defendant MTA also is an unincorporated asseciation consisting of twa or more
individuals, joined by mutusi consent for allegedly commen lawiul purposes, inchuding social,
recreational, and other purposes.

15, Notwithstending ﬁn}r common lawhul purpose, ﬁcfandﬁnt MTA, through is members
and affiliates, commils a tremendous amownt of mraffitl vandalisin, creating a public nvisance, and
committing unfair and unlaveful business practices, within the City of Los Angeles.

16, Defendant MTA acts by and through its members, both individually and collectively,
As used in this"wmpiaim‘ Defendant MTA. refors to any member of the MTA crew which “does
business,” operates or funclions in the City of Los Angeles, County of Los Angoles, Biate of
Califoraia. |

17, Defendant MTA is sued in {is capacity as the entity committing the acts alleged in this
voraplaint, or assisting or direoting the comnission of the acls alleged in this compleint, including
the nuisance and the undair and unlawlil business practices veferred o in this complaimt,

18, Theten (10} named individoal defendants (“Named Individus] Defendanis™) are: .
Sean Alexander (UPSET), Sergio Ayale (SUEM), Jose Burciaga (APEAR), Mark Ferrando
(SUFER), Clyistian Gheorghu (SMEAR), Rolande Guilerrez (RANTE), Bdwin Miramontes
(NOMAS), Nichelas Rem (8IBX), Juan Rocha (SENTOR), and Ry Swenson (FULOY. Bach of the
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Named Individuat Defondents is an individual, is believed % be or to have boen a member of
Defendant MTA, is believed to be: or to have been affiliated with MTA, has been in the City of Los
Angeles, and is responsible in soxe marmer for the acts alleged in this complaint, including the
nuisance and the wefair and unlewii] business practices referred o in this complaing.

19, Defendants Does I throngh 10, inclusive, ame viducorporated associations, or other
ntitics, the frue form and identitics of whom axe presently unknown (© PlaiaGH, who therefore sues
such Defendants by such fotilious names, and will amend this complaint o show thelr frue pames
when ascertained. Flaintiff s informed and beijoves thal each of the Defendants designated as Dots
1 theough 10, inclosive, is an unincorporated association, or other entity, and is responsible in some
mianner for e acts alleged in this complaint, including the nuisance and the unfair and anlawfiyl
business practices referred fo in this complaint,

20, Defeandants Does 11 through 50, inclusive, are individusls, (e trae idemities of whom
are presently anlonown to Plaintiff, who therefore sues such Defendants by such futifous names, and
will amend this complaint ©© show their true pames when ascertained. Plaintiff is Informed and
beliaves that sach of the Defiendants designated as Doces 11 through 50, inclusive, is an individual, is
a mernber of the Defendant MTA orew, hasbeen in the City of Los Angeles, and s responsible in
some manner for e acts alleged in this complaipg, including the nuisance and the unfair and
welaveful business practices referred 1o in this complaint.

21, Each of the Defendants, inchuding afl Named Individual Defendants, alf Doe
Defondants, and Defehdant MTA which includes al] members of the MTA crew, is acting within the
course and scope of their membership in or affifiation with the MTA crew.

22, Whenever reference is made in this complaint 10 any act or omission of Defendants,
such alegation shall mean that cach Defendant did or authorized the act of omissios, or recklessly
and carelessty failed 1o supervise, control or direct other persons who engaged in the act or omission,

23.  Actions taken or omissions made by any or all of Defendanty, inchiding ajl Named

Individusl Defendants, all Doe Defondants, and defendant MTA which includes all members of the

MTA orow, In the covrse of their membership shall be considered the acts and omissions of

Defendants for purposes of this complaint,

6
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4. Defendants, including a3 Named Individual Defendants, all Doe Defendants, and
Defendant MTA which intludes all members of tie MTA crew, and each of them, are joint md
contribwting wrongdoers with respect 10 the acts affeged in this complaing, instuding creating 2 public
rursance, and cormitting unfair and unlawiil business practices.

- GENERAL ALLEGATIONS
ﬂ;f T4 Tagging Crew ;rmri‘ Irs Members
23, Defendant MTA is regarded as an clite and selective tagging crew comprised of

veteran graffiti vandals who rontinely and svstematically engape in graffitl vandalion in the Cliy of
Los Angeles and surrounding aveas,

6. Defendant MTA is a well-known and well-respectod crew whose gralBitl is often
published in magazines and photo sharing web sites and viewed by graffitl vandals all over the
world,

27, Although well-known and wellaespected, Defendant MTA bas rivalrdes with other
tagging crews, nchuding their biggest tivel, the TKO tagping orew, Some members of MTA suspeet
that 2 MTA member with the moniker of OHIAE was murdered by the TEO tagping crew &t a tallon |
shop. Some MTA members alse suspest that TKO infentionally sabotaged a graffitl sitc wider a
tridge by placing gr&g?%& ot ofier hibricant on the I-Beam or walkwiy. As a yesult, a MTA member
almost feil to his death when he and avother MTA member altempted 10 walk on the sabotaped
walkway with the intent to paint over TKO praffith that was covering up previously applied MTA
graffih. '

78. E}afendént MTA s graffiti vandalism, aithough centered in the Chy of Los Angeles, is
wide ranging. Defendant MTA, trough at least two of (he Nemed Individual Defendants, engaged
in acts of graffiti vandalism in New York Clty. Defondant MTA, through Hs members, is believed to
have commitied acts of graffiti vandalism throughout California, from San Disge to San Franeisco,
as well as in many other locations throughout the Unhied States,

29, Defendant MTA, hwough its merabeys, have been operating in the City of Log
Angeles, and surrounding arcas, since it was founded in the early 1980°s, The name, MTA, comes

from the initials of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, a regional public
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agency that runs rozny of the buses and trains in Southers California. Members of the MTA tagying
crew have sinet given numersus f;:xpianatians regarding the meaning belind the inftials “MTA,”
inclading, but not limited 10: Metso Transit Assassins, Most Tatked About, Must Take All, Melting
Toys Away (“oys” is a pejorative slang term for graffiti vandals who Jack skiil), Married to Art, and
Master The Art. The crew's name, MTA, may also be depicted by the *MTA” logo, borrowed from
the. Methopolitan Transporiation Auvthority, consisting of the letter “M” inside a circle which is inside
2 Sgusre,

30, Defendant MTA is 2 very cohesive group of graffiti vandals. They organize and
conduct meetings where members discuss the direction, philosophies, and gouls of the crew, They
gathér together for social parposes and often times ‘Mc(}mpanﬁf each cther when they engage in
graffit vandalism. They freely commumicaie with other membess (o discuss tival crows, other
graffiti vandals, and law enforcoment activity. They have, in the past, been gble to ohtain
information on sensilive law enforcement operations and disseminate this intelliipence 1 members of
MTA via the use of cetiular phones and elettronic devices, For example, Named Individoal
Defendant Rolando Gutierrez was involved in 2 mass fexlmessage !;1;9:1: wasg diéwmm o
approvimately (wenty-two {22) members and associates of MT A, warning them that the Los Angeles
County Sheriff®s Department was planming on execufing multi-location seazeh warrants the next day
on residences belonging o MTA members. The Los Aungeles County Sheriff's Depurtment did not
besome aware of this intelligonce leak until they were in the process of exeouting the search
warrants, puiiing both the operation and thedr personal safoty and well-being at risk.

31 Defendant MTA is a very selective group of graffiti vandals. Many graffiti vandals
aspire 10 become members of MTA so that they can enjoy the statas syanbol and fume that
acoompantes membership. Bvery graffitl vandal aspiring 10 become 2 mesnber of MTA must devote
a substantial amount of tme, expense, and rigk in order 1 bacome notorious, recognized, and famons
withiny the graffiti sub-colare.

32, Defendant MYA hes strict standerds regarding membership and uitimately decides
who is worlhy of being a member. A prospective member of MTA is typically artistic, profific, and

recommonded for membership by an oxisting member. Being prolific may be the most valued.

3
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33, Al Defendants, including the MTA crow and its members, engage in acts of graffid
vandalism in order fo schieve personal recagnition and fame.
MMYA Graffiti

34, Defendant MTA, through Its members, have continuously and repestedly engaged in
coraritting zots of graffid *;randai {sm from the crew’s incoption in the eardy 1990°s through present
day.

35. Al Defendents, including the MTA crew and ifs members, have continuously and
repeatedly marked, etched, painted, sprayed, inscribed or affixed (lagged™) their name or moniker
on walls of businesses, fences, telephone poles, store awnings, stront signs, river beds, railnoad cars,
vehicles, legitimate murals on feewsy walls and other Jocations, and other private and public
property, without consent of the owner, o violalion of Penal Code sections 594, 640.5, {i&i{},{i,lﬁéﬁ},?,
and 5;1{}.8.

36, Al Defendants, ncluding the MTA crew and i3 members, have continuously and
repeatediy marked, etched, painted, sprayed, instribed or affixed (Mtagged”) their name or moniker
on walls of businesses, fences, telephone poles, store awsings, street sigas, river beds, railrond cars,
vehicles, legitimeate murals on freeway walls and other locations, end other private and public
propety, without obtaining the necessary and required permits from e Los Angeles Department of
Ruilding and Safety (LADBS), in viclation of LAMC seotion 91.6201.2. |

37. Al Defendants, including the MTA crew and Hs members, have continuously and
repeatedly compitted thai;.: graffiti vandalism by using and possessing asrosol paint containess, felt
-tép markers, seH-adhesive labels (“slap tags™), pressurized sprayers, and other maiking substances, to
defate public and private proporty, in violation of Penal Code section 594.2.

38, Al Defendants, including the MTA crow and ity members, trespass end loiter upon
private property including government property nol open Lo the pablic, earry concenled weapons,
obstruet traffic, and evade law enforcemesnt in order to deface public and private property in violsiion
of Penal Code sections 3694, 602, 12025, and 148 and LAMOC sections 41.18(b), 41.23, 41.24, and
80425,

39, Al Defendants, including the MTA crew and fis members, have used and continue fo

id
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use graffic vandalism as 2 marketing scheme in order to achieve personal recognition and fame for
voth themselves and their crow, Members of MTA will inscribe theix name or moniker along with
thels srew name or synibol, or some variation thereof, on public and private property,

40, All Defendants, including the MTA crew and its mombers, will deface public and
private properly by iscribing different variations of their name, moniker, and crew, Typically,
members of MTA will inseribe heir name or moniker, or & vasiation thereof, in large letters and
i:ascﬁbe the nane of thelr crew, “MTA,” in smaller letiers. The crew name fay be depicted by the
letters “M LA, & phrase that meorporates the initials of “MTA,” or the “MTA logo. The “MTA”
logo, bom;wed from the Mewopolitan Transporiation Authority, consists of the leller “M” inside 2
circle which Is inside a sguare. By dotng so, merobers of MIA. not only gain the individual
yecognition they seek, but glve the crew more fame and aoforiety.

41. Al Defendants, inchuding the MTA crew and its members, will seek out public and
private property to prominently display their graffiti vandalism in the most highly trafficked areas of
the Clty of Los Angeles and surrounding aress. All Defentants, inchudinp the MTA crew and §is
mentbers, will seck out and deface public and private properly by inscribing different vaviations of
their name, moniker, and crew as frequently as possible, Similar to advertising, all Dafmd&m&,
including the MTA crew and ifs mmembers, atiempt 1o leave 2 lasting impression on fhe largest
possibie andience I order to be recognized and attain the sought affer fame,

42. Al Defondants, including the MTA crow and its members, will seek out public and
privaie properly to prominently display thelr graffiti vandalism in locations that ensure that the
eraffiti vandalism is not easily remsoved or immediately abated. For sxample, all Defendants,
including the MTA wew and its members, will seek ouf and target lepitiznate murals, those that
comply with locsi rules and regulafions, on freeway walls and other localions, as 2 surface in which
o apply teir own, uilawlil, graffid. Al Defendanty, including the MTA orew and its merbers, do
this knowing that the authoritics ave more rejuctant and loss willing 1o abate graffil vandalismon a
legitimate murel because of the extra resources and effort required 10 restore the mural fo it originad
condition. .

43, All Defendants, including the MTA crew and it members, will go to great lengths,

10
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often times risking thelr cwn persona! safety and well-being, in order fo deface public and private
property by inscribing different veriations of thelr same, moniker, and crew, All Defendants,
including the MTA crow and its members, navigate rough gang Infested neighborhoods, scale
buildings, dodge vebicles, run aoross hiphways, mn fom angry property owners, and favaﬁe lawe
snforcement in pursuit of persenal recognition and fame.

a4, Al Defendasts, including the MTA crow and ifs members, will often engage in
graffiti vandatism in groups of two or more in order to facilitate the defacement of private and public
property. Being in groups of two or more enables all Defendants, including e MTA crew and ifs
rembers, to help each other gain access 10 logistically difficult Iocations, act as look onls, provide
profection from streel gangs, rival tapping creves, and angty property owners, and engage in side-by-
side praffit vandedism or one wilommed, large, visible, prolific piece of graffid vandalism.,

45, All Defendaots, including the MTA crew and its members, will often engape in
graffitl vandalism wnder (he cover of darkness Inn order o avoid detection. By commifting acts of
graffitl vandalism at nipht, all Defendants, incloding the MTA crew and s members, maximize the
amount of Gme they are able o devole 1o an act, or acts, of graffiti vandalism and minbaize the
chances of their ilegal acts being reporied by concemed residents, aatsted by law onforcement, or
harassed by territorial gangs. J

46,  Defendants’ graffis vandalism bas resulted in visual blipht, and has created 2
Gangzerous atmosphere within the City of Los Angeles, which s injurions 1o health, indecent or
offensive to the senses, is an obstruction 10 e free use of property, and interfores with the
comfortable enjoyment of fife or property.

47, Defendants’ graffiti vandalism bas resulled in veal financial losses as private and
public property owners have beon foreed to spend dme and money (o repeatedly abate the graffid
vandalism throughout fhe City of Los Angeles and surrounding arews, ina véi;z atfeunpt 10 eradicate
Defendants” graffiti vandalism. This results i a subsiamtial impairment and interference with the
properiy rights of others.

48, Dofendants’ grafliti vandalism has negatively impacted legitimate businesses in the

Cjty of §,on Angeles and surounding arcas by deterring potential customers. Plaintiff is informed
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and believes that Defendants’ grafiiti vandalism has negatively impacied existing ax;d. planned
residential properties in the City of Los Angeles and surrounding areas by detorring potential
investors and residents. Defendants’ graffitf vandalism has negetively impas%&d‘exisﬁng property
vaues in the City of Los Angeles and surrounding aress by crealing fear and inseoudty within the
commumity.

The 1A Graffifi Busisess

4%9.  The Hip-Hop cultwre has created & der;mnfi for recogrized graffiti vandals and 2
market for gralfit vandalism. This market is perpetvated and sustained by graffii trade conventions,
graffiti magadines, graf¥it web-siles, on-lne stores dedicated to selling graffitl implemonts and
mking devicss, street faire and other events that emphasize wban art, and legitimate art studios that
buy and seH prints of graffiti and artwork created by recognized graffit vandals,

50, Graffid web-sites allow graffiti vandals 10 post photographs of graffiti vandalism,
profile speclfic graffitt vandals and crows, highlight gralfiti vandelinn that has gamnered the most
notoriely or faine, inform graffif vandals of upooring graffiti-relnted events, and discuss via
message boards difforont graffiti metchandise, events, orews, and vandals.

51, Oraffiti on-line storey ailow graffiti vandals to purchase asroso! spray paint, aerosol
spray paind tips, respirators, elching devices, markess, stencils, stickers, prints of graf¥iti vandalism,
and originel ertwork by noforious graffiti vandals, Photography deploting graffid vandalism are
reproduced on posters, 1-shirfs, sweatshirts, hats, and other clothing end merchandise to be sold by
vendors and graffiti vandals of graffitl trade codventions md onding stores dedicated o the graffit
and e Hip-Hop culture. Often fimes tae graffitt vandal will develop and reproduce thely name,
moniker, or crew on clothing of merchandise which they later sell or wear. For example, several (-
shirts depicting 4 variation of the mohiker SUFER with the letters “SUF™ wore recovered from the
residence of Named Individus] Defendant Mark Ferrando, who uses the graffiti moniker SUFBR.

52, Stroet fairs emnphasizing urban arf; praffiti-related stores, and arl studios will hold
evenls and exhibitions thal profile prolific graffid vandals and graffiti crows, Ofien fimes a profific
graffitl vandal will be paid to appear and be tho “guest arfist” af one of these events. These events

and exhibitions allow e grafiit vandal to dispiay and sell his or her artwork, capitalize on his or her
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fame, md promnote his or her artistic talent,

53, The more notorious, recognized, and famons a grallii vandal béaomm, e more
sought afier he or she becomes within this sub-colture. The more notorious, recognized, and famous
a particular cvew becomes, the more sought afler members of that particular crew bcc&mé within this
sub-culture. Netoriety and fain,e is achicved through 2 combination of axtistic ability and the ability
to market oneself by frequently and promiinently defhciug public and private propenty by inscribing
&ifforent variations of your name, moniker, and crow, However, 2}l Defendants, including the MTA
crew and Hs members, value e frequency and prominence of one’s galfiyl over artistyy,

54.  All Defendants, including the MTA crow and s members, are notorious, recognized,
famicras, and engaged in the grafli business, Al Delendants, tncluding the MTA crew and ig
members, attend graffiti trade conventions, are referenced In praffiti magazines, ave talked about on
grafThi web-sifes, and aspire to cap m?iém on their neéaric;ty and Game by being recognized by, and
invited to appear o, lepitinsate art stadios and graffiti-related events, Photos of thelr graffiti have
eiroulated axound the world, been reproduced on merchandise, and been profiled by the media.

85, Al Defendants, including the MTA orew and Hs members, consider graffiti vandalism

a calling. This is one common chavacteristio that members of MTA share and is 2 prevequisite to

j meanbership. In fact, prior fo becoming & member of MTA4, each grafBiti vandal has bad to have

already achisved notoriety, recognition, and fame within this sab-culture. In essence, MTA must
already be aware and recognine a particular graffitl vandal in order to offer that partiouler grafliti
vandal the opportunity to join. Bvery graffiti vandal aspiring to beeome 2 member of MTA would
have had {© devole a substantial amownt of time, 2xpense, and personal risk to thelr trade,

56.  All Defondants, including the MTA crew and ifs members, repeatedly and
sontinuously use graffiti vandalism as & marketing scheme in order to achieve personal recognition
and fame for both the graffit vandal and MTA. Throughtut their carcer, Defendants, including
members of MTA, conpile portfolios of their graffid vandalism, These ponfolios contein
photographs of what the graffiti vandal congiders to be their most bopressive acts of praffiti
vandalism. Photos may include very large, prominent, artistic, risky, or visible acts of graffiti, Often

times these portfolios ave displayed on the infernet and sommented on by individuals and discussed
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by other graffiti vandals. These portfolios are the graffitt vandal's body of work, the fuits of their
labor evidencing the graffitl vendal's notoriety and artistic abiify.

57. Al Defendands, including the MTA orew and #s members, will use these pertfolios as
a means to seifpromote and ‘capitaii;m on their uniawhil acts. These portfolios, depicting the
defacement of public and private pmp&rsy,.wiil be used ag a divent marketing ool when Defondants,
including members of MTA, attemp! o solicit small busincsses for employinent a8 an ardistora
muradist. The portfolio of unlawfil acts provides real life examples of the groffid vandal's artistic |
ability and affiliation with MTA. The graffiti vandal’s personal fame and affiliation with MTA allow
the praffif vandal % make assurances that the mural will be espected. If the sfore owner agrees to
employ the graffii vandal, the nﬁut&l is often created without the lepally roquired penm its fssued byt
LADRBS.

$8. Itis well known that, within the relevant community, measing the comnuunity of
praffiti vandals, MTA is regarded as en elite crew whose members and graffit] are respocied, 1€ -
preventable, another graffiti vandal, with the exception of rival créws, will &y to avold commilting
an aet of graffiti vandalism over MTA graffitl. Tn focf, other graffifi vandals are known 10 havel
from surrounding sreas in order 1o observe and admire the graffifi commitied by the MTA crew, and
its members. Asa result, MTA graffit usually is not obscured by other graffisi vandals, because its
reputafion is so wel respected and known among the relevant conmmmpily.

59, Al Defendants, including the MTA crew and its members, will attempt (0 monetize.
their farne by selling prints, reproductions of their graflifl vandalism on rnerchandise, and praffiti
styie art af graffiti trade conventions, street airs, or lepitimate arf studios, Asthe graffid vandsl
achitves more notoviety, recognition, snd fame; the more sought after the graffid vandel becomes. In
wirn, this netoricty, recognition, and fame grants the graffit vandal better 200655 1o At gatleries and
art shows and enables the graffifi vandal to demand a premium for thelr goods and services. This not
only intentivizes the continuation of the unlawful act of graffid vandalism, bw creates a direct causal
selationship between unlawiil acts of praffiti and incressed employment epportunities and profit for
fhe gratis vandal,

i
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Axtist Statement

{ paint becalse | huve no chefoe. Affer being an inf-stained gralfili wiifer in the
stresis of Los Angeles for more years than { care 1 disclese, the cholce of making
marks on suizees wilh 50me soif of foot i out of my hands, { only have (some}
conltet in choosing which surfaces | wilf use.

{ paint the world argund me and the wolld inside me. { 5 up the Ingredients and
puf down the impressions | get whife it's & siill fot and fresh... { give it 1o you raw.
Critna fransfermed fo &t An obsessive eddiction fransforming inlo ahother
ranifestation of the seme addiction. | paint becavse | kave no choica. - Stear

60, The statomont above exemplifics how Defendants, including the MTA trew and its
members, marke! their illegal acts and create an undidr competitive advantage. The sbove statement,
taken verbatina from the website <<thsartofsmear.com=> on May 27, 2010, appears 1o be (e website
of Named Individugd Defendant Christian Gheorgha (Smedr). This Artist Statement accompanies the
arbwork, resume, and contact information for Defendant Christian Gheorghu (Smear). The blatant
reference to bemig 4 graf Bl vandal and wansfornming erime info art perfecily ilustrates Deofendant
Christian Gheorghy's sftempt to capitalize on biy criminal notoriety. Defendant Christiﬁn Gheorghy
(Smear’s also ulilizes 2 resume that docuinents his graffiti vandaliser and the notoriety achieved bjr |
his unlawfid acts,

“ 61, Defendents’ vnlawiul graffiti vandalism has negatively impacted legitimate arfists and
ruralists by placing them in a distinct compofitive & sadvantage, Legitimale artists and muralists do
not have a portfblic depicting unlewiul acts of graffiti available t0 usc a5 2 mraiceiiﬂg twol io
poiontis eraployers. Legitimaie artists and muradisis fail 1o have (he noloriety, recognition, and fame
granted to graffitl vandals solely beaause of their unlawful acts. This lack of notoriely, recognition,
and fame limils thelr opportunities to display their worlc and Thnits (heir access to art galieries and art
studios.

62, Defendants” conduct within e Oity of Los Angeles, and surrounding sreas, amounts
to nnfair and wnlawiil business practices, in violation of the Business & Professions Code. Plaingff
is informed and believes that Defendants have profited and continue fo profit from a business that is
operated in violation of law.
¥4
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The MTA Pablic Nuisance

63, Dofandants have conducted, and cortinue to condust, their calling & a manner that
has created, and continuss to créate, a public nuisance.

&4, Dofendants® conduct wighin the City of Los Angeles, and éum’oundiﬁg arcas, has
resulted in conditions (et are injurious to health, indecent or offensive to the senses, obstrust fhe free
use of properly, and interfere with the comfortable exjoyrment of life or property, in violation of the
Civil Code seotions 3479 and 3480 and Penal Code sections 370 and 371.

65, Plaintiff has no plain, speedy, or adequate repedy at law and will continue fo suflr
irreparable damage, injury, and harm uniess equilable relief 35 granted. Oriminal prosecution,
meluding incarceration in state prison, has not stopped Defendanis” criminal and pulsance activities,
Law enforcemnent atfempts 4t ridding the oriminal activity ami abating the nuisance aclivity have only
strengthened and reinforced their positive reputation ainongst graffig vandals, ensuring that the
nuisance activity will continue to ocour and continue fo be profitable.

66.  Unless m%{rés’ﬁed by this Court, Defendants will continue to maintain the miisance and
continue the acts conplained of, and each avt has been, and will be, without the consent, apainst the
will, and in violation of the rights of Plaintiff,

§7.  'The activities and condust of Defendants, as alleged in this complaint, constitute an
interference with the rights of the camm‘emﬂ? at large in the City of 1os Angeles, and swrounding
areas, and a8 2 result, constitute a public puisance, Defendants are a cause of the public muisance
which exists in the Clly of Los Angeles, and surrowmding areas.

68.  Code of Civil Procedure section 731 authorizes City Aftomeys o enjoin public
nuisances in the name of the People of the Stale of California,

69, Under these facts and Code of Civil Procedure section 526, injunctive refief is proper.

70.  The pesce, safety, and quiet enjoyment of the Tives and properly of the residents and
other members of the community in the City of Los Angeles, and sarrounding areas, are being, and
will continue o be, distwbed and threstened unless equitable relief in the forra of an Injunction and
other relief as prayed for against Defendants is granted.

"
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First Cause of Action (Agaist All Defendants)
Gepersl Publie Nuisance Stainfe
{Civil Code sections 3479, 3480)

71.  Plaintiff hereby incornorates by reference Paragraph 1 through 70 ag though fidly sel
forth hereln, |

72 As described above, Defendants are now, and for a considerable peried of time, and
all fimes ;im'linent 1o the allegstions i this complaing, have been, engaged in their eailmg,
committing acts of praffid vandéiism, within the City of Los Angeles and surrounding aven, ina
manmer constiuling a continwing publie nuisance within the meaning of Civil Code sections 3479
and 3480, The practices described above arc injuvious 10 the health and safety of the residents and
merchants of the City of Los Angeles, are offensive o the senses, and nferfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of Hife and property. The practices described above affect a considerable numiber of
persons, entire commumities, and neighbodionds. In fact, the praciices desoribed sbove ate
spesifically intended to and designed 1o affect the greatest mumber of persons possidle.

73, As dcscxi‘t:ed abw&,’ i1z addition fo copumitting acts of graffit vandalistn, Defendants
engage in other eriminal conduct in order (o deface public and private property, in & menner
constituting a continuing public nuisance within the meaumg of Civll Code sections 3479 and 3480.
The other criminal activity described above is injurious to the health and safely of the residents and
merchants of the City of Los Angeles and surrcunding area, is offensive 10 the senses, and interferes
with $e comfortable enjoyment of life and property. The other criminal conduct described above |
affeots a considerable mamber of porsons, entire communitics, and neighborhoods,

4. Defendants knew or should have known that their conduct was creating a public
nuisance within the City of Los Angeles and surrounding area, ag alleged in this complaint, and
failed fo wke reasonable steps to abste e public nuisance.

75, Unless enfoined, Defendants will continue (o cormmit acts of graffie vandalism and
engsge in other criminal and nuisance behavior within the Clty of Los Angeles, and swrounding
area, in order to capitalize and profit from the fame thal the pabiia-nuisame: affords.

76, Plaintiff hes no adequate remedy at law in that damages are insafficient o protect the

public from the present {insncial and social harm caused by the conditions described above,

17

Complaint (£ecpie v, M1 Ghd Vele Transit ASsassis, ef al. b




g
i
12

i4
i5
i6
i
i8
9
20
21
22
2%
24

2%

%

T
24

7H Unless injonctive retief is granted to enjoin Defendants, the public will suffer
frreparable injury and damage. Unless this public misance is abated, the community, the
neighborhood, and the residents of the City of Los Angeles and the State of California will suffer
frpeparable infury and damage, in that said conditions will eontinue fo be injorlous to the mjd}ﬁnmt

of Hfe and the fiee use of propexty by said residents.

Second Canse of Acfion (é‘sggain&t All Befendants)
For Unfair and Unlawiul Practices
{Business & Professions Code sectfons 17200-17210)

78, Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference Paragraphs 1 through 77 and makes them a
part of this Second Cause of Action, as though fully set forth heredn.

79.  Plaintiff brings this cange of action in the public interest in the name of the People of
the State of Californie, purssant 1o Business & Professions Code section 17200-17210 (hercinafler,
“Unfair Competition Law” or “UCL™.

20, Dofondants are now, and for a considerable peniod of tme, and all thes pertinent to
the allegalions in (his complaint, have been, operating 8 for-profit ¢riminal enterprise by engaging in
acts of graffiti vandalism, within the City and County of Los Angeles, State of Califonia, in
violation of state law. '

81,  The greflit vandal business model that all Defendanss, including the MTA crow and
its memhérs, engage in is in violstion of state law and illegal, All Defendants, including the MTA
orew and its members, chooss 1o make graffitl vandalism a calling and devote a substantial areount
of {ime, exponss, and persenal risk to thejr trade. All Defendants, hmiﬁdiﬁg the MTA crew and its
members, enpage in graffitl vandalism in order 1o gain notoriety, self-promote, and market oneself so
that they can later capitalize on their fame. '

82.  Defendants axe now, and for a considerable period of Gme, and all tmes pertinent fo
the allegations ja this complaint, have sought to profit ficim their criminal enterprise by capitefizing
on thelr ili-potten fame via gainful employment opportunities and the sale of merchandise. All
Defendants, inchuding the MTA crew and its membors, altempt to “wansform crime into w1 by

seeking acoess fo art shows and art galleries, invitations to display their work, opportunities 1o sel
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their goods ot services, and the increased profits that sccompanies increased recognition,

83, Defendants’ method of conducting its business is in violation of state law and iHegal.
AR Defendants, including the MTA crew and its members, engage in graffitt vazzdéiism to gedf-
promoz, advertise, and increase their reputalion in violation of Penal Code sections 594, 640.5,
640.6, 640.7, and 540.8.

84,  Defendants’ method of conduoting i1s business is in viclation of state law and illogal,
All Defendants, including the MTA crew and irs mombers, trespass and lolter upon private property ,
including govenmmen! property not open & the public, carry concesled wespons, obstruct traffle, and
evade law snforcement, while in the course and scope of their _i:usimsé activity in violation of Penat
Code sections 36%, 602, 12025, and 148 and LAMC sections 41.18(b), 41.23, 41.24, and 80.42.1,

83,  Defendants’ mothod of conducting its business is in viclation of siale law and illegal.
The graffiii vandalism engeged in by the Defendants in order to self-promote, advertise, and increase
thelr reputation along with the _iegitimatfz murals oreated by Defendants o order to profit, are
galaviul and in Vit;iiaﬁf)n of LAMC section 91.6201 .2, and other applicable sfgn regulations.

86, The means by which Defendants wilize marketing tools, capifatize on their fame, and
profit-from thelr unlawful acts, ave unfyir and create 3 distiﬁe.t competitive advaniage over artists who
§<;mpiy wi {‘h State Jaw and local ordinances.

§7.  The actions of Defendants are in viclation of the laws and pubiic. policies of the State
of California and ere inimical to the xights and interests 0f the peneral public. Undess restrained and
erjoined by an order of this Court, Defendants will continue w0 engage in the unfhir and unlawiul acts
and sourses of conduct descrived horeln. | |

88.  Through the condust deseribed herein, Defendants have engaged in unfair and
wnlawiu] business practices, in vielation of the UCL.

8%, As adirect, proximate, and foreseeable result of Defendants’ wrongful acts and
pragtices, Pefendants received income and/or other benefits, which they wendld not have received if
they had not sngaged in the violations of the UCL described herein,

90, Defendants are subjeet to ¢ivil penalties of up to 52,500 per violation of the Business

& Professions Code for each act of an unfair or unlawfil bushiess practice.
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91,  Under ovipnina] law, cach act, be it graffid vandalism or crimisal trespass s sublect to
separate punishument. Civil penaities 1o punish civil wrongs are tréated the same as criminal acts.
Accordingly, with respec! (o unlawiul conduct under the UCL, the numbsr of violations is the
maber of unlawiul eets committed,

g2, Defendands have committed in exorss of flve-lrmdred {500) acts that constitute
onfawfb! and unfair business practices, in violation of the UCL. Bvidente of five-hundred {500}
suchi criminel acts is contained o reforonced in three documents that will be filed in this sction and
served consurtent with this complaint. The first docurent corains the declaration of Deputy
Thibodeaux and is entitled, “Declaration of LASD Deputy Thibodesarx in Support of “Service
Order,” plus Injunctive and Other Relief against MTA Tagging Crow and Graffig Vandals,” The
secomnd document contains twenly-six (26} declarations made by law enforcement officers entitled,
“Deciarations in Support of *Service Order,” plus Injunefive and Other Relief againﬁ MTA Tagging
Crew and Graffiti Vandals (Vol, 1 of 20 Ofer Adofphi to gt Kivkman).” The ¢hird document
containg twenty-five {25} declaralions meade by law enforcement officers entitled, “Declarations in
Support of *Service Order,” plus Injonctive and Other Relicf against MTA Tagging Crew and Graffity
Vandals (Vol. 21 Ofer Lewis to Deputy Zambranc).” Plaintiff believes thet wesy additional unfair
and unfavwil acts have beon comnitted by Defendants,

93, Plaintiff has no adequate remedy at law in that damages are insufficient o protect the
public from the present danger and harm cansed by the condifions desoribed in this complaint,
Unless enjoined by this Court, Defondants will continve fo engage in unlawful sod unfair business
practices, Unless injunctive reliel is granted (© enjoin Defendants’ unlawiul business practioes,
Plaintifl will suffer ireparable injury and damage. '

Third Cause of Action (Apainst Ait Defendants)
For Damages Against “MTEAY Crew And Its Members

Subicet To Nuisance-Abatonient Injunciion
(Penat Code section 186.22a(e )}

94,  Plaintiff hereby incorporates by reference Parapraphs | through 93 and makes them a
part of (s Third Cause of Action, as though fully set forth herein.

95. s described above, Defendants are now, and for a considerable period of time, and
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all times pertinent fo the allegations in 1his complaing, have been using the City of Los Angeles snd

 surrounding areas to commit offenses Hsted in subdivision (¢} of section 186.22 of the Penal Code,

These offmses primarily include felony vandalism but also inchade assanlt with deadly weapon,
weapon offenses, and narcotic offenses, thereby, creating a nwisance which shall be enjoined, abated,
and prevented.

96.  As desoribed above, Delendants are now, and f{:gr 2 considerable period of time, and
sl times pertinent fo the allegations in this complaint, have been, 2 cause of a public nuisance within
the City of L.os Angeles by their operation of z ¢riminal onterprise, by thelr on-poing acts of graffit
vandalisra, 2nd by their other criminal and nuisance behavior.

97, In a:igiiﬁem 1o all the aliegations set forth above, detailing thﬁ; cogt of Q&feﬁd&m&’
actions, the residents within the City of Los Angeles and surrounding aves suffer fom Defendants’
graffiti vandalism and are foreed o expend time and money to ropeatedly cover it up, Morsover, the
presenice of Defendants’ graffist serve to deter curpent and potential custoraers, tenants, javestors and
residents, all of which costs the community money, whether “out of pooket™ or in lost sales, ventals,
investments, and declining propesty valves.

98.  Inthis action, Plaintiff seeks infunctive relief to abate Defendant’s nuisance activity
pursuant fo Civil Code seotion 3479, {(See Fhrst Cause of Action, §§ 62-75). Accordingly, purseant fo
Penal Code section 186.22a(c), Plaintiff now brings this claim against Defendants for Gamages,

PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays that jm;lgmmt be entered in favor of Plaintiff and against
Defendants MTA, a fagging crew sued a5 an un‘insmporélﬁd association; Sean Alexander (U‘PS‘%ZT},
Seigic Ayela (SUEM), Jose Burciaga {APEAR), Mark Ferrando {(SUFER), Clwistian Gheorghu
(SMEAR), Rolande Gutierrez (RANTS), Bdwin Miramontes (NOMAS), Nicholas Rem (SIRZ3, Fusn
Rocha (SENTOR}, Ryan Swenson (HLO), as individuals; and eack of them, as follows;

1. For a judicial determination thel Defendant MTA is 2 "oriminal street pang” within
the meaning of Penal Code section 186.22;

2. For g judicial defennination that Defendant MTA, a {agging crew sued as an

unincorporated association, sl members 6f MTA including without limitation all ten (10} Named
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Individua) Defendants, 10 wit ~ Sean Alexander (UPSET), Sergic Avala (SUEM), Jose Burciaps
(APEARY, Matk Ferrardo (SURER), Christian Gheorghu (SMEAR), Rolando Gutiorrez (RANTS),
Edwin Miramontes (NOMAS), Nicholas Rem (BIEZ), Juan Rooha (SENTOR), Ryan Swenson
{HILG) -- and those pergens through whom MTA acts, be declared to have ¢ieated 2 public nuisance
within fhe City of Los Angales, and surrounding aren, in viclation of Penal Code section 186.22afa),
Civil Code sections 3479 and 3480, and Busingss & Professions Code sections 17200-17215;

3. For injunctive relief enjoining and restraining Defondant MTA, a tagging orow sued

1as an unincorporated association, all members of MTA, and the following (10) Named Individual

Defendants, 16 wit — Sean Alexander {UPSET), Sergio Ayala (SURNMD, Jose Burciaga {APEAR),
Mark Ferrando (BURER], Christian Gheorghu (SMEAR], Rolando Gutierrer (RANTS), BEdwin
Miram011§;¢s {NOMAS), Nicholas Rens (SIEZ), Juan Rocha (SENTOR), Ryan Svétmsm {HILOY -
and these persons through whom MTA acts, from engaging in or performing, directly or indirectly,
any of the following activities: |

a, 30 ?;'a'ﬂt Assoviater Sanding, siiting, walking, driving, riding, gathering or
appearing anywhere in public view or in any place accessible fo the public, with any Defendant or
any known member of the MTA erew, This prohibition shall not aﬁ)piy in the folowing situations:
{13 when an enjoined person is inside 2 school attending ¢iass or conducting school husiness; or (2)
when an enjoined person is inside a church or religicus nstitution for purposes of worship, This
prohibition against association shall apply to all claims or methods of (ravel (o or from any of the
aforementioned permissible lovations;

b. No Graffith Dumaging, dolacing, marking, etehing, painting, spraying,
inseribing, affixing, or in anyway applying any word, figure, mark, design, or symbol to any public
or private property of another. This prohibition shall not apply if the owner, or other person having
control or possession of the private or public property, bas suthorized the insoription, word, figure, or
design and the inscription, word, figuee, or desipn w-mpiics with local rules and regulations;

G, No Gralfiti Tools: Possessing, purchashng, fnishing, tansporting, or
entering any commercial establishient with the intent %0 purchase, any aerosol sprey paint confainer,

or other graffiti ool as defined in Penal Code scetions 594.2, which can be used fo mark, etoh, paint,

e
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spray, inscribe, or affix any word, figure, mark, design, or symbol 1o private or public propeny;

4. No Trespassing: Being present in or on the property of another person or
pubHc entify, that is not open 10 the general public, except (1) when carrying prior writien consent of
the owner, owner’s agent or person in lawfiul possession of the aforementioned property on his or her
persom, of {2} in the presence of and with the vohuntary consent of the owner, swner's agent or
person in lawfnl possession of the property;

e, Ohey Curfew: Deing presest in public view, n a public place or in any place
socessiblie w the public, betweon the hours of 10:00 pum. on auy day and 5:00 aum, of the following
day. This prohibiuoen shall ot apply in the following situations: {1) when an enjoined person is
going directly o, returning diroetly fror, or actively engaged in 2 logitimate boginess, trade,
profession or pecupation requiring the enjoived perton’s presence; or {23 when an enjolned person is
going dircetly to, returning directly from, or actively engaged in 2 lawful entortainment svent; or (33
whon an ¢énjoined person is actively involved in & legitinate emergency, such as a fre, natural
disaster, sutorsobile accident or other situation that requires immediate action 1o prevent seriots
hodily injury or loss of life. For purposes of this provision, “entertaizment event” means an
amusement activity that oocurs at 2 conunercial establishment and includes only evends for which
admission is charged, such as movies, plays, public performances or sporting events;

£ Stay Away Erom the Follewing Locations: {1} Belng afoot upon any
fremway or any and all property between the froeway and the Freeway boundary wall; (2) bei ng
present O O In any properly vwned or operated by Los Angeles Coumty Meimpo]iml 'frén&pmt&ﬁon
Authority; and (33 being present on or in any comented-over portion of the Los Angeles river bed,
This provision shall not apply i the enjoined person’s presence is required and necessary to safisfy
any Terms or conditions imposed upon the enjoined person by any cowrt of competent jurisdiction or
when the enjoined person’s presence is unavoiduble as 4 result of an emergency,

g No Firearms, Apmunition, Dangerous or Hlegal Weapons: While in
public view or any place accessible 10 the public, (1) possessing eny fircarm, smmunition, dangerous
weapon or Hlegad weapon as defined in Penal Code séciion 12020, whether or not concealed: or

{7} knowingly remaining in the prescnce of anyone who is unlawfolly possessing such freann,
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11 amnonition, dangerous or Xiegal weapon;

h e Not Obstruct, Resist, or Delay sny Peace Officer: Knowingly,
obstructing, resisting, or delaying any peace officer when that peace officer is effectusting or
attempting o effectuate 2 Jawly) detention or arvest. This inclndes, but i not Hmited to, {1} ronning
from a peace officer in an aliompt t0 evade a lawfitl detention or arrest; (2) providing false
identifying information 10 any pesce officer in an attempt to evade proper identification by the poace
officer; or {3) acting as 2 lookout by whistling, yelling, or otherwise signaling another person, by any

means, meinding bat not limited 16, hand signals, cellular phones, or any other electronic device in

srder to obstruct law enforcoment in the lawfil discharge of their duties;

i, Do Not Profit from Unlawiuk Acts: Receiving or accepting any cursency,
foes, royaities, reaf properly, or other consideration of any and ewvery kind for the sale or transfer of
materials, menorabilia, or other property that depicts a photograph of unlavwiul graffiti vandalism
confaining any variation or representation of the selfers name or moniker, or any vaziaiio;i or
representation of the crow MTA.

i Obey All Lavvs: Failing fo obey all laws, Including (1) those that prohibit
interferencs with she propecty rights of others, Inclnding, but not iimited to vandalisnm md wespass,
{2} those that prolibit the commission of acls that oreate & nuigance, including, but not limited to,
biﬂcﬁzag the sidewalk and street, erecting, constructing, or maintaining any sigh without the legally
mandated permits, and any other violation of fhe Los Angeles Municipal Code, and (4) any fawful
ovders of the Court;

4., "fii&t fiis requested injunctive relief ncludes & Hardship Exemption, by which any
Defendant, any momber of M'P&, or sny person who has been served with Shis injunction (“Served
Person”) may receive 2 specific exemption from portions of any provision or provisions pursuant 1o
the following process:

8. & weritten request for such cxemption is to be made to the Los Angeles City
Attarney’s Office, ofe Gang Division Re: Hardship Bremption, 200 North Main Street, 966 City Hall
Fast, Los Angeles, CA 98012;

i
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b, The request must be specific in that it must request permission to assof;i.ate
with only individual{s) identified by name and date of birlh, at specific titnes and in specific
locations, when such association is reagonably necessery for some legitinate purpose. Permission
may also be sought fo be in a specific public place between 10:06 pan. and 5:00 am., when it is
reasonably necessary for some legitimate purpose fo be in thet particuiar place at & particuiar Hme
during those hours. Requestto be cx'emptéé from a portion of any other provision or provisions must
also be for a legithnate purpose, and the exetaption requested must be specific and limited, The
fegithmate purpose must be articalated In the request; and |

2. If such request is made and not granted within ten (10) days afler it is
deliverad or faﬂ&?ﬂ {15} days afier it is mailed, fhe enjoined party may apply to this Cowrt for such an
exempiion by noticed motion. ‘ |

d. If such request is granted, written proof of the Hardship Exenption must he
carried by the enjoined party and shail be presented 1 any peace oificer upon request.

3. That this requested injunctive relicf includes an Opt-Out Provision, by which dny
Defendant, any menber of MTA, or any person who has bean served with this injunction (“Served
Person’) may move this Court under fais Opt-Out Provision for an order that s injunction is not
enforceable against himfizer; which Plaintiff agrees not to oppose i it is shown thet there {5 not cleay
and convincing evidence that the Served Person s ¢ menber of Defondant MTA and that the Served
Person ié curently engaged in graffils related autivily pursuant to paragraph (b), below, Such an
order is to be without prejudior, cach side shall boar its own costs and fees, and Served Porson’s
motion must satisfy sach of the following requirements:

a. Proper Notice: A mplion under this Opt-Qut Provision shall be made on
proper notice, properly served on Plaintiff's counsel, and shall 50t be made on shortened tme; and

| b. No Longer a Gralfiti Vandal: Served Person must file 2 noticed motion with
this Court, and satd motion must be supported by Served Porson’s declaration, made under penalty of
perjory, that Served Person is not of is no longer & member of Defendant MTA tagging crew, and
Served Person has not engaged in any praffiti-related activily or any criminal attivity for & period of

five years immediately preceding the flling of said motion; and
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¢. Ng Effect fn Other Proceedings: This provision and eny orders resulling
fronn 1t shall not be admissible in any civil or criminal action, and cannol be used fr or againsta
Served Person for any puipose whatsoover, other than & civil or oriminal conterpt procecding
brouglt for viclation of this judgmeny, Noy shall & be a defense to any ¢lvil or crminal contempt |
charge that the Served Person was eligible to apply for an order under this provision;

5. For civil penalties in fhe amount of Two Hundred Pifty Thousend Dollars
{$250,000,60}, caloulated at liiva Hundred Dolars ($5C0) per violation, or such additional amount as
may be proved, against Defendants, and each of them, jointly and severally, for ii;seir over 500
ceriminal acts that constitute untawful and unfair business practices pursemn! 10 Business &
Professions Code sections 17200-17210, in viskdion of the LICTL;

7. For restitation, in an ama‘%nil 1o be proven, as 2 rexult of Defondants’ anlawii] and
vnfair busivess a6ty and practices, in viclation of the UCL,;

g For demages in e amount of Three Million Seven Hondred Thousand Dollars
{$3,700,000.50) or such a{idiii:};l&i amount as may be proved, against Defendants, and sach of theimn,
jointly and severaliy, ;}uraﬁant to Penal Code section 186.22a{c )y

Q. | For such other and further relef as the Cowrl may deem proper; and

16, Forcosts of suit.

DATED: G/ BN O " Respeotfully Submitted,

CARMEN A, TRUTANICH, Los Angeles City Afterney
Bruce Riordar, 51. Ass’t City Allomey, Chief, Gang Division
Traviy Austin, Deputy City Attorpey, Gang Division

James A. MoDougal, Deputy City Attomey, Gang Division

By: Aravis Ausiin, Depuly City Altoraey, Gang Divisien
Attorneys for Plaintiff, People of the State of California
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