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BRIGGS LAW CORPORATION [FILE: 2001.01]

Cory J. Briggs (SBN 176284)
Janna M. Ferraro (SBN 328921)
99 East “C” Street, Suite 111
Upland, CA 91786
Telephone: 909-949-7115

Attorneys for Plaintiff and Petitioner Mat Wahlstrom

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO – CENTRAL DIVISION

MAT WAHLSTROM,

Plaintiff,

vs.

TODD GLORIA; SAN DIEGO COUNTY
DEMOCRATIC PARTY, and DOES 1-100,
inclusive,

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO. 37-2019-00043494-CU-JR-CTL

[Related to case no. 37-2020-00030654-CU-
WM-CTL]

THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY AND INJUNCTIVE
RELIEF

Action Filed: August 19, 2019 
Department: C-65 (Frazier)

Plaintiff and Petitioner MAT WAHLSTROM (“PLAINTIFF”) now alleges as follows:

1. PLAINTIFF is a resident and registered voter in the City of San Diego.  He brings this

lawsuit on behalf of the public for the sole purpose of protecting the integrity of the electoral process 

and not for any personal benefit.

2. Defendant and Respondent TODD GLORIA (“GLORIA”) is a registered Democrat and

is currently the elected representative of California’s 78th Assembly District (“AD78”), which consists

primarily of the coastal communities of the City of San Diego where he resides.  On December 20,

2018, GLORIA filed Fair Political Practices Commission (“FPPC”) Form 501 with the San Diego City

Clerk and under penalty of perjury declared his intention to run for the office of Mayor of the City of

San Diego in 2020.
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3. Defendant and Respondent SAN DIEGO COUNTY DEMOCRATIC PARTY

(“SDCDP”) is a political party with its principal place of business in the City of San Diego and in the

County of San Diego.

4. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that, at all times stated

in this pleading, each Defendant/Respondent/Real Party in Interest was the agent, servant, or employee

of every other Defendant/Respondent/Real Party in Interest and was, in doing the things alleged in this

pleading, acting within the scope of said agency, servitude, or employment and with the full knowledge

or subsequent ratification of his/her/its principals, masters, and employers.  Alternatively, in doing the

things alleged in this pleading, each Defendant/Respondent/Real Party in Interest was acting alone and

solely to further his/her/its own interests.

5. The true names and capacities of the Defendants/Respondents/Real Parties in Interest

identified as DOES 1 through 100 are unknown to PLAINTIFF, who will seek the Court’s permission

to amend this pleading in order to allege the true names and capacities as soon as they are ascertained. 

PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that each of the fictitiously named

Defendants/Respondents/Real Parties has jurisdiction by law over one or more aspects of subject matter

of this lawsuit or has some other cognizable interest in the subject matter.

Jurisdiction and Venue

6. The Court has jurisdiction over this lawsuit pursuant to the Political Reform Act,

including but not limited to Government Code Sections 91003 and 91008.5; Code of Civil Procedure

Sections 526a, 1060 et seq., and 1084 et seq.; the California Constitution; the common law; and the San

Diego Municipal Code, among other provisions of law.1

7. Venue in this Court is proper because the obligations, liabilities, and violations of law

alleged in this pleading occurred (at least in part) in the County of San Diego in the State of California

and because Defendants reside in or have their primary business location in the County of San Diego.

1  No matter how any portion of this pleading’s allegations or prayer is construed, in no way does
PLAINTIFF intend to assert a claim or seek relief that is inconsistent with the following parameters:
(1) PLAINTIFF does not seek any relief greater than or different from the relief sought for the general
public or for a class of which PLAINTIFF is a member.  (2) This lawsuit seeks to enforce at least one
important right affecting the public interest and to confer at least one significant benefit, whether
pecuniary or non-pecuniary, on the general public or a large class of persons.  (3) Private enforcement
is necessary and places a disproportionate financial burden on PLAINTIFF in relation to its stake in the
matter.  This lawsuit is for the benefit of California and its taxpayers, voters, and residents.
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Background Allegations

8. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and on that basis alleges as follows:

A. In November 2018, GLORIA was re-elected to the office of AD78 representative. 

To support that re-election campaign, he had created a candidate-controlled committee known as “Todd

Gloria for Assembly 2018” approximately two years earlier. 

B. On February 20, 2019, GLORIA created a new candidate-controlled committee

known as “Todd Gloria for Assembly 2020” and around this date established a bank account for this

committee.  GLORIA’s Assembly 2020 committee is a “committee” within the meaning of Government

Code section 82013(a).

C. On March 19, 2019, GLORIA transferred the remaining $293,079.05 held by his

Assembly 2018 committee to his new Assembly 2020 committee.

D. GLORIA did not file FPPC Form 501 and declare his intention to run for re-

election to the office of AD78 representative under penalty of perjury until August 13, 2019.

E. On August 13, 2019, Times of San Diego published a news article announcing

that earlier in the day GLORIA had filed his FPPC Form 501 and under penalty of perjury declared his

intention to run for re-election to the office of AD78 representative.  The article’s reporter, KEN

STONE (STONE), “tweeted” his article on Twitter.

F. On August 13, 2019, NICK SERRANO (“SERRANO”) responded to STONE’s

tweet about the article and stated: “Nothing has changed, Ken. Todd is running for mayor.”

G. Since at least December 20, 2018, SERRANO has been GLORIA’s mayoral

campaign manager and a paid member of GLORIA’s legislative staff for AD78.

H. On August 14, 2019, GLORIA tweeted the following statement (with his own

emphasis): “Some news reports have suggested that I am seeking re-election to the Assembly. I want

to be very clear: I am not running for the Assembly, I am running for Mayor. [¶] My Assembly

committee remains open to fulfill my responsibilities as  Member of the State Assembly until the end

of my current term.  The form filed by my committee yesterday simply corrected an administrative

oversight that occurred when the original paperwork was filed months ago.”
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I. Since declaring his intention to run for the office of Mayor of the City of San

Diego in 2018, GLORIA has maintained a website (www.toddgloria.com), a Facebook account, and a

Twitter account to support his Mayoral campaign.  At no time has any of those communications media

give any indication that GLORIA was running for re-election in 2020 to the office of AD78

representative.

J. Between the time GLORIA first declared his intention to run for the office of

Mayor of the City of San Diego in 2020 and the time he filed his FPPC Form 501 for re-election to the

office of AD78 representative, GLORIA had never made any public statement that he was running or

intended to run for re-election to the office of AD78 representative.

K. Despite filing FPPC Form 501 for re-election to the office of AD78

representative under penalty of perjury on August 13, 2019, GLORIA never intended to run for re-

election to the office of AD78 representative.  For example, GLORIA used funds from his Assembly

2020  committee to support Chris Ward’s run for AD78 in 2020; and GLORIA asked Francine Busby

to endorse him in his Mayor 2020 campaign as early as August 2018.

L. GLORIA has been soliciting and accepting donations into his fraudulent

Assembly 2020 committee with the intent to use that money, either directly or indirectly, to support his

campaign for the office of Mayor of the City of San Diego in 2020.  

M. GLORIA received into his fraudulent Assembly 2020 committee contributions

from persons not eligible to contribute to his Mayor 2020 committee under City of San Diego campaign

finance laws/regulations.

N. GLORIA received into his fraudulent Assembly 2020 committee individual

contribution amounts in excess of what he would be allowed to receive into his Mayor 2020 committee

under City of San Diego campaign finance laws/regulations.

O. GLORIA used contributions received into his fraudulent Assembly 2020

committee for the benefit of his Mayor 2020 campaign directly and indirectly in various ways, including

but not limited to by laundering those contributions through the SDCDP and DOES 1-100, and each

of them, for them to use for the benefit of his Mayor 2020 campaign.
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P. GLORIA and DOES 1 through 100, and each of them, and/or SDCDP, by and

through  its members and/or executive committee agreed, prior to and after the filing of this lawsuit,

that if GLORIA transfers money from his Assembly 2020 campaign to them directly/indirectly, they

will use the money to support GLORIA’s Mayor 2020 campaign. 

9. On August 14, 2019, PLAINTIFF complied with Government Code Section 91700 by

submitting the requisite written request to the City Attorney for the City of San Diego and to the District

Attorney for the County of San Diego.  Neither office took action against Defendants.

10. At no time has the FPPC issued an order against any of the Defendants for the same

violations that are the subject of this lawsuit.

11. At no time has the FPPC given notice to any of the Defendants for a hearing involving

the same violations that are the subject of this lawsuit.

12. The FPPC Streamline Program Stipulation and Order between the FPPC and GLORIA

dated November 21, 2019, does not bar this lawsuit.  Moreover, it is void and of no force and effect for

the reasons stated in PLAINTIFF’s related lawsuit.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION:
 Illegal Campaign Financing

(Against All Defendants)

13. The prior allegations in this pleading are incorporated into this paragraph.

14. The money raised by GLORIA’s Assembly 2020 committee could not have been used

for any political purpose because, despite filing his FPPC Form 501 for re-election to the office of

AD78 representative under penalty of perjury, he never had any intention of running for re-election to

that office and committed perjury for the sole purpose of creating a financial vehicle that would allow

him to launder excessive and/or corporate campaign donations for use in his Mayor 2020 campaign.

15. Because GLORIA had no intention of running for re-election to the office of AD78

representative, the money raised by his Assembly 2020 committee could have been used for a

governmental or legislative purpose associated with his final term of office as AD78 representative. 

However, GLORIA used that money mostly for illegal political purposes.  The expenditure of any

portion of that money to SDCDP for direct or indirect support of GLORIA’s Mayor 2020 campaign

and/or opposition to any of his opponents therein constituted an illegal political purpose.
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16. Because GLORIA received money in his Assembly 2020 committee before he filed his

FPPC Form 501 for re-election to the office of AD78 representative under penalty of perjury, the money

received by that committee prior to August 13, 2019, could not have been lawfully spent by Gloria

either because it was illegally placed into the Assembly 2020 committee.

17. Defendants have impermissibly benefitted from their illegal use of excessive and/or

corporate donations to cover expenditures for direct or indirect support of GLORIA’s Mayor 2020

campaign and/or opposition to any of his opponents therein constituted and should be required to refund

all such donations so that they do not enjoy the benefit of illegal campaign-finance activities.

18. PLAINTIFF is informed and believes and on that basis alleges that an actual controversy

exists between PLAINTIFF, on the one hand, and Defendants, on the other hand, concerning their

respective rights and duties with respect to the applicable campaign-finance laws and other applicable

legal authorities.  As alleged in this pleading, PLAINTIFF contends that Defendants violated one or

more of such laws; whereas Defendants dispute PLAINTIFF’s contention.

Prayer

FOR ALL THESE REASONS, PLAINTIFF respectfully prays for the following relief against

all Defendants/Respondents/Real Parties in Interest (and any and all other parties who may oppose

PLAINTIFF in this lawsuit) jointly and severally:

1. An order or judgment declaring that Defendants violated one or more laws in the

financing of GLORIA’s Mayor 2020 campaign;

2. An order or judgment requiring Defendants to refund any and all illegal donations

received by and/or to reimburse any and all illegal expenditures made by GLORIA’s Assembly 2020

committee and/or GLORIA’s 2020 Mayor committee; 

3. Civil penalties as provided as provided by law, to be paid only to the state or local

treasury as specified therein (and not to PLAINTIFF);

4. An award of attorney fees and court costs as authorized by law; and

[This space is intentionally blank.]

THIRD AMENDED COMPLAINT ETC. Page 6



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

5. Any additional relief that the Court deems appropriate.

Date: July 2, 2021. Respectfully submitted,

BRIGGS LAW CORPORATION

By: ______________________________
Cory J. Briggs

Attorneys for Plaintiff and Petitioner Mat Wahlstrom
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I. My name is J!!l!h£l_Q_r~_L __________________________ . I am over the age of eighteen. I am employed in the 

State of California, County of _SJl1!l!~_llil_r_d_l~Q_ __________ . 

2. My_./ business ___ residence address is J~riggsJ,aw !=lli]>Qratiq_~, 99 )~ll_st_"C" Streej,__8_!1ite_I_U _ 
_ lip_l_aJu:I,_C.t\. 91:Z~~--

3. On _______________ Ju_1}'_2_, 2()2_1 , I served an original copy _./_ _a true and correct copy of the 

following documents:Il:HRDAME~JlED..C_OMPLAl~Tf.Q.R_DE.hLAR~_l'ORY ___ _ 

A~J2!~.l_1l~~I!YE.R.E.Ll~_F _________________________ _ 

4. I served the documents on the person(s) identified on the attached mailing/service list as follows: 

by personal service. I personally delivered the documents to the person(s) at the address( es) indicated on the 

list. 

by U.S. mail. I sealed the documents in an envelope or package addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) 

indicated on the list, with first-class postage fully prepaid, and then I 

_____ deposited the envelope/package with the U.S. Postal Service 

____ placed the envelope/package in a box for outgoing mail in accordance with my office's ordinary 

practices for collecting and processing outgoing mail, with which I am readily familiar. On thy-same 

day that mail is placed in the box for outgoing mail, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business 

with the U.S. Postal Service. 

I am a resident of or emp Joyed in the county where the mailing occurred. The mailing occurred in the city of 

_____________________________ , California. 

____ by overnight delivery. I sealed the documents in an envelope/package provided by an overnight-delivery 

service and addressed to the person(s) at the address(es) indicated on the list, and then I placed the 

envelope/package for collection and ovemigh t deli very in the service's box regularly utilized for receiving items 

for overnight delivery or at the service's office where such items are accepted for overnight delivery. 

____ by facsimile transmission. Based on an agreement of the parties or a court order, I sent the documents to the 

person(s) at the fax number(s) shown on the list. Afterward, the fax machine from which the documents were 

sent reported that they were sent successfully. 

_..{__ by e-mail delivery. Based on the parties' agreement or a court order or rule, I sent the documents to the person(s) 

at the e-mail address(es) shown on the list. I did not receive, within a reasonable period of time afterward, any 

electronic message or other indication that the transmission was unsuccessful. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws __ _ of the United States ./ of the State of California 

that the foregoing is true and correct. 

Date: _______________ _,J_pjy_2_, J!l_~l_ ___ _ 



SERVICE LIST

Mat Wahlstrom v. Todd Gloria, et al.
San Diego Superior Court Case No. 37-2019-00043494-CU-JR-CTL

Stephen J. Kaufman
Gary S. Winuk
Kaufman Legal Group
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1900
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone: (916) 498-7727
skaufman@kaufmanlegalgroup.com
gwinuk@kaufmanlegalgroup.com

Attorney for Defendant Todd Gloria

Deborah B. Caplan 
Richard R. Rios 
Thomas Willis 
OLSON REMCHO 
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1425 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
dcaplan@olsonremcho.com 
rrios@olsonremcho.com 
twillis@olsonremcho.com

Attorney for Defendant San Diego County
Democratic Party
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