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The San Mateo County Community College District (“District,” or “Plaintiff”) brings this 

action for damages and relief against Allana Buick & Bers, Inc. (“ABB”), McCarthy Building 

Companies, Inc. (“McCarthy Building”), and Bunton, Clifford & Associates, Inc., d/b/a BCA 

Architects n/k/a Studio W Associates d/b/a Studio W Architects (“BCA”), Robert A. Bothman, Inc. 

(“RAB”); and Blach Construction Company (“BCC”), for violations of California state law, including 

fraud, bribery, and kickbacks, as described below. There may be other defendants, Doe Defendants 1-

50 and Plaintiff will move to amend this complaint at a later date once their identities are ascertained. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. This case represents one of the worst instances of pay-to-play stealing of public funds 

designated for the education of our students, residents and working adults. It is a story about the blatant 

pay-to-play of bond money that was intended for buildings, equipment, and educational infrastructure 

to benefit our local community here in San Mateo County. Tragically, certain individuals including Ron 

Galatolo, Jose Nuñez and others used their government positions to influence the flow of money to 

benefit themselves, their friends, contractors, and those who did business with the District.   

2. As recently uncovered, District Chancellor Ron Galatolo over the course of several years 

secured benefits, gifts, free construction projects on his various properties, and other inducements in 

return for awarding lucrative construction contracts to contractors and architects in connection with the 

District’s various Capital Improvement Plans (“CIPs”), and it appears that others may be involved.  

Defendants knew that the benefits and gifts they gave to Galatolo and other college employees were 

illegal but made them anyway in order to secure massive construction contracts. 

3. Ron Galatolo became Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community College District 

in 2001, and sought to favor those who were loyal to him, including his co-conspirator Jose Nuñez, and 

Defendants so that they would be awarded lucrative construction contracts. Galatolo and his co-

conspirator Defendants sought to create a pay-to-play atmosphere using District bond funds (taxpayer 

money) to enrich themselves and Defendants. The District became Galatolo’s source of influence, 

power, and more importantly, a conduit for favors and money, due to his pursuit of quid pro quo 

relationships with contractors including Defendants and perhaps others designated as Does.  
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4. The CIPs were funded through bond measures passed by San Mateo County voters in 

2001 (“Measure C”), 2005 (“Measure A”), and 2014 (“Measure H”).  In total, San Mateo County 

taxpayers allowed the District to borrow over $1 billion, presumably to fund construction projects and 

improvements across its three campuses. To put that in perspective, together the three measures cost the 

average homeowner in San Mateo County over $100 per year.  Over the life of the bonds, an average 

homeowner would have paid nearly $2,000 to construct these District projects. 

5. Jose Nuñez used his position as Vice Chancellor of Facilities Planning to assist and 

independently operate his own influence peddling scheme, securing gifts similarly to Galatolo, with the 

implication that he would “grease the wheels” in favor of his preferred contractors, i.e., those that 

lavished him with the most inducements. 

6. Galatolo and Nuñez were instrumental in identifying, targeting, and awarding favored 

companies with specific projects.  Despite using traditional contract bidding processes such as Requests 

for Statements of Qualifications (“RFSOQs”) and Requests for Proposals (“RFPs”), the decisions 

regarding which companies would win bids for construction projects were largely pre-determined by 

Galatolo, with help from Nuñez and other Galatolo loyalists, and sought to benefit co-conspirators and 

Defendants. 

7. As a result of Galatolo and Nuñez’s fraudulent and unlawful conduct, they violated their 

fiduciary duty to the District, and corruptly used their position to make secret personal profits in favor 

of the Defendants, who greased the wheels with inducements. Defendants aided and abetted these 

breaches of fiduciary duty as well as other Doe Defendants. 

8. Galatolo even used his District email account to arrange and confirm many financial and 

other inducements, as well as organize his personal affairs, including lavish trips and vacations, 

lucrative private banking, and improving his personal property, often involving bidders on District 

projects. 

9. The District terminated Galatolo in February 2021, and Nuñez was charged with 

multiple felonies in December 2021. See, Tabs A and B. Galatolo was subsequently charged with 

twenty-one felonies in a complaint filed in April 2022. See, Tab D. 
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10. This Complaint seeks to recoup the monies paid by the District to fund the contracts 

awarded to architects, building contractors and others who were aware of Galatolo’s predilection for 

payoffs and sought to influence him in order to obtain lucrative and high-profile building contracts, 

including ABB, McCarthy Building, BCA, RAB and BCC and yet to be identified Doe Defendants. The 

Defendants together profited handsomely from their relationship with Galatolo and Nuñez, receiving 

hundreds of millions of dollars from the District. Defendants and their co-conspirators have inflicted 

significant financial harm on the District, the District’s students, on their competitors, and on San 

Mateo’s taxpayers. 

II. PLAINTIFF 

A. THE SAN MATEO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

11. The San Mateo County Community College District is a community college district of 

the State of California.  The District administers and operates three colleges:  

1. Skyline College in San Bruno, California;  
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2. College of San Mateo in San Mateo, California; and 

3. Cañada College in Redwood City, California. 
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12. The three campuses provide educational services to over 20,000 students. The District is 

governed by a Board of Trustees (“the Board”) with five voting members, and one non-voting student 

member. 

III. DEFENDANTS 

A. ALLANA BUICK & BERS 

13. Defendant Allana Buick & Bers (“ABB”) is a California corporation that does business 

in the County of San Mateo and with the District.   

14. ABB has extensive ties to San Mateo County. Indeed, ABB’s website currently touts a 

“two-decade-long partnership” with the District (emphasis added).1 ABB is an on-call project 

inspection contractor for San Mateo County, and ABB has consulted on a number of County-related 

building projects. ABB has also worked as the architectural design consultant for the Foster City School 

District. 

15. ABB has done substantial work in San Mateo County, and a substantial number of ABB 

employees live in San Mateo County. It is alleged that ABB contributed heavily to the District, 

including providing financial backing to support District initiatives. ABB also contributed to candidates 

for District Trustee elections. 

 
1 See, https://abbae.com/community-spotlight-smcccd-abbae/ (last accessed January 19, 2023). 



 

COMPLAINT  
 
 

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 
♼ 

LAW OFFICES 
COTCHETT, PITRE & 

MCCARTHY, LLP 

16. ABB first contracted with the District in or about 2001, providing consulting services 

relating to waterproofing and roofing. Since 2006, ABB has signed at least eleven consulting contracts, 

and provided work on over thirty different projects across the District’s three campuses. 

17. ABB and the District’s relationship is extensive, well-documented, and inextricably 

links ABB to San Mateo County. 

B. McCARTHY BUILDING COMPANIES, INC. 

18. Defendant McCarthy Building Companies, Inc. (“McCarthy Building”) is a Missouri 

corporation that does business in the County of San Mateo and with the District.  

19. McCarthy Building’s relationship with the District began in or about 2004, and 

Defendant has a long track record of bidding for and constructing projects in San Mateo County, 

including the San Mateo County Regional Operations Center and the South San Francisco office and 

manufacturing center for a large pharmaceutical company.  

20. McCarthy Building quickly identified the District as a target client in the early 2000s. It 

first contracted with the District in 2004, as part of a design-build project under a pilot program 

authorized by the Legislature, AB 1000. Since the completion of that project, the College of San Mateo 

Science Center and Planetarium, McCarthy has constructed several more buildings on District property. 

21. McCarthy and the District’s relationship is extensive, well-documented, and inextricably 

links McCarthy to San Mateo County. 

C. BUNTON, CLIFFORD & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

22. Defendant Bunton, Clifford & Associates, Inc. (“BCA”), d/b/a BCA Architects and d/b/a 

Studio W Associates d/b/a Studio W Architects is a local company that does business in the County of 

San Mateo and with the District.  

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 



23. In January 2021, BCA announced a “rebranding” as Studio W Architects:
v V

STUDIO W
Jammyuaou ARCHITECTS

SUBJECT: BCA Architecb is no. Studio W Alchitecb

BCA Architects has enjoyed 31 years in business providing design and planning solutions h
public aid priva'e aliensmmMoul California. In early 2020. as the result of the change
in ownership and the desire to realign the nn's idenn'fy uih our current eulmre. we begai
exploring a rebrand. We are excited to announce the results ofme year-long process—
BCA Architeas is now Studio W Architecu —eective Januxy l4. 2021. The new nane m
both our current leadership and the exoeptiond shrdio of staff who compose the rm. and the
new brand otters a platform to oonnue providing vdueadded service to our dients that goes
Well beyond design t We look forward to continued pamerships and associons with people
such as yourself that are so meaningful to us as individuals and as a rm.

With this change comes a cansition process, which we want to ensure is as seinless
aid etcient as possble. Our new corporate name is Studio W Associates. Inc. (a:
Shrdio W Architeds). Our Federal Tax ID number will rernain die sane. 94-30876“. as wi
mar ofce locapons. addresses rid phone numbers.

24. The Distn'ct began working with BCA in 2006. Attached as Tab F is a pattial list of

BCA/StudioW projects.

D. ROBERT A. BOTHMAN CONSTRUCTION

25. Defendant Robert A. Bothman Construction, Inc. (“RAB”), is a California

corporation that does business in the County of San Mateo and with the District. Bothman Construction

has constructed numerous projects in SanMateo County, including the Skyline College Environmental

Sciences Building and the Burlingame Avenue Streetscape Improvements.

E. BLACH CONSTRUCTION COMPANY

26. Defendant Blach Construction Company (“BCC”) is a California corporation, that

does business in the County of SanMateo and the District. BCC has constructed numerous projects in

the County of SanMateo, including the Gateway at Millbrae station, the Rollins, the Canada College

Kinesiology and Wellness Building, Menlo-Atherton HS Preforming Arts Center, Myrtle Street High

School (new campus), and Hatch Elementary School.

/././

/././

/././
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F. DOE DEFENDANTS 

27. Plaintiff is not aware of the names and capacities of other defendants sued herein as 

Does 1-50, inclusive, and therefore sues said defendants by such fictitious names.  Plaintiff will amend 

this complaint and allege the true names and capacities of Does 1-50 when their true names and 

capacities are ascertained. 

G. PRINCIPAL/AGENT/CO-CONSPIRATOR LIABILITY  

28. At all times herein mentioned, each of the Defendants hereinabove, were the agents, 

servants, employees, partners, aiders and abettors, co-conspirators, and/or joint venturers of each of the 

other Defendants named herein and of their co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez, and were at all times 

operating and acting within the purpose and scope of said agency, service, employment, partnership, 

enterprise, conspiracy, and/or joint venture, and each Defendant has ratified and approved the acts of 

each of the remaining Defendants.  Each of the Defendants aided and abetted, encouraged, and rendered 

substantial assistance to the other Defendants and their co-conspirators (including Galatolo and Nuñez) 

in breaching their obligations to the Plaintiff, as alleged herein.  In taking action to aid and abet and 

substantially assist the commission of these wrongful acts and other wrongdoings complained of, as 

alleged herein, each of the Defendants acted with an awareness of his/her/its primary wrongdoing and 

realized that his/her/its conduct would substantially assist the accomplishment of the wrongful conduct, 

wrongful goals, and wrongdoing, including but not limited to Galatolo’s and Nuñez’ breaches of their 

fiduciary duties to the District. 

29.  Such agents, aiders, abettors and co-conspirators include Karim Allana (CEO of 

Allana), Richard Henry (President of McCarthy Building, Pacific Division), Frances Choun (Vice 

President of McCarthy Building, Pacific Division), and their supervisors and/or anyone else who 

directed, suggested, or otherwise encouraged Galatolo and Nuñez to engage in such crimes, as set forth 

infra. Attorneys are implicated as well including Stephen Pahl, who was an attorney for Galatolo as set 

forth herein. 

30. All Defendants are liable for the acts of their employees, subcontractors, and other 

agents, including, but not limited to, Karim Allana, Rich Henry, Paul Bunton, Robert Bothman, and 
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Mike Blach— including for the acts of offering bribes, gifts, and other compensation to Galatolo and 

Nuñez. 

31. The Defendants’ employees, subcontractors, and other agents that made the bribes and 

gifts described herein were acting within the scope of their employment and/or contractual obligations. 

Activities such as bidding on construction projects and providing consulting services were primary 

functions of their employment and/or contractual obligations. 

32. Defendants ratified the acts of its agents and employees by continuing to employ them 

and instructing them to repeat the same wrongful conduct. 

33. Defendants went to extraordinary lengths to coerce or induce subcontractors and/or 

employees, including the individuals and entities identified above, to engage in wrongful conduct. The 

risk of Defendants’ employees engaging in the wrongful acts described herein is inherent to, and is a 

foreseeable consequence of, the enterprise of the Defendants. 

34. The described acts and failures to act described herein in furtherance of providing bribes, 

gifts, and inducements that were made by agents and employees of Defendants were undertaken 

pursuant to the direction and control, and/or with the permission, consent, and authorization of 

Defendants—they were not mere acts of rogue employees. 

35. The Defendants’ employees, subcontractors, and other agents that executed the 

fraudulent contracts described herein were acting within the scope of their employment and/or 

contractual obligations with Defendants. Activities described herein, such as bidding on construction 

projects and providing consulting services, were primary functions of their employment and/or 

contractual obligations. Activities described herein were taken for the benefit of Defendants. 

36. All Defendants ratified the acts of its agents and employees by continuing to employ 

them and instructing them to repeat the same wrongful conduct. 

H. AGENCY, CONCERT OF ACTION, AND CONSPIRACY: NON-CONTRACTOR 

37. At all times herein mentioned, co-conspirators Ronald Galatolo and Jose Nuñez, and 

each of them, were the agent, servant, employee, partner, aider and abettor, co-conspirator and/or joint 

venturer of each of the Defendants named herein, and Does, and were at all times operating and acting 

within the purpose and scope of said agency, service, employment, partnership, conspiracy, alter ego 



and/or joint venture, and each defendant has ratied and approved the acts of each of the remaining

Defendants, Does, and co-conspirators. Bach of the Defendants, aided and abetted, encouraged, and/or

rendered substantial assistance to Galatolo and Nuez in breaching their obligations to Plainti’s as

alleged herein. In taking action to aid and abet and substantially assist the commission of these

wrongful acts and other wrongdoings complained of, as alleged herein, each of the Defendants and

Does acted with an awareness ofhis primary wrongdoing and realized that his conduct would

substantially assist the accomplishment of the wrongful conduct, wrongful goals, and wrongdoing,

including of their co-conspirators Galatolo andNunez.

IV. JURISDICTION AND VENUE

38. Venue in this Court is proper because Plainti and Defendants contractually agreed to

litigate any disputes or litigation regarding the contacts at issue in San Mateo County. Additionally,

performance of the contracts at issue occurred in San Mateo County, and the misconduct at issue

occurred in SanMateo County and is a proper venue under CCP § 392.

39. In each contract entered into by the Plaintiffwith ABB andMcCarthy, Plainti' and

Defendant agreed to uniform language governing the enforceability of the contract.

40. Article VII of each contract entered into between Plainti and ABB and Plainti' and

McCarthy included a number ofparagraphs detailing the denition of terms in the contract, individual

liability, assignability, allowances, per diem rates for workers, severability, andmost importantly for

purposes of this action, a choice of law and venue provision.

41. Article VII, paragraph 8 reads, in a contract between ABB and Plainti’:

7.8 This Agreement and die Contact Documents shall be deemed to have been entered into in the City of San
' Mme, County of San Mateo, State of California, and shall be governed in all respects by California law

(excluding choice of law rules). 'nre exclusive venue for all disputes or litigation hereunder shall be in he
Superior Cor-1 of die State of California for the County of San Mateo. Contractor accepts the claims
procedure in Document 00 7t 00, Article 12, as established under the California Government Code, Title l,
Division 3.6, Part 3, Chapter S.

January 9,2014 00 5200-Page60f8 RFPNO 86678
V.PV4 Canada College SolarPMvoltaic Symm Project
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42. Article VII, paragraph 8 reads, in a contract betweenMcCarthy and Plainti‘:

7.8 11m Agreement and Ihe Contract Documents shall be deemed Io have been entered into in the City ofSnn
Mateo. Count)- of San Malta, Stale of California. and shall be govcmcd in all respects by California law
(excluding choice of law rules). The exclusive venue for all disputes or litigation hereunder shall be in die
Superior Cour! of the State of Califomin for the County of San Mateo. Contractor accepts the claims
pmcctlurc in Document 00 7| 00 ((icncrul ('undiliuns). Article l2. as cslabltslted under tlic (‘alilnrnia
Government ("ndc. lille I, Division 3 .6, I’nrt 3, Chapter 5.—

November H. 20I6 (Conformed VIZ/[7) 00 52 00 - Page 8 of! Bid No. 86734
v.2 CAB-l 823 Math. Science & Technology Building iject

43. Similarly, the contracts between BCA and the District specify that the exclusive venue

for litigation shall be SanMateo County, here is an example:

ll. Execuu'on;Venue;Limintions. ThisAgeanentshallbedemedtohavebeenuecutedinmeCityofSan
Mateo, San Mateo County, California. Enforcement of dzis Ageenrnt shall be governed by the laws ofme
State of California, excluding its conict of laws rules. The aclusive venue for all litigation arising om or
relating to this Ageement shall be in San Mateo County, California. Except as expressly provided in diis
Ageement nothing in this Ageernent shall operate to confer rights or benets on pasons or enuties not party
to this Agecment. As between the pares to this Agecmcnt, any applicable sutuk of limitauonS for any act
or failure to act shall commutcc to run on the date ofDistict's issuance ofthe nal Cuticate for PaynKnt, or
term'mation of this Ageement, whichevu is earlier, except for latent defects, for which the sntute of lirnftanon

44. Article 3, Section 3.06 in an agreement between Bothman and the District states:

3.06 Executlon; Venue; Llmltatlons. The Contract Documents shall be deemed to have been executed in San
Mateo County. Califomla. Enforcement of the Contract Documents shal be governed by the laws of the State
of California. excluding its conict of laws rules. Except as expressly provided in the Contract Documents.

45. Article VII, paragraph 8 reads, in a contract (for Canada Building l) between Blach
Construction and the District:

7.8 This Agreement and the Contract Documents shall be deemed to have been entered into in the City of San
Mateo, County of San Mateo, State of California, and shall be governed in all respects by California law
(excluding choice of law rules). The exclusive venue for all disputes or litigation hereunder shall be in the
Superior Court of the State of Califomia for the County of San Mateo. Contractor accepts the claims
procedure in Document 00 7t 00 (General Conditions), Article 12, as established under the California
Government Code, Title l, Division 3.6, Part 3, Chapter 5.

COMPLAINT l l
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46. In short, the contracts at issue between Plaintiff and Defendants contain forum selection 

clauses, specifying the Superior Court of the State of California for the County of San Mateo as the 

exclusive venue for all disputes or litigation relating to said contracts. 

47. Plaintiff and Defendants, a public entity and experienced real estate construction 

companies, respectively, agreed to the forum selection clauses in sophisticated, arms-length negotiation.  

The parties clearly and unmistakably indicated their intent to litigate any disputes relating to the 

contracts at issues in the San Mateo Superior Court. The amount in controversy exceeds the 

jurisdictional  minimum of this court. 

V. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

A. THE HISTORY OF THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 

48. The District’s origins can be traced back to 1922, when the San Mateo Junior College 

(now College of San Mateo) began holding classes in a building it shared with San Mateo High School. 

Its first college campus was the original Kohl Mansion, built by famed industrialist Charles Polhemus, 

in San Mateo. It later inherited the high school building. In the years to follow, the College grew by 

leaps and bounds. The College purchased property on Delaware Avenue, building two structures until 

World War II interrupted further plans, and students were forced to shuttle between campuses.  

San Mateo Junior College students at Kohl Mansion, San Mateo, 1924 
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San Mateo Junior College, Baldwin Avenue Campus, date unknown 

49. As the County grew, so did the needs of its residents for low-cost education.  In 1957, 

following the recommendation of a Citizens’ Committee, County voters passed a $5.9 million bond 

issue, which allowed the District to purchase land on the current College of San Mateo campus, as well 

as the land for the future Skyline College in San Bruno, California. A second bond issue passed in 

1964, raising $12.8 million, and allowing the District to finish construction at CSM, and begin 

construction at Skyline and a third college, Cañada College in Redwood City, California. 

College of San Mateo, College Heights Campus, 1964 
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Skyline College, date unknown 

Cañada College, under construction, date unknown 
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50. The District is governed by an elected Board of Trustees (“the Board”).  The Board is 

comprised of five elected members, each of whom come from a different area of the county, and one 

non-voting student member.  Elected members serve four-year terms, and student members serve one-

year terms.  The Board authorizes all decisions for the District, and as a public agency, holds open 

public meetings on a regular basis, pursuant to Gov. Code § 54954. 

51. The Board is also tasked with appointing the Chancellor of the District.  The Chancellor 

manages the day-to-day operations of the District.  In turn, the Chancellor appoints the presidents of the 

District’s three colleges: Skyline College, College of San Mateo, and Cañada College. 

52. After the building boom spurred by the bond measures passed by voters in the 1960s, the 

physical plant of the three campuses remained largely untouched for decades.  

B. BOND MEASURES PASSED BY SAN MATEO VOTERS 

53. By the end of the 20th Century, the District had a real, growing problem. The bulk of the 

District’s physical buildings, as discussed supra, had been constructed in the 1960s and 1970s.  Faced 

with significant need for rehabilitation due to aging and deferred maintenance, the Board began laying 

the groundwork for raising the necessary funds for capital improvements.  In 1999, the District placed a 

referendum on the ballot that would issue bonds worth $148 million for refurbishments. That measure 

failed to cross the 66% threshold required for passage. 

54. In 2000, California voters passed statewide Proposition 39, which made it easier for 

educational districts to raise money via local school bonds by lowering the threshold for approval to 

55% of yes votes. Proposition 39 also required the governing board of an educational district to appoint 

a citizens’ oversight board to inform the public about the spending of the bond revenues.  

55. In 2001, Chancellor Galatolo had ideas about how to quickly consolidate power and 

exert his influence over the activities of the District. Galatolo, an accountant by training, was aware of 

Proposition 39 and began privately lobbying the Board for a new bond issue. Galatolo succeeded in 

getting four bond measures before voters, three of which passed, providing the District with 

$1,063,000,000 in funds: 

• 2001 Measure C: $207 million. 

• 2005 Measure A: $468 million. 
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• 2011 Measure H: $564 million, failed. 

• 2014 Measure H: $388 million.  

1. 2001 Measure C  

56. The Board obliged Galatolo’s desires for funds and placed a bond measure on the ballot 

in November 2001, that charged $7.14 per $100,000 of assessed property value, or roughly $22 per 

homeowner per year.  Measure C sought to raise $207 million.  An article in the Half Moon Bay 

Review quoted Galatolo a month before the election on Measure C, touting the low cost to taxpayers 

and the District’s desperate need for capital improvements. “I think $22 is a small price to pay for the 

low-cost education you get. We’re the best deal in town . . . [t]hese are outdated old buildings and 

yucky science labs with pitted desks and worn-down, broken, outdated equipment.”  Supporters of 

Measure C reported raising $160,032 in the lead up to the election, including $20,000 each from 

Morgan Stanley of New York and DES Architects & Engineers of Redwood City, and $40,000 from the 

San Mateo County Community Colleges Foundation. Measure C passed with 65.3% of the vote. 

57. The District quickly began implementing its Facilities Master Plan, developed in 

September 2001.  Measure C funds were used on over twenty projects across all three District 

campuses. 

2. 2005 Measure A 

58. The District, emboldened by its success in passing and utilizing Measure C funds, turned 

to a second measure, Measure A. Corporate donations for the new bond measure started pouring in, 

with many of the donors among Galatolo’s friends. By the end of October 2005, Measure A had 

received a whopping $203,460 in contributions, including large donations from building, architecture, 

engineering and electrical firms. Donations included: $15,000 from Hensel Phelps Construction Co.; 

$5,000 from Alfa Tech, Inc.; $5,000 from Royston, Hanamoto, Alley & Abey Landscape Architects; 

$3,500 from Kwan Henmi Architecture/Planning Inc. from San Francisco; and $2,500 from Bunton, 

Clifford & Associates (BCA).  

59. Measure A, passed in 2005 with 64% of the vote, and authorized the issuance of $468 

million in bonds to fund future capital improvements.  

/././ 
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3. 2011 Measure H (failed) 

60. In 2011, District voters rejected a $564 million bond measure (the first of two “Measure 

Hs”), narrowly missing the 55% approval threshold. While the measure failed, it is notable in part 

because of the huge donations to the campaign and the identity of big money contributors. The 2011 

Measure H campaign, collected $341,323 by late October, starting with a donation of $131,822 in 

January of funds left over from the 2010 campaign. Sixteen other donors, all corporate, gave more than 

$5,000 to the campaign. Major donors included: construction companies and Galatolo confidents 

Robert A. Bothman Inc. ($50,000), Hensel Phelps Construction Company ($25,000), and McCarthy 

Building Companies ($25,000). 

4. 2014 Measure H 

61. District officials revived the measure in 2014, reducing the bond issuance to $388 

million, Measure H passed with 66.2% of the vote. Once again, major donors included a who’s-who 

from Galatolo’ s rolodex. By the end of September, the Yes on H campaign had garnered $167,600 in 

donations. Large donors included: Swinerton Management & Consulting ($25,000), McCarthy Building 

($25,000), BCA Architects of San Jose ($20,000), Blach Construction in Santa Clara ($10,000), 

Sugimura Finney Architects ($5,000), Allana Buick and Bers ($5,000), Level 10 Construction ($5,000), 

and MediFit Community Services in New Jersey ($10,000). 

5. Voter Information 

62. In total, from 2001-2014, the District raised over $1 billion in bond funding to support 

its Facilities Master Plan. 

63. Galatolo spearheaded the efforts to raise bond money through taxing District 

homeowners and did so in a way that obscured not only his intentions, but his true goals. Vague, 

unclear, and general information about the types of projects the District planned to pursue was provided 

so Galatolo would have maximum flexibility to steer funds to his favorite projects and friends in 

construction and architecture.  

64. Galatolo faced scrutiny from taxpayers before the 2014 measure was passed. An article 

written in the Almanac weeks prior to the election called into question the District’s stated mission for 
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the bond funds, criticizing the lack of transparency and detail in the list of projects2. When Galatolo 

was asked why the District hadn’t included descriptions of buildings with estimated costs in the voter 

information pamphlet, Galatolo’s response was short, and telling: “[n]obody does that.”3  

C. THE POLITICAL REFORM ACT 

65. The Political Reform Act of 1974, Gov. Code § 81000 et seq. (the “PRA”) in Gov. Code 

§ 87100 prohibits each and every public official from making, participating in, or in any way 

attempting to influence a governmental decision in which they knew or had reason to know they had a 

“financial interest.” 

66. At all relevant times, under Gov. Code § 82408, a “public official” included both the 

Chancellor, Ron Galatolo, and all employees of the District. 

67. The PRA in Gov. Code § 87103 provides that a “financial interest” includes: (1) any 

business entity in which the public official has a direct or indirect investment worth more than $2,000; 

(2) any source of income aggregating more than $250 (subject to adjustment by the Consumer Price 

Index) received by or promised to the public official within the preceding 12 months; and (3) any donor 

of, or any intermediary of any donor of a gift or gifts aggregating $250 (subject to adjustment by the 

Consumer Price Index) in value promised to or received by the public official within the preceding 12 

months. In or about 2001, the limit as adjusted by the Consumer Price Index was approximately $250. 

Since 2001, the limit has been adjusted numerous times. 

68. The PRA in Gov. Code §§ 87200, 87203 required public officials to file annual financial 

reports on a standardized form, called Form 700. (“Form 700”).  Beginning in 1995, and at all times 

thereafter, the PRA in Gov. Code § 89503 prohibited public officials, including community college 

chancellors and vice chancellors, and public officials who manage public investments, from accepting 

gifts from any single source in any calendar year with a total value of more than $250 (subject to 

adjustment by the Consumer Price Index).  In 2021-22, for example, the limit for gifts received was 

$520. 

 
2 See, http://www.almanacnews.com/news/2014/10/14/construction-firms-heavy-donors-to-bond-
measure-for-community-colleges 
3 Dave Boyce, College Board Measure Faces a New Kind of Opponent, accessed February 5, 2023, at 
https://www.almanacnews.com/news/2014/10/24/college-bond-measure-faces-a-new-kind-of-opponent.  
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69. Under Gov. Code § 91003(b) of the PRA, a transaction is void or voidable if, as a result 

of a violation of Gov. Code § 87100, the public entity “might not” have approved the contract or lease 

if the violation had not occurred.  The transactions described in this Complaint would not have been 

approved if the bribes and gifts made by the Defendants were known to the Plaintiff. 

D. THE DISTRICT’S CONFLICT OF INTEREST CODE AND CODE OF ETHICS 

70. The District promulgated a “Conflict of Interest Code” pursuant to the PRA.  Under 

Gov. Code § 87300, the District’s Conflict of Interest Code had the force of law.  The Conflict of 

Interest Code incorporated by reference the regulation found at 2 Cal. Adm. Code § 18730.  Sections 3 

through 5 of the Conflict of Interest Code required certain employees (“Designated Employees”), 

including Galatolo and certain District staff, to file annual Conflict Reports.  At all relevant times, 

Sections 3 and 7 of the Conflict of Interest Code required Designated Employees to disqualify 

themselves from participating in the making of any decision which would foreseeably have a material 

financial effect, distinguishable from its effect on the public generally, on any economic interest as 

defined in Gov. Code § 87103.  The Conflict of Interest Code included an appendix, which further 

designated “Disclosure Categories,” describing categories of investments and business positions 

District employees were mandated to disclose on their Conflict Reports.   

71. The District additionally adopted and maintained in effect Administrative Procedures. 

Administrative Procedure 2.45.1, entitled “Conflict of Interest,” enumerated various limitations on the 

activities of Board members and District Employees. Notably, paragraph 2 prohibits Board members 

and employees from being “financially interested in any contract made by them in their official capacity 

as members of the Board or as employees,” and cites Cal. Gov. Code § 1090. Paragraph 4 requires 

disclosure of a financial interest in a decision, and mandates public identification of the interest, 

recusal, and non-participation in the disposition of the matter, citing Cal. Gov. Code § 87100 et seq. At 

all relevant times, the Conflict of Interest Administrative Procedure was in full force and effect. 

72. The District also adopted and maintained in effect its Board Policy, which included in 

Number 2.21 thereof a “Policy on Professional Ethics” (the “Ethics Code”).  The preamble to the Ethics 

Code reads “Ethical standards include but are not limited to commitment to the public good, 

accountability to the public, and commitment beyond the minimum requirements of the law . . . [n]o 



employee or consultant shall use or permit others to use public resources for personal use or any other

purpose not authorized by law.” At all relevant times, the Ethics Code was in full force and eect.

73. In conformity with Distn'ct conict of interest Policies, bidders were required to attest

that they did not have conicts, the following are exemplars of language used in contracts:

6. ggnmgt of Imgrest. Consultant represents and warrants that it presently has no interest, and shall not have any
interest. direct or indirect, which would conict in any manner with the performance of Work and services
required under this Agreement. Without limitation. Consultant represents to and agrees With District that
Consultant has no present. and will have no future conict ol' interest between providing District services
hereunder and any interest Consultant may presently have, or will have in the future. with respect to any other
person or entity (including but not limited to any federal or state wildlife, environmental or regulatory agency)which has any interest adverse or potentially adverse to District, as determined in the reasonable judgment of
District.

it: it: it:

DOCUMHTI‘ 00 45 l9

NON-COLLUSIONMAVIT

(Public Comm Code § 7106)
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E. CONTRACTORS AND THEIR AGENTS 

74. From 2001 to the Present, the District entered into contracts with various contractors 

pursuant to its Capital Improvement Plans and Facilities Master Plan.  Those contractors included: (a) 

Allana Buick & Bers, an architectural firm whose agent at all relevant times was Karim Allana; (b) 

McCarthy Building Companies, Inc., a construction company whose agents at all relevant times were 

Richard Henry and Frances Choun; (c) BCA Architects, whose principal and founder was Paul 

Bunton; (d) Robert A. Bothman, Inc., whose principal and founder was Robert A. Bothman; and (e) 

Blach Construction Company, Inc. whose chairman was Mike Blach. As previously noted, the 

District sues additional Doe Defendants, as the relationship between co-conspirators, including Galatolo 

and Nuñez and the Doe’s are being scrutinized. 

75. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez and District contractors favored by them dealt in 

various frauds including bid rigging, influence peddling and change order fraud. Further Galatolo 

fluidly used his authority to approve certain $50,000 and $10,000 and under payments to contractors. 

Galatolo and some of the contractors named in this Complaint even joked about change order scams, 

ending around a picture of a small boat called the “Original Contract” behind a large boat called the 

“Change Order.” A joke on the public. 
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76. Ron Galatolo emailed the picture to his iends at McCarthy (Henry), Hensel Phelps

(Ball) and Hunt Consuuction (Ulinger); they joked about who owned the “Change Order” and

“Original Contract” boats.

From: Galatolo, Ron [mailto:galatolo@smccd.edu]
Sent: Tue 8/21/2007 9:43 AM

To: Ball, Jon W.; Henry, Richard; Keith Ulinger
Cc: Bennett, Rick; Da Silva, Linda L.; Keller, James; Nunez, Jose

Subject: Change Orders...

I’ve got spies. -. notice the names on the “big” boat. -. and the attached shitty little dingy.

I’ll be watchin‘uu

Ron

--—-0riginal Message-m-
From: Ball, Jon W. [mailtozjball@henselphelps.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 21, 2007 8:06 PM

To: Galatolo, Ron; Henry, Richard; Keith Ulinger
Cc: Bennett, Rick; Da Silva, Unda L.; Keller, James; Nunez, Jose

Subject: RE: Change Orders...

AAwww. come on. that's nuthln, I've got a submarine by the same name. You know the old saying...a submerged whale ls harder to harpoon.
I'll bet that ls Ullger’s dinghy and Rlch's boat (Sorry, guys. l couldn't reslstlll)

Jon

To: lballQhmselphebsoanbalQMnsolphdpsnom]; Galatolo. Ronbdaogumodndu]:
RHmryQMcCarthyoomml-tenryQMoCanhynom]
Cc: aneu, Rncklbennenr@smcod.odu): Da Silva. Linda Lldaslwagsmoodndu]: Koler. Jamoeollermmoodsdu]: Nunez.
Jose[nunezl@smcod.odu]; BBothman@bothmm.oom{BBolhmanQbomnnn.oom|
Fmm: Keith Ullngertktllngor®homltooml
80m: Wed 8/22/2007 3:12:55 AM (UTC)
Siea: RE Change Orders...

That‘snotmy mydnmy. ltdoesn'tlavenearlyenoughepeakersonltora
supperpoie.

COMPLAINT 22



To: Bdl. JonWbalIQhensobhelpam]; Gdablo, Rodguologsmeodsdu]: Keith Ulngodkulhgerghounalnam]
Cc: Bonneu. Rteklbmneursmcodsdu]; Da Silva. Linda Lldaslwagsmcodndu]; Knlor. Jamosolladgsmcododul: Nona.
Josolnunaugsmcodsdu]
Flam: Henry. RMaQRHonIyQMcCanhynoml
80m: Wed 8/2212007 2:26:18 PM (UTC)
m RE Change Orders...

C'mon Jon...you've beenonmy boatandkmwlrlsmhsnoplaeemhdmyhehom.

F. C0-CONSPIRATOR RONALD GALATOLO

l. Ron Galatolo Selected as Chancellor

77. OnMay 23, 2001, the Board appointed Galatolo as interim Chancellor-Supen'ntendent.

Prior to his appointment, Galatolo was the Distn'ct’s Executive Vice Chancellor, beginning in 1999.

Pn'or to entering post-secondary education, Galatolo worked as a public accountant. The Board

appointed Galatolo to a four-year term as Chancellor on January 25, 2002.

78. Galatolo quickly moved to consolidate power and inuence over the operations of the

District. As Chancellor, he held important oversight and budgetary power. Pursuant to Board Policy

8.02, the Chancellor did not need to obtain board approval to enter into contracts on behalfof the Board

under certain threshold dollar amounts. Galatolo used this power repeatedly over the course ofhis

employment as Chancellor.

79. Galatolo immediately began using his position to hand pick and select the various

contractors the District would use to accomplish its Capital Improvement Plans. As Chancellor of the

District, Galatolo had immense authority when it came to which buildings would be built, which

campuses would benet, in what order, and reported to the Board.

80. Galatolo deliberately surrounded himselfwith individuals whom he new would be loyal

to him, and only him. In doing so, Galatolo succeeded in focusing his interests not on the day to day

governance of the District, but instead on his pet project; enriching himself to the detriment of San

Mateo taxpayers, and in violation ofhis own duciary duty.

81. As Chancellor of the District, Galatolo was required to complete yearly Statements of

Economic Interests, otherwise known as Form 700 disclosures, as required by the PRA. Galatolo did so,

yet omitted numerous gifts and favors given to him by Defendants.
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82. In accepting those gifts and favors, Galatolo became financially interested in awarding 

contracts to Defendants, and others, including Doe Defendants that are expected to be identified. 

2. Galatolo Elevated to Chancellor Emeritus 

83. In August 2019, Galatolo negotiated a Chancellor Emeritus contract with the District. In 

a letter to the Board, Galatolo described himself as “candid, forthright, honest and giving complete 

information to the Board.” This statement was blatantly false. The District would never have offered 

Galatolo an amended contract, granting him the same salary while relieving him of the majority of his 

duties as Chancellor, had the Board known the true extent of Galatolo’s malfeasance, dishonesty, and 

self-interested conduct.  

84. In announcing Galatolo’s elevation to Chancellor Emeritus the Board of Trustees issued 

a press release stating it would be best for the community that Galatolo continue his efforts to turn 

SMCCCD into a CSU. The release states that: “In order to give the Peninsula region the best 

opportunity to turn the CSU dream into a reality, both the District and Mr. Galatolo agreed that it would 

be in the best interest of the concept to have him solely focused on these efforts.” The release 

characterizes Galatolo as a “visionary thought leader” who has been instrumental in making the District 

“one of the best in the nation.”  

3. Galatolo Fired From Chancellor Emeritus Position After Criminal 

Investigation Surfaces 

85. After meeting in closed session on Saturday February 6, 2021, the Board of Trustees 

publicly announced that it had voted unanimously to terminate its relationship with Galatolo. Attached 

as Tab A is the Board’s statement regarding its February 6, 2021 decision. In part the Board noted that: 

• The Board had been closely monitoring the investigation by the District Attorney; 

• In the course of the District’s cooperation with the District Attorney various matters 

came to light that had not been presented to the Board by Galatolo, including (1) use of 

public funds for retirement incentives; (2) undisclosed personal relationships with 

vendors; (3) undisclosed gifts from contractors that were not reported as required by law; 

• Galatolo hid these matter both when Chancellor and during the seventeen months he 

served as Chancellor Emeritus; 
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• The Board gave Galatolo opportunity to provide exculpatory information but Galatolo 

refused to provide substantive responses, even though he was an employee of the 

District. 

4. Criminal charges brought against Galatolo 

86. The Board’s action, in terminating Galatolo, was timely because on April 7, 2022 the 

San Mato County District Attorney’s Office announced criminal charges against Galatolo see Tab D 

(criminal charges). Further, attached as Tab D is the DA’s public release regarding the charges, which 

stated that the felony charges stemmed from the following4: 

1) In his personal capacity, former Chancellor Galatolo fraudulently reported a $10,000 

charitable donation to the Santa Rosa Junior College Foundation Fire Relief Fund, made to aid 

students, staff and faculty in recovering from the Tubbs fire, on his 2017 state income tax 

return that was actually a donation made by the San Mateo County Community College 

District Foundation, as reflected in Counts 1 and 2 of the Complaint, violations of Revenue 

and Tax Code Section 19705 and 19706;  

2) While serving as Chancellor, Galatolo, with the assistance of Vice Chancellor of Facilities 

Jose Nuñez, directed construction projects be awarded to vendors from whom he had received 

and continued to receive multiple valuable gifts, including concert and sporting events tickets 

and international travel, and with whom he shared financial interests, as reflected in Counts 3-

10 in the Complaint, violations of Penal Code Section 424(a)(2) and Government Code 

Section 1090;  

3) While serving as Chancellor, Galatolo failed to disclose on his required annual Form 700 that 

he received numerous valuable gifts from construction firms who had business with the 

District, as reflected in Counts 11-20 in the Complaint, violations of Penal Code Section 

118(a); 

4) In his personal capacity, former Chancellor Galatolo purchased high-end and classic cars and 

purposefully under-reported the purchase price to the California DMV as reflected in Counts 

20-21 in the Complaint, violations of Penal Code Section 118(a). 
 

4 https://www.smcgov.org/media/69326/download?inline= 
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87. In September 2022 the San Mateo County District Attorney executed a Search Warrant 

against the Pahl & McCay Law Firm, which Galatolo, through his criminal defense attorney Charles 

Smith, objected to. The District Attorney responded by pointing out that Galatolo does not have 

standing to object to the search warrant: 

88. Pahl & McCay and its senior attorney, Stephen Pahl, represented Galatolo in connection 

with a dispute with the District.  Unknown to the Board until recently, Stephen Pahl and Galatolo 

hatched a scheme to have personal attorneys fees and costs for Pahl’s representation submitted and paid 

by accounting staff at the District. Pahl is an old friend of Galatolo and Karim Allana. In 2016, Pahl and 

Karim introduced Galatolo to Lighthouse Bank for his personal “credit needs.”  



89. In addition to illegal activities and criminal charges, it has come to light that Galatolo

equently used Distn'ct email to disseminate crude, racist and sexistmaterial — many exchanges were

with District contractors.

90. Copied below is an example of the manner in which Galatolo used andmisused Distn'ct

property. Galatolo used Distn'ct time and resources equently for personal business and pleasure. In

doing so, he abused his ethical duties to the District. The Distn'ct has now obtained numerous emails

sent by Galatolo that demonsuate his ethical bankruptcy and abuse ofDishict time and resources.

Galatolo regualry used District e-mails for personal use after being warned not to.
*IIIF

From: REDACTED
Sent: Thursday, May 11, 2017 9:55 AM
To: Galatolo, Ron <galatolo@smccd.edu>
Subject: Large wine event May 17th

Dearest Pig Nuts, since we no longer date I thought l would see if you wanted to play hooky on Wed may 17‘“ in Sa
Fransico. There is a Grand Portfolio tasting at the Generals Residence Fort Mason from 1 to 5 and l am thinking of

attending. Let me know if there is interest. It’s a VIP event so you will have to us another name and wear a

mustache.

REDACTED

From: Galatolo, Ron Imailtozglatoloesmccdedul
Sent: Thursda- May 11, 2017 2:48 PM
To: REDACTED
Subject: RE: Large wine event May 17m

Sweet... count me in!! Did you say a mustache ora skirt?

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District

0n May 11, 2017, at 3:27 PM, REDACTED

Good here's the deal.. | want to meet you some place.. college or your place Menlo, leave my car. Your will drive in
to event at fort mason and we will be there by 1pm. lwant to have dinner in the cityat Sish, there are 3 or 4
restaurantsl need to try. We come home after dinner and you sober up. l may even invitemyself to stay the night
at your place on couch. —are at the lake that week. Also, this is a trade event so you will not be
inviting any of your female whores that have hygene issues or others. I can get 2 in max besides myself, so Karim is a

maybe if he is interested. Someday your dick is going to fall off and I don’t want to be at the table.

REDAC'ED
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From: Galatolo, Ron [mailto:gaIatolo@smccd.edu]
Sent: Thursda , May 11, 2017 10:45 PM
To:
Subject: Re: Large wine event May 17th

Funny you should say that... I actually have a couple of super hot Russians ln the City who like to drink wine, men get naked. I'm

totally serious!!! But l understand my little impotmt friend!!!

Let's go from my ofce in San Mateo...

Take care,

Ron

*Ikik

Galatolo Ron oalatolosmccd. edul
REDACTE
Fri 5/12/2017 4:04:21 PM (UTC)

Suect: RE. Large wine event May 17th

Send me office address, I will be there 12:30 sharp. Stop getting me in trouble.

REDACTED

91. Following the bombshell April 2022 criminal charges (Tab D) the disin'ct began to

understand the full extent ofGalatolo’s corruption. More details of co-conspirator Galatolo’s

malfeasance are described below in connection with the discussion ofABB andMcCarthy transactions.

G. C0-CONSPIRATOR JOSE NUNEZ

92. Co-conspirator Jose Nuez (“Nuez”) was the Vice Chancellor ofFacilities Planning

and Operations for the Distn'ct. Nuez assumed the Vice Chancellor role in September 2000.

93. In that role, Nuez was the key point person directing building projects for the District.

He and Galatolo worked closely together on all aspects of capital improvements, om bidding, to

project oversight. Nuez facilitated and benetted om kickbacks received om ABB.

94. Nuez was famed formaking quick decisions. He included in his District email

signature an unattributed quote: “Don’t Be Stopped by “analysis paralysis”. Get It Done!” An

additional quote followed: “A good decision executed quickly beats a brilliant decision implemented

slowly”.
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95. Nuñez’s leadership style was emblematic of the way business was conducted under 

Galatolo’s regime. Nuñez was Galatolo’s sole report, and Nuñez deferred to Galatolo at every turn. 

When a decision needed to be made, Nuñez ensured that it comported with Galatolo’s vision and 

priorities, especially when it came to building projects. 

96. As Vice Chancellor of the District, Nuñez was required to complete yearly Form 700s, 

as required by the PRA. Nuñez did so, yet omitted numerous gifts given to him by Defendant ABB. 

1. Criminal Charges Brought Against Nuñez 

97. On December 21, 2021, the San Mato County District Attorney’s Office announced 

fifteen felony criminal charges against Nuñez, including: 

• Embezzlement of Public Moneys for assisting in directing the award of the 

contract to design and build a solar energy system at Cañada College to ABB in 

2013 and 2014; 

• Twelve counts of perjury for failing to report a number of gifts he received from 

vendors. 

• Illegally using college district resources to support a campaign for a candidate for 

district trustee.  

• Illegally using college district resources to support a March 2020 statewide ballot 

measure, Prop. 13, a bond measure that would have provided $2 billion to 

community college capital projects statewide. 

98. Nuñez was indicted and pleaded no contest to two felonies relating to his illegal 

activities in violation of his duty to the District, as shown in Tabs B and C. More details of Co-

conspirator Nuñez’ malfeasance are described below in connection with the discussion of ABB and 

McCarthy transactions. 

VI. THE ABB BUILDING TRANSACTIONS 

99. As described herein, co-conspirators Galatolo Nuñez began to accept thousands of 

dollars worth of gifts from ABB, Karim Allana, the principal of Defendant Allana Buick & Bers, and 

various ABB employees in connection with causing the District to take actions favorable to ABB. The 
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District has only recently started to understand the extend of the inappropriate relationship between 

Galatolo and Allana/ABB. 

A. The Cañada College Solar Project 

100. In 2013, the District was in the midst of its Capital Improvement Plan 2, using funds 

from Bond Measure H, which raised $388 million dollars for districtwide construction projects. 

101. One of the projects included in the plan was a project for a solar photovoltaic array at 

Cañada College (the “Solar Project”). The District advertised the project as a design-build project, and 

solicited bids for the project. Following the passage of Proposition 39, a green-energy initiative, the 

District was able to use state funds to defray the majority of the cost of the project.  

102. Ten qualified vendors were identified and invited to submit proposals through a Request 

for Proposal (“RFP”) process.  One of those firms was Defendant Allana Buick & Bers, and Galatolo 

was intimately involved in the selection process. 

103. As detailed above, Galatolo had a close personal relationship with Karim Allana. Karim 

Allana was aware of Galatolo’s position as Chancellor, and how that position could benefit his 

company.  Galatolo rewarded ABB with contracts on behalf of the District. 

104. ABB also quickly identified the importance of Nuñez to its efforts to secure District 

business. ABB also lavished gifts on Nuñez, including tickets to sporting events, expensive meals, and 

other inducements in return for his assistance in receiving contracts with the District, as detailed in part 

above. 
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105. The bidding process for the Solar Project endedwith two nalists: ABB and Cupertino

Elecln'c. In a presentation to the Board on December 11, 2013, Disuict Energy Management

Coordinator Joe Fullerton asserted that the vendor would be selected according to the provisions of

Gov. Code § 4127.12, requiring ndings by the Board that the winning bid would provide the “best

value” based on the cost of the project to the District being less than the anticipatedmarginal cost to the

District of the energy that would have been consumed absent the project’s consuuction.

106. ABB submitted its bid, in the total of $5,444,863 on November 21, 2013. The District

asked ABB to submit a Best and Final O'er by December l3, 2013 at 2 p.m. PST.

107. Cupertino Elecuic submitted its Best and Final bid at 1:40 p.m. PST on December 13,

2013, as reected in this e-mail (note the e-mail reects UST, 9:40 p.m. UTC equates to 1:40 p.m.

PST):

To: Tmmmm_JMCELcom]; Hamel, m
WOMM_Hazistras@CELcoml
Cc Fullerton, JoseptifullertonjQsmcededu]; Nunez, Joeelwnea'gamdom]; Paul,WM.G Ddey,
Annqmleyaasmccdedu]; Simon Olivier] (simn_diviai@nmrb.cc)[s‘nm_oiv‘minewconb.ccl; Ruse! Ow
(maeLdiannewoombchnnselLdriverQmwcmlbccl
From: Brim BrisbmlBrim_Brisbin@ELoom]
Sem Fri 12/132013 9:40:00 PM (UTC)
8m RECANADACOLLEGESOLARPHOTOVGJNCSYSTEMPRQECf-mbraedmdndom
Cmam PV

Peter,

Thankyouagainforywmmidu'atimtPhaseseeatmdledBAFO(cmleuammdamdhidfam).Pleaseletusmifyou
haveanywestiors.

Thanks, Brian

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././
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108. ABB then submitted a package at 1:55 p.m. PST, as reected in the following e-mail

(note 9:55 p.m. UTC equates to 1:55 pm. PST):

To: Hempel Petedhenpebgsmccdedu]; Karin AlanaMmeabbaecom]; Alex Kama[mam mm]
Cc Fulemn JosephIfullenonjgsmcodedu], Nunez Josetnmezjgsmccd.om]; Pavel Kamgsnwd ow]; Ddey,
Anneldaleyaosmccdecu]; Simon Ol'nnen (simon_oivieonewcmb. cc)[sinon_oivienanewcombcc]: Russell Dver
(unselLdriveIQnewoonbcc)[nmell_drivergnewcanb.cc]
Fran: John OlssonolssonQabbaeoom]
Sect Fri 12/1 3/201 3 9:568 PM (UTC)
5m RE: CANADA COLLEGE SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTEM PROJEC‘I’ - Ramos Bea ad Fm 01hrW
Peter

Attached for your review is ABBAE's Best and Final Offer. This email lndudes those sections that ate dxanged from our original
proposal.

ve full binders and a thumb drive are in route to you. The binders and thumb drive indudes all sections of the proposal.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you

\‘9
109. However, ABB was then permitted to correct its bid aer the 2 pm. deadline, as

evidenced by this e-mail sent at 3:45 pm. PST three days later (note 11:45 pm. UTC equates to 3:45

p.m. PST):

To: Hempel Peterlhermebgsmcod.ecu]; Karin Alanalkmmgabbae.com]; Alex Kalralakakagabbae. com]
Cc: Fulerbn Josephlfullertonjgsmccd.edu]; Nunez, Jose[nmezj@srnccd.ear]; Powell, Karentpowelkgsmcod.edu]; Baby
Anne[da|eya@smccd9&1]; 'S‘Inon 01rvieri (simon_oivierignewoorrb.cc)‘[simon_oivierignewoorrb.cc]; 'Russel Driver
(nmell_driver@newcomb. cc)‘[russellmvergnewcornb.cc]
Fran: John OlssonolssonQabbaecom]
Sort Mon 12/36/2013 11:45:45 PM (UTC)
5m RE: CANADA COLLEGE SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC SYSTBA PROJECT - Remind for Best aid Fiul Otter
12 - bid breakdown BAFO 12-1 3—13 bafo.
P1 - Cover Letter ABBAE BAFO Connedg
P3 - Executive Sammy - BAFO Conundg
Peter

Attached, please find le correct version ofABBAE's Best and Final Offer breakdown, alom with a revised mver letter and
executive summary. We inadvertently used and sent i1 an incorrect excel pridm sheet last Friday.

I apologize for any confusion.

Thank you

John Olsson

ABBAE

/././

/././
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110. ABB’s bid on December 13, 2013 was for $4,929,237, however, that is not the end of 

the story.  ABB was permitted to revise its bid and submitted a new bid of $4,531,046 on December 16, 

2013.  This is the amount reflected in the District contract with ABB signed on January 9, 2014. But 

again, this is not the end of the story. After four change orders the project cost rose to $4,985,005 on 

January 6, 2015 (an amount that was even more than ABB’s December 13, 2013 bid, which ABB was 

allowed to revise downward to get the contract, and an amount significantly over Cupertino’s last bid).  

111. Galatolo exerted undue influence on the selection of the winning vendor, by pressuring 

the committee responsible for choosing the winner to alter the scores of the bidding process to make 

ABB the top scorer, when Cupertino Electric was the actual top scorer.  Galatolo also overrode the 

recommendation of Newcomb Anderson McCormick, the professional consulting firm hired by the 

District to assist with the Solar Project. 

112. Issues have since arisen as to whether Allana was actually ever pre-qualified as a District 

construction vendor, as required by District rules. 

B. Galatolo and Karim Allana Take a Three Week Vacation to the Middle East and 

Asia Under Guise of District Business 

113. Ron Galatolo and Karim Allana mastermind a junket to the Middle East and Asia to 

vacation on the District’s dime while purporting to be on “official” business. Jose Nuñez and Jing Luan 

assisted with the scheme and joined Galatolo and Allana for parts of the trip.  Galatolo and Allana 

traveled from Dubai to Bali together, visiting the following countries: 

• Dubai, UAE (April 3 – 4, 2017) 

• Nepal (April 5 – April 7, 2017) 

• Pakistan (April 7 – April 15, 2017) 

• Singapore and/or Kuala Lumpur (April 15 – April 16, 2017)5 

• Indonesia (April 16 – April 24, 2017) 

 
5 The exact details of portions of the trip are unclear, for instance the District found an e-mail from 
Karim Allana’s personal assistant stating “Jing mentioned that the major meeting originally set for 
Singapore will likely be moved to Jakarta. Therefore travel to Singapore is no longer needed. Last I 
checked, he was setting up a meeting in Kuala Lumpur for Saturday 4/15 with a real estate tycoon and 
construction company owner. Jing tentatively has the meeting set for lunch.” 



114. On April 24, 2017, Jing Luan, Ron Nuez and Ron Galatolo ew om Bali back to San

Francisco. Allana travelled with Galatolo until the end of the trip in Bali. Jing Luan does not appear to

have travelled with Galatolo and Allana in Dubai.

115. The Disuict recently learned that Galatolo, Allana and Luan started planning their

vacation in or about Sunday October 16, 2016 when Luan e-mails Galatolo a link to a vacation planning

website for Nepal called Rough Guides.

'rai

«under:
[Y

ROUGH

GUIDES‘
.- _—.‘.I-— k ". .

“I

116. Galatolo promptly looped his iend Karim Allana into the planning:

To: Galatolo. Ron[galatolo@smccd.edu]
From: Kaim Allanafkarim@abbae.oom]
Sem: Sm 10/16/2016 8:17:11 PM (UTC)
smject: Re: best me to travel to Nepal

Ron

You want to go in October ormarch? What is your preference? Spring or fall?

Karim Allana, PE
CEO

Allana Buick & Bets
www.3bbae.com

(650)543-5600

Please pardonmymisspellings. Sent om my iPhone
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0n Oct 16, 2016, at 1:09 PM, Galatolo, Ron<W wrote:

Let's start planning this trip!!!

Sent om my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Luan, Jing" <luan smccd.edu>
Date: October 16, 2016 at 11:25:08 AM PDT
To: ”Galatolo, Ron" < alatolo smc d
Subject: best time to travel to Nepal

httgswww. roughguides.com‘destinations‘asia‘negal‘when-togo‘

Jing Luan. PhD.
President. San Mateo Colleges of Silicon Valley
Provost. International Affairs. San Maheo CCCO
Caada College, College of San Mateo. & Skyline College

117. As demonstrated by this exchange the tn'p staed as vacation planning. There is no

legitimate reason why the CEO of an architectural rm with District contracts should be traveling with

District employees to the Middle Bast and Asia.

118. Karim Allana and Ron Galatolo spent lots of time conferring on the details of their

vacation. For example, many emails were exchanged trying to arrange a tour guide for Dubai to visit

“Burj and other key places in Dubai.” They also spent time choosing a hotel, after discussing the Ritz

Carlton (and its $100 resort credit) settled on the iconic Taj Dubai, which then told Karim’s assistant at

A
A" -“ll

‘
l

‘
t

$1V,
‘

. r o

‘1

. > lg L
Photos ofTaj Duba“

6h s://www.ta'hotels.com/en-in/ta'/ta'-dubai/ima e- alle /
h s://www.tn'va o.com/en-US/oar/hotel-ta'-dubai?search=100-3584510
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119. Karim was born in Pakistan and it is clear that the Pakistan leg of the hip was planned as

a way for Karim and Galatolo to vacation in Karim’s home country.
To: Kanm A. a-mzmwgduwc mi caldzwu
Ronlgalalolo®smccd.edu]. blessed.ent@cybet.mtpklblessodnnlQcyboLmI pk]
Fm: Luan. Jmglluan@smccd.edu]
Son: Saws/2017 5.10:33 AM (UTC)
W tnp on G Allana Road

120. Galatolo then forwards the picture to his wife/girliend and daughter and points out that

the “G. Allana Road” was named for Karim’s grandfather — further evidence that the hip was planned

as a vacation catered to Galatolo and Allana’s ’iendship and not as a legitimate District work nip:

From: Galatolo Ron " r: ’U i-w ' z": r11

To: KrislaGalalolo 1-' E’;gavatois@gmal com:

E worsgsn JPG

All of us driving down the main street in Karachi named after Kan'm's grandfather... so coo"!!!

Sent from my iPhone

121. Karim/ABE provided Galatolo a ee upgrade to business class on the ight to Dubai,

which was not disclosed by Galatolo to the Dishict. In 2017, the limit for gis to a local ofcial

received om a single source in a single calendar year was $470. The upgrade to business class on the

April 2017 ight far exceeded $470 in value. Galatolo made no disclosure of the trip on his Form 700
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and did notmake any attempt to reimburse Karim Allana for its value, as required by Government Code

§ 82028(b)(2).

122. It appears that Karim Allana arranged a helicopter expedition to Mount Everest with Ron

Galatolo on the tn'p with a company called Amigo Treks7.

\AMIGo m

Everest Helicopter Tour Group join may, r.ipm(oo1.A.1ez.

123. In Pakistan Karim Allana’s brother, Ghulamali (who they oen referred to as “GA”)
showed them around and Galatolo and Jing Luan met Karim’s extended family.

Boc: Galatob, Ron[galatolo@smccd.edu]
To: Kaim Allana[kan’m@abbae.oom]; blessed.entQcyber.net.pk[btesed.entQcyber.net.pk]; Luan. Jinqlumcsmcodedu]
From: galatoloQsmccdeduwdatotoasmccdedu]
Sect Sd 4/22/2017 8:33:07 AM (UTC)
surged: Re:

Dear Ghulamali,

Ican't begin to thank you enough for the time you spent with us in Karachi and Hunza... Ihope you also hadmany
opportunities to enjoy your Land Cmiser... that's such a sweet car!!! Like your brother, you are such a nd soul and
generous man!!! However, I'm sure in your yotmger days you were (as we say in America) "hell on wheels"!

I look forward to seeing you again soon and wishing you a safe journey home. Thank you again for everything as well as
helping me with shipping the painting to the U.S.!!!!

Allmy vuy best,

Ron

Sent om my iPhone

7
hms://www.amigotrekking.com/everest-helicopter-tour-goup-join.html
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To: Kain Allananmimgabbaemm]Cc blemd.ent@cyber.netpk[blessed.mt@cyber.netpk]; Gdanlo. Ronlgalamloosmccdnal]
Fran: Luan, Jing[IO=EXCHANGELABSIOU:EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBoHF23SPDLTVCN=RECIPIENTSICN=706557C73048478FBBC951700E228549-LUAN, JING]
Sort Sat 4/22/2017 6:12:35 AM (UTC)
Sm Re:

GA, Kan'm said it well! Fun aside, I'm so happy to meet you and your extended family. The waxmm and lmdship is so
genuine and pure mat I won‘t ever forget.

Todaylrelzxmdtomonowlembarkonmyjmnneyhome,soml<arimandkon. Theuipwillbemelongestof'QO
minutes" by GA's masure. behehe

ling
(Input may be by dicmion with autocotrect)

ling Lm PhD.
President, San Mateo Colleges of Silicon Valley
Provost, IntemanonalMail's, SMCCD
(Canada, CSM & Skyline)
Skype: jmgluansss
WeChat: shibaqian18000
www.mccdedu’intemational

On Apr 22, 2017, at 12:59, Kim Allan: <mim> mom:

WehadayeattimeinKatachiandl-Ilmn Trip ofalifetime.Thankyonsomuchfotevuything!!

KarimAllanLPE
CEO

Allan: Buick & Bets
www.2bbae.com

124. In Bali, Galatolo was drinking, partying and vacationing with Karim:

FEW-TiesHal: Gdalm R°n[uI-:- III It: .Il III-Zr Ix.‘ ‘x .l n |v.I| .x K'» g. F‘I’ F 'II—FlSFI" ':/I:' 'Rmix-nmlu: 'Tlfdi‘ .I‘f.I;‘4?.16u..":71€l’w. (‘mmlnul PAIIII

In: mom.m.u-euceta>e :n a
cc: lemma-as.“ m.—

WI had a gluilliml loo... not iI hlnfpsl idlivvhg wnsu‘ousnisi... bu will bu pm in i bi.

Tie can.

Ran

Sent from my iPhono

> OnApl 23. 2017, al IO 16AM. mm: comm! (-jdcehrscom au> wrote
>
> Momhgglys.
>

> Gui!M listnight.
> Karim we npprecllle your gateway
s
> l bust wewl iii you paoHdlMay.
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125. On April 26, 2017, two days aer retuming om the globetrotting vacation with Karim

Allana, Galatolo attended a District Board meeting. At that meeting, the Board awarded ABB a contact

in the amount of $1.5 million for consulting work on various Distn'ct projects. The Board had no prior

howledge ofGalatolo’s vacation with Allana. The Board had no idea that ABB’s main principal had

been lounging poolside with Galatolo in Bali just two days before.

126. Further there was all form ofdishonest conduct that owed om the Middle East/Asia

trip, including an offer to put Karim’s brother in Pakistan on the payroll and favors granted to people

they met in connection with the trip. For instance, in this e-mail Karim passes along a request om the

son of a Pakistani ocial who wants Galatolo to use his position as Chancellor to secure admission to

USC (University of Southern California):

To: Galatolo. Rodgalabbgsmoodgdu]
Fran: Ka'im Alana[karim@abbae.oom]
sen Wed 3r22r2m7 220:25 PM (UTC)
smut Fwd: Greengs

mm
mservlel-Z .gf
A1T00002.htrn

Ron

ThisguyismemoiPshCmGmwhoMpedmgmhoquealkdmlynngh
hlpmgmngalamofrecommendaonsomyoursm

Please rend his anail below...

WouldyouliketoulkwMMMMMgmmwmmmmmmmkkmmlm
ofmomnmdaonforlnm?Whatdoymsnggest?

Msmadwme

KnimAlhna,PE
CEO

Allmm &Ba:
wwwabbaemm

(650)543-5600

Please padmmy nirspell’mg Sat un myThe

Beg'n forwardedmesage:

/././

/././

/././
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127. It appears that Galatolo did in fact secure admission for ofcial’s iend:

To:
Ca Gdawlo. RodgdaboloQsmoodedu]
Fm Karim Alanalanmaabbaeoom]
Sat Fri 7/14/2017 ”:2:ng UTC)m Re-——
I-
Congamlatjonsamxuyexcitedfotymlmwymnhst

IovetomalpwithymmdymMkmmmmmwmwhmm.mm1
wouldlowtometywhpam

Being-Ids

KamnAmPE
CEO

Allan Buick k Ba:
m.nbba.om

(650)543-5w0

mlul l4, 2017,:t4206PM — 31:513. :c-Ln' 2112.;1 can: m

HelloKuMUmlc,

Hopeth'nmilywwell!

ImpwadtomomywntrwhmoedmadshnbllschMNlSILMUIFI
2017.

ImMymhymWMhMphgmmmym.
HaneyvemachmetowmhosplhymyNMywmmLmAngeb.

Hope tomeet you soon!

Wim Sincere“ Reguds.

Sent om my iPhone

It It III

To: Karim Allana[|<arim@abbae.com]
Fran: Galatolo, Ron[galatolo@smccd.edu]
Sew Fri 7/14/2017 11:44:01 PM (UTC)
sw'pct: RE: —
Excellent news, Karim“; I also just got -admitted to 5Fsu this coming Fall term...

Take care,

Ron

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District
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128. The “Josh” in the e-mail appears to be Galatolo’s step-son. Karim responds to the last

email by thanking Galatolo, to which Galatolo responds: “Anytime and anythingforyou, Karim. . .Ihat

simply goes without sayingll”

129. Following the long trip, inMay 2017, Karim Allana o‘ers his brother a job working to

secure Pakistani students:

From: Karim Allana [mailto:karimabbae.com]
Salt: Thursday, May 04, 2017 7:56 AM
To: Luan, Jing duanQsmccd.edu>
Cc: Ghulamai Allana lessed.em0cyber.net.pk>; We, Ron quoloomgdw

Wm RezProposalfromSan MateoCotleeesofSiliconVallev

GA

AreywpotuniauyinumdinbdngmagmltoprmCSWIhdievemecolbgewm
pyyouacunmomtofmypasdumdyoumchgesbuwdlYmm
pomauymhukwmpasmdm‘hNepaLhlgmcymtookthisonmham
ZOOSmdmL'ayur.

Ingywcmprobublyudnhbe.m,eleewuGAndminpam

Thanh

XximAlhnl,PE
CEO

AllurickkBas
mm

(650)5435600

130. In response to this email Jing Luan tells Ghulamai Allana that the pay would be less and

paperwork would be needed, to which Ghulamai responds that he will pass on the oer but would be

willing to be an “honorary representative in Pakistan.” While it does not appear that Ghulamai made it

on the payroll, the exchange is deeply troubling and is indicative of the inappropriate relationship

between Karim and Galatolo.

/././

/././

COMPLAINT 41



C. Other Improper Relations Between Karim Allana and Co-Conspirators Galatolo

and Nuez

131. In addition to theMiddle East/Asia uip, Karim Allana and Galatolo, and to a lesser

extent Nuez, enjoyed extavagant tn'ps, outings and gifts om Allana and his company ABB.

132. In 2014, ABB gave Jose Nuez tickets to the Eagles’ “History of the Eagles” concert

tour.

133. In 2016, and 2017 Karim (and Stephen Pahl) introduced Galatolo to Lighthouse Bank to

help with personal nances and lending.

134. InMarch 2017, Allana and Galatolo planned a trip to Yountville Live a wine country

food, wine andmusic event.

135. In April 2017 (while in Pakistan together), Galatolo worked with Karim Allana and

ABB on plans for a solar project at Galatolo’s Lahaina Hawaii home. ABB’s help with Galatolo’s

Hawaii property formore than a year (until at least July 2018). At one point an ABB architect seemed

exasperated to have to help with Galatolo’s Hawaii home given that he had not worked on a

“residential” project for years. Karim Allana arranged for the Kihei ofce ofABB to “observe” the

install at Galatolo’s vacation home.

From: Karim Allana
Sent: Sunday, May 27, 2018 5:51 PM
To: Bill Jenkins <b'enkins abbae.com>; Ron Galatolo < alatolo smccd.edu>
Cc: Joseph Higgins ('hi ins abbae.com>
Subject: Home solar installation

Bill

I want to introduce you to my friend Ron Galatolo. We helped him get a permit for solar for his house in Ka'anapali. He has hired
Rising Sun solar to install the panels. They are scheduled to install it week ofJuly 16-19th. lwould like you to go to his house during
the install and check the work and help him observe.

Ron, please send all shop drawings and product literature to Bill and Joe.

Thanks

Karim Allana, PE
CEO, Senior Principal
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/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

/././

To: Bi Jenldmmmmmbae.ml
Cc: Kaim.Al|ma[karin.aIamQgma‘l.eotnl
Fm: Galatoio, Ronlgdatoioosmcodedu]
Sect Tue 6/12/2018 11:33:17 PM (UTC)
5m RE: Home solar insulation
Galatolo ID16625 CGS Condional
Galatolo Ron [16951EoofMgw
Galatolo Ron (30§PR345bug
Hi Bill,

Thanks for reaching out... attached I've included the solar contract, pvojed layout and approval letter from MECO. The install is set
for the week of July 16".“ so Monday (July 16") would be a good day to stark amazing the Rising Sun team (if not before) and to
make sure we're all on the same page. I would also appreciate your input, guidance and inspecon of the install — including the
battery system. The contact at Rising Sun is Mitch Sanders. My address is: 42 Holomakani Place, Lahaina (off Halelo)... just across
the street from Ka'anapali Parkway on the Kai Course. My phone is: 650.400.4222

Again, l greatly appreciate your assistance and look forward to meeting you in mid-iulyll

All my best,

Ron

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District

From: Bill Jenkins <bjenkinsQabbae.mm>
Sent: Tuesday, June 12, 201a 3:40 PM
To: Galatolo, Ron <ga|atoloesmccdedu>
Cc: Joseph Higgins (jhiuinseabbaexorm; Karin Allana <kuimeabbaexom>
Subject: RE: Home solar installauon

Aloha Ron:

Let me introduce myself, I am Allana Buidr & Ber: Maui Operations Manager for our hei ofce. It's a pleasure to make your
acquaintance, and I would be happy assist In observation of your solar panel system install. what would be a good date and me
me to stop by during insullation?

In the meantime, please send me your conuct information (phone number, address. etc), and forward any documentation you
may have for this installation (shop drawin, product literature, etc)?

Mahalo
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136. The following is a picture of Galatolo’s Maui property (solar panels not visible from 

street): 

137. Galatolo did not disclose the free services from ABB, Allana and other ABB employees 

to the District. 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 
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138. In September 2017, ABB and Karim Allana helped Galatolo with yet another of

Galatolo’s personal investment properties, this one part ofMenlo Towers:

To: Kathleen Mehiganlkpmeligangmsnroom]; Allanah Behwlanahbgsbcglobalnet]; Galatob, RonlgaIatologsmocdedu]; Dick
MI!iams[richmnlo@sbcglobal.netl; Greg Mellbergregnellbemayahooxom]
From: Greg Mellberg[gregmellberg@yahoorcom]
Sent: Wed 9/27/2017 12:23:29 AM (UTC)
Subject: Menlo Towers - Rear Plaza Coating

Fellow Board Members -
LastWednesday 9/20, Ron Galatolo and I met with Karin Allana. a principal at the rm Allana, Buick a Bets 0t Polo Alto. Karin is a friend of
Ron's and a waterproong specialist. We met on the rear plaza and reviewed the existing conditions. He had many good hsights and
suggestions on how we could move forward with a new waterproof deck. In the end, Ron and l agreed to have them do some initial work on a
Time a. Material (TaM) basis "n the $300 - $400 range. The rst task will be to generate a specication for the new coang and have a meet'ng
with 2 waterproong rms and get 2 bids to do the new work. They will schedule this with 2 fame that have already done work here at Menlo
Towers of have bid work in the past. Karim feels both rms are qualied and reputable; They are -

1.) Authentic Restoration a. Waterproong - they did the deck coating in 2009 at a coat of 598,765.

2.) EverestWaterproofng 8 Resmration - they bid on a new coating in 2015 for a cost of $45,880.

Karim thinks the new coat'ng may cost somewhere in between the above 2 quotes due to repa'n to the cracks in me existing surface. Once
we gel me 2 new bids we can present them to the entire Board for review and discussion. We hope we can get them soon so that. if accepted,
we can have the new topping applied his year before the rainy season. Karin's rm has also proposed to oversee the repair and installation of
the new coating to heure quality on a TGM basis (perhaps in the $2,000 - $3,000 range), I will keep you posted as we get more hformation.
Regards, Greg

139. The assistance with the Menlo Towers property was not disclosed to the District.

140. In June 2017, Galatolo arranged for Karim Allana’s relative to work at the District:

T0:
Bcc: Karim Allana (kanm@abbae.com)[karim@abbae.coml
From: Galatolo, Ron[lO=EXCHANGELABS/0U=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTSICN=753SD42863A14656ACF4336AA67341 F8-GALATOLO. RON]
Sen: Thur 6/1/2017 6:09:45 PM (UTC)
Silica District Otflce Visit...

Dear-
Our CFO, Bemata Slater, will be contacting you shortly to arrange a meeting with her and the key accounting staff. We might have
a "temporary" position available for you that would potentially lead to full time employment. This is super exciting... and l hope
you join our team!!!

All my best,

Ron

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District

/././

/././

/././

/././
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Pictures of Place des Vosges, Paris, an exclusive enclave of the city8 

 
8 https://bonjourparis.com/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/pdv1.jpg 
https://www.charlottetoparis.com/field-notes/exploring-paris-place-des-vosges 



N
N
N
N
N
N
N
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H
H

141. Later in June 2017, Karim Allana asked Galatolo to use political connections to have a

government ofcial ociate at his wedding to Shahrzad Dehdari, a Foster City dentist (the requests

were turned down). Karim thenmoved the wedding om San Francisco’s City Hall to the JuliaMorgan

Ballroom and Galatolo was an honored guest.

142. In or about October 2018, Galatolo, Karim Allana, and two other ABB principals,

Eugene Buick and Gerson Bers, purchased an apartment near the famous Place des Vosges, Paris,

France (the “Paris Property”).

143. In January 2019, Galatolo tells a ‘iend about plans to travel to France with Karim

Allana:

Re: Your Trip n Franco Sent: an Imam 5-46-36m (um)

From: Gdahlujm V ' ‘ 2r .r Mum LL'J' :mntl'i.’ ==NID r‘rrcnnnrf‘xQPmT)"N.HrmPIrI‘Ti/CMJ’DGPAmnu'm'm."n<'r.‘.'.:"u~rrL';LlAT’W‘ ROM

lo: amm—

Hly Ghmm... in:mint-mm you newly: mat-01 pm mo (In) mywhndll Im new 100mgmum mm (lid.demo.- Immunitym. bu Kmm- mng'ng Mm. -.. no lwdbogntiyou
hwy! yw wi- ho ‘ upsciilv In list- scml Umdwid um in Eugurmlll

wean smylng al‘l’m Lo Connemara mun Fonvm on - 8m (lemma 1m afternoon ormo am I01 Fans)

mnanweushgscheduhlsBoudumndpmnnnemr_10unmthennduwamnnz-mmmm Wenpmm_lnaum mymnenmum 1m enjmmne
(Imulnehmll Hesmmmn‘mmm saweshmnhenaoodhmm-mmmlwmmmmmnjmhemmsnmma.

m". l WW D0 Emil”m WI] “Wm 3m WWIDE!

AI my Hay best

Run

144. The tn'p to France is mentioned when Galatolo reaches out to Karim Allana to plan

Tahoe skiing trips:

To: Kain Allana[karim@abbae.com]
Cc: MaggieWillemslmwillemsQabbaecom]
IFrom: Galatolo, Ron[galatolo@smcod.edu]
Sent: Wed 1/16I2019 8:59:07 PM (UTC)
5m Re: Tahoe dates this year

Yes... I’m plann'ng on going the weekend of January 26m... miglt actualy arrive late on Thursday (depending on weather). You are
more than welcome to stay with me ityour place B booked. Regardhg late February and March“ I planb go “my avaiwle weekend
it the weather gods are also aigned!!!

Sent from my iPhone

> 0n Jan 16, 2019. at 11:24 AM, Karim Alana <karimgabbaeeom> wrom:)
>Ron
>
>HaveyouforrnedupanyTahoeipsbrski‘llgttisyeaAreywgoingbhkereweekendaerwemntromFrance?0rMadr
1stweekend?
>
>Kar‘mAllana,PE
>CEO,Senior Princ'pal)
> Allana Buld 8 Bets
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145. In 2020, Karim Allana sent an email 'om ABB to Jose Nuez inviting Nuez to invest

in a private real estate deal:

To: Nunez, JoselnuneszsmccdeM]
From: Karim Allana[karim@abbae.oom]
Sem Mon 10/12/2020 11:44:18 PM (UTC)
swject [EXTERNAL] Special invitation m hvest h The Canysle

Hello Jose,

As you already know, I am one of the four major partners in Acquity Realty, a real estate
development company based in San Jose, CA. Acquity specializes in muIti-family and mixed
use projects mainly in the San Jose area. Our latest development project is called the Carlysle.
My partners and I have worked very hard to get this project entitled and l am very excited to
invite you to invest in the project with us. The investment opportunity is one of the best that l

have participated in and pleased to offer you the opportunity to invest in it.

D. Other Projects Awarded to ABB

146. In addition to the Solar Project described in Section VI(A), throughout the

Galatolo/Nuez/Allana iendship ABB was awarded several of contacts. A list of some of the

contracts are attached as Tab E. This timeline of contracts can be compared to the timeline of gifts to

see how gifts and favors om ABB/Allana nanslated into Galatolo/Nuez directed contracts to ABB.

147. Galatolo continued to reward ABB for these kickbacks and gis, guaranteeing their

receipt of further contracts with the District in 2015 ($500,000), the aforementioned 2017 contract ($1 .5

million), 2018 ($250,000), March 2019 ($750,000), and July 2019 ($900,000), all ofwhich were

contracts Galatolo had a nancial interest in based on his prior inducements given by ABB and its

principal Allana.

148. At no time did Galatolo reveal the true extent ofhis relationships or scheme with ABB

or its principals to the District Board.

149. As described supra, Galatolo, as a public ofcial, signed under penalty ofperjury yearly

California Forms 700, which list the gis and nancial interests ofpublic ofcials. Galatolo was

obligated to disclose ve di‘erent categories of investments and business positions pursuant to the

District’s Conict of Interest Code. In pertinent part, Category 1 requires disclosure of “[a]ll

investments and business positions and sources of income om business entities that do business with

the District.” From 201 1-2020, Galatolo declared that he only received gifts under the statutory limit in
CONIPLAHVT 48
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Gov. Code § 89503 from ABB, when he knew that those statements were false.  He did not include any 

details on his Forms 700 pertaining to the upgrade to business class, the work done on the Maui 

Property, or his financial interest in the Paris Property.  

150. Similarly, from 2008-2019, Nuñez failed to accurately fill out his own Forms 700, 

routinely omitting or undercounting the number of gifts he received above the prescribed limit for a 

public official. In particular, Nuñez did not report the correct number of gifts received in 2013, 

including gifts from ABB for his part in awarding ABB the Solar Project. At no time did Nuñez reveal 

the true extent of his relationships or his scheme with ABB or its principals to the District Board. 

151. For its part, ABB actively hid monetary kickbacks and gifts given to Galatolo from the 

District. Galatolo actively hid his fraudulent activities from the District as well, preventing any 

reasonable suspicion or discovery of those activities until Defendant Jose Nuñez was indicted by a San 

Mateo County grand jury in 2021. 

152. As a result of the bribes and inducements given to Galatolo and Nuñez by ABB and its 

principals, and the concealment by Galatolo and Nuñez to the District in receiving those bribes and 

inducements in order to award contracts to ABB, all of the ABB contracts are tainted by Galatolo and 

Nuñez’s dishonest and fraudulent conduct. 

VII. THE McCARTHY BUILDING TRANSACTIONS 

A. Key McCarthy Projects 

Figure 8: Cañada College Building 23, Science and Technology 
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153. McCarthy Building Companies, Inc. (“McCarthy Building”), is a general contractor 

that specializes in constructing large-scale institutional building projects. In 2021, it generated over 

$3.8 billion in revenue.  

154. McCarthy Building bid for and constructed several building projects on District 

property, beginning in 2006. The total cost to the District for the four projects listed below was well 

over $200 million. 

• College of San Mateo: Building 36, Integrated Science Center and Planetarium, 

in 2006, $28 million; 

• Cañada College: Building 5/6 Renovation as General Contractor in 2008, $10 

million; 

• College of San Mateo: Building 10N, College Center, as Design Build 

Contractor and Building 5N, Health and Wellness, as Architecture/Planning 

Design Build Contractor in 2008, with a combined project cost of $220 million; 

• Cañada College: Central Plant Upgrade as General Contractor in 2017, $2 

million. 

College of San Mateo Building 5: Workforce, Wellness, and Aquatics 
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B. Improper Relations Between McCarthy Construction, McCarthy Principals, 

Galatolo and Nuñez 

155. As previously described, over the course of Galatolo’s early tenure as District 

Chancellor, he became friendly with stakeholders in the construction industry, who he realized could 

feed his desire to live a rich lifestyle far beyond his means.  A main plank of his strategy to bring bond 

funds and business to the District, and in turn, make illicit profits for himself, was to ingratiate himself 

with key individuals within construction companies, much like his relationship with ABB. He 

developed a similar relationship with McCarthy Building. 

156. In 2007-2008, McCarthy Building was the sole-bidder for the Design-Build contracts for 

College of San Mateo Building 5, the Workforce, Wellness, and Aquatics center, as well as College of 

San Mateo Building 10, College Center. In total, the contracts were worth over $200 million. 

157. Galatolo became friends with Richard “Rich” Henry, who was the President of the 

Northern Pacific Division of McCarthy Building and Frances Choun, who was the Vice President of 

the Northern Pacific Division of McCarthy Building.   

158. In July 2007, McCarthy treated Galatolo to an All-Stars baseball game. 

159. In September 2007, Rich Henry offered to accommodate Galatolo or his friends anytime 

they wanted to play golf at his country club. 

160. In October 2010, Galatolo received as a gift, tickets from Choun to a San Francisco 

Giants sold out World Series game in San Francisco, in addition to clothing and accessories. Other gifts 

were given as well. 



161. Galatolo never informed the Disuict that he had accepted Choun’s gis. Galaolo did not

disclose any of these gifts on his 2010 Form 700, which violated the PRA, as they far exceeded the

2010 gi limit om a single source of $420. Galatolo and Choun remained close iends during the

duration ofherMcCarthy Building tenure, through her retirement in 2017.

162. In January 201 1, Henry emailed Galatolo to oer him lodging at the McCarthy corporate

condo in Park City, Utah. Galatolo accepted Henry’s o‘er, traveled to Park City and stayed at

McCarthy’s luxury condominium in late January 201 1, which was stocked with goodies for Galatolo’s

private use.
to:
Fm: G: EDD, RUIIID=S CWGFS C HJGFMWWm Tm 1/181511 11.36.00 PM (UTC)
IM FW. Pall Clly Condo
§IV§ y Cofmirlm doc

FYI... W'l
Rm Galatolo
Chancelor
San Melee County Communly Cole‘e Dunn

Fran: Henry, Rmrd [mmmnnwmwmn]
m Wmv.Mum 1% Ell 10:22 AH
To: Gm, Mn
91m Park 0N Cmdo

Ron.

Hereisrhe corrmam mulmlootfrunwrwmefolksmwcominpc ”anemones am evennmgtowoun
tam ot phone numbersma such. Sun: Ivt'l be deoa‘ma on Tuesmy allernoon, rte 25m. Iml iLm leave me key: and awn-nu
ebema I rave mere ame 1mm oak under nu name. Our unil I: 11 on ten DOD fbor hum me momvan. Ammed I: a any d
New“ lllofmmon mm "om all lmmdon me mmowm mredmlsuym. There ls 5M ma I'mmoTIUE "Ill DOW
more you an slum your slus and noon so any aren‘tmmg up man In Ine cum Keel. Key: b In behave cm be combed al 1m
from dosh I balm. 1mm Ismoorgrmna parung [or palms. butm rave w gel a cam Io 2mm l1 am you and In. If I hm om
2mm, I MII NM l Mm Ina rmm [M 21 Uh IDnl dos! Mm ywl Ham ll. SWIG N 2 Zoo I molt wm Uh 50mm. Flln
Fitval m. bm II": Mm will he ll. l milk. ll come Km“ my ext: likes or anfirg III have Dun in 0i condo. Trying b
(Mu dwellm ix Ilruugh a bmdy i HP [ ml phehs) bu rid wli yd lhe can girlie awl’l'ng.

My WI! S 115-716-7168 II Mmoa tn ram"! nmMK.

Have fin 2rd al me I you lied anwfing hither

Hen

From: Henry. Richard [maIIt02RI-IenryoMcCamycom]
Sent: Wednesday. January 26. 2011 12:47 PM
To: Gdalolo, Ron
Subject: RE: Pak City”,

BTW—IfyouneedaIockertoryoursklis&boots.yougettnelockorkeysatmlrontdesk. lumed m‘neinnotknowinglfyouneeded
oneornot. Doesn‘tcoanything,butlockerroomoormcswrmthegarageamnomeoutsldesoyoucanwalkauossmestreetmd
junponliand headuplnehil.‘Ihehotacmgiveyouaquicktourotmemteswoughmmodrerroom. ldsosnaggedawholebox
otprestologssoyoudon‘lhavelonndowntomefrontdcskeverydaysincetheyallowoneperdaybeforeyouhavetopaytorm,
(stupid poicy) I believetheflueon bom FP's are open all. Iforootto run the dishwashersoyou mightrmitwhenyougetMsoyou
haveenoughbeerglasses.Moviesarefreeasacondownersog’abmtyouwanmomieirmovieseleabnmimaIMmmh.

Hebyoursemoanyuinginttrecomokltdmloo.

Have tun!

——0nginal Message—
From: Galatolo, Ron [malllozgdauogsmccdsm]
Sent Wednesday, January 26, 2011 12:11 PM
To: Henry, Richard
Cc:
Subject: RE: Park City...

Thanks again. Rich... -and I rely appreciate yourWWI!
Ron Galatolo
Chance”
San Mateo Guilty Community Coege D'M'ict
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From: Henry, Richard [mailm:RHemy@McCarthy.com]
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2011 4:54 PM
To: Galatolo, Ron

Similar to Breck in size, but a little dierent set upv The Silver King Hotel was converted inn oondo's dter
the Olympics and this is 3 bedroom place, two levels with all the amenities there at the facilityv Big pool
(indoor/outdoor) big hot tub, ski locker room with access to underground garage. You literally walk across
the parking lot to the i at the PC Mtn resort and take off. The village is across the street and the bus
pickup for downtown is right there as well.

I actually ike it better than Breck in terms of accomodations and ease to doing stuff in town since you
really never have to dive anywhere since buses transport you all over the downtown area. If you go dd at
Deer Valley or other places, you can drive, but we hardly drive anywhere except to grocery store to get
beer, wine or snacks to eat at the condo.

Can talk to you more about the details. Have a good weekend!

Rid!

From: Gdatolo, Ron [mailbozgalatolo@smocd.edu]
Sent: Friday, January 07, 2011 4:44 PM
To: Henry, Richard

Wow. .. that sounds wonderful!" Although, lalways have a great time on our Breck trips toolll Countme
and -n... but itwould be great ifyou aid -an join us somewhere too at a latertime— maybe
Cabo, etcll

I have a Board meeting on Wednesday the 26‘“. .. but could denitely use the place from the 27‘“ through
the 29ml! How big is the condo - similar to Breck??

Again, thanks for thinking ofme — l'll conrm with - but as for now were denitely inll

Take care,

Ron

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo Coun Communi Colle e District

163. Galatolo never informed the Distn'ct ofHenry’s gi of ee accommodation in Park City

(or Breckenridge, as seems to be mentioned). Galatolo did not disclose this gi on his 2011 Form 700,

which also far exceeded the allowable limit om a single source. Over the course of the next few years,

Galatolo and Henry’s iendship continued, as did the numerous benets and kickbacks Galatolo

received om McCarthy Building.

164. At some point between 2011 and 2014, Galatolo askedMcCarthy Building to employ his

daughter, Krista Galatolo, as an Assistant Project Manager. McCarthy gave the job to her.

165. As part of its Capital Improvement Project 3, the District sought to renovate Canada

College Building 23 (the “Building 23 Project”). The Building 23 Project consisted of a brand new,
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50,000 square foot science and technology building housing classrooms, laboratories, and faculty 

offices. Following staff recommendations, the project was designated a design-build project, and the 

District advertised the project on August 22, 2016.  

166. Ten design-build entities bid on the Building 23 Project. McCarthy Building was 

shortlisted as one of the three final bidders to be brought in for an interview. It bid $36,891,934, 

$35,000 less than the next closest bidder. 

167. On November 29, 2016, McCarthy Building interviewed with District officials regarding 

its bid.  Galatolo and Nuñez recommended the Board choose the McCarthy bid on January 11, 2017. 

The Board, unaware of Galatolo’s illegal behavior relating to securing a financial interest in McCarthy 

Building (through employment of his daughter), and his failure to disclose blatant conflicts of interest, 

unanimously approved the contract that same day. 

168. In short, in return for the inducements given by McCarthy Building and its principals to 

Galatolo, Galatolo engineered the selection of McCarthy Building as the winner of the contract for the 

Building 23 Project. 

169. Over a year later, Galatolo and Nuñez sought board authorization to augment the 

McCarthy Building bid amount for the Building 23 Project by over $17 million dollars. The Board 

approved the augmentation request. Ultimately, the Building 23 Project cost the District over $55 

million, paid for with funds from Bond Measure H. 

170. Galatolo failed to properly disclose the gifts he received from McCarthy Building as 

required on his Form 700 reports. Instead, he reported receipt of professional sports tickets of a value 

under the required threshold, once on his 2017 Form 700 and a gift of $75 for a fundraiser in 2019, 

completely omitting the lavish ski trips McCarthy Building provided to him, the Giants tickets and 

apparel, not to mention McCarthy Building’s employment of his daughter, or other benefits. 

171. Galatolo was required to report these financial interests not only on his Form 700, but to 

the Board as well.  Instead, Galatolo actively hid his involvement in directing the Building 23 Project 

contract to McCarthy Building to the Board, preventing its knowledge of the fraud until it learned of 

Galatolo’s indictment in April 2022. 



 

COMPLAINT  
 
 

55 

 

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 
♼ 

LAW OFFICES 
COTCHETT, PITRE & 

MCCARTHY, LLP 

172. The extent of Galatolo’s entanglement and financial interest connected to his dealings 

with McCarthy implicate not only the validity of the Building 23 Contract, but also the validity of all 

contracts entered into by the District with McCarthy while Galatolo was Chancellor, including, but not 

limited to the projects listed above. 

VIII. THE BUNTON, CLIFFORD & ASSOCIATES, INC. TRANSACTIONS 

173. Bunton, Clifford & Associates, Inc., now known as Studio W Associates (“BCA”), 

began operating as an architecture firm in 1991. Headed by Paul Bunton (“Bunton”), BCA provided 

design and planning services for public and private construction projects throughout California, with a 

particular emphasis on the Bay Area.  

174. A review of BCA’s recent projects reveals a strong emphasis on public design and 

planning, specifically of secondary and post-secondary school buildings. 

175. Paul Bunton and Ron Galatolo became acquainted shortly after Galatolo’s appointment 

as Chancellor, in or around 2002. The two realized before long that they would be of use to each other 

professionally, as well as personally. Galatolo persuaded Bunton and BCA to donate to the campaign to 

support Bond Measure A in 2005, the second of the three bond measures passed by San Mateo voters. 

Bunton contributed $2,500 out of just over $200,000 to the campaign, which passed.  

176. BCA quickly became a favored vendor for Galatolo and the District. BCA was the 

chosen architect on a design-build contract for Cañada College Building 5/6, with Defendant McCarthy 

Building as General Contractor, in 2007. BCA also designed the Cañada College Facilities Maintenance 

Center, as well as the renovations for Cañada College Building 8. 

177. Bunton and Galatolo enjoyed close communication, including over email, about their 

personal escapades. Bunton and Galatolo spent considerable time together outside of business. Bunton 

and Galatolo shared pictures of themselves, clearly intoxicated on a “party bus,” in 2009: 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 



To: Dew B.I‘::1 Falej'tca cc-n wre com“
Cc a _ 1 _ _ ,

From: Galatolo. Ron[.lo=SMCCCDJOU=SMCEXCHICNsRECIPIWSICNSGALATOLO]
Sent: Tue 9f29f2009 3:57:00 PM (UTC)
5m RE: Who's that ape man"??

Thatwould befun... butalso. we’d limb haveyouoveruwell. Maybeforlund'ddinmrahehh HMS???

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community Coleee District

From: Paul Button [mathaulWmm]
Su: Monday, 5mm 23. 2009 6:51 PM
To: Galaholo, Ron
Subjed: RE: \Mlo's Um we man???

crazyyyyy-y lime. Sinceyou'm onryzo minutesmy. lefsgetbgemor'nMmnmmhmgwncm Ind let
the women play some tennis,

From: Galatolo. Ron [maiho:galaHo@smocd.edu]
Sent: Monday. Samba 23, zoos 12:43 m
To: Paul Bunbn
Subject: Who's that ape man???

/././

/././

/././

/././
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178. Here is an exchange with Brian Bothman inMarch 2010:

To: Brhn BoltmanlBMmanQbothrmnnom]
Plan: Galatolo. Ron[IO=SMCOCOIOU=SMQXCWCN=RECIPENTSICN=GALATOL01
80m Ft! 3150010 11:23.00 PM (UTC)
mu: RE Wha calla:

Theplesdldn'tdmunload. Magahloragmtrlgm—-andlrndagmmmnndnmnloomWbm«n
wan!

Nomwhon an ym tractor ”Mahala Mead...

Ron Galalolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College Distrld

179. Here is an exchange from 2010 where Galatolo and Bunton planned a “Boy’s Weekend

in Tahoe” with Paul Bunton and other contractors:

"'—
m 2.1mm
gnu-m as: canW an Tana-1m:
our: man-y,m a, mm nus m

Sweet!!! Mark your calendarior me 17th...

Faun: Pad Bunton <Paul@bcamconline.com>
Su: Thursday, Aplil 08. 2010 5:17 PM
To: Galatolo, Ron <9alatolo®smccd.edu>: 'Brim Bolmm' <manmm>x -— - 'Bdl. Jon W.‘ <3d|0hersedpsmomw Henry,
Richald' - QHc—ww , l’lcal‘tl‘nzc m -: 'Patl -:-. -1 Hoy' MWOLCOIII>; 'K‘i‘ LIrgu”
<h1|in92rbo1rnamcom >
Subject: RE: Boy's Weekend in Tahoe”???

Sounds great! I can make the weekend of April 17‘“ or the weekend of May Su‘ (I doubt there would
be any snow by then thougr) l think our trip a year or so ago was the last weekend in April.

Flinn: We, Ron [mailmgalatolosmodgdu]
sent:My, Alp-i 08. 2010 3:52 pM
To: 'Brian Bounm'; — 'Bal. Jon w.'; 'l-va. RM: PadW 'w K. l-by':
'Kel Uhlger'
Subjech Boy's Weekend i1 Tahoe”7”

OK gang...

Ski season is almost oven. and lthink we should take advantage oflis recent snow storm
to enpv some epic spring conditions - not to mention all of the other intangible benefits of
a relaxing weekend in Tahoe with a great group of guys.

I know the invitation is on short notice, but it would be great if you could make it up there
to enpv a few drinks, some good food and, of course, some leisure time we could all usel!

Let me know your availability and I’II give you the rm details early next week.

Look forward to seeing all ofyou._

Ron
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180. Bunton is well known for skirting the applicable laws and rules that govern public 

contracting. In 2010, Bunton gave bribes to public officers in connection to a building project at 

Southwestern Community College District in San Diego. In the weeks preceding the award of the 

contract to BCA, Bunton gave food, entertainment, and other things of value to Southwestern’s vice 

president and senior director. His conduct was described in a public filing as “literally wining and 

dining” the vice president on a golf trip to Napa.  

181. In 2012, Bunton was criminally charged by the San Diego County District Attorney with 

a misdemeanor count of aiding the commission of a misdemeanor, Penal Code section 659. He pleaded 

no contest to that charge on March 26, 2012, and was placed on “summary” probation for one year. 

When Bunton applied to renew his California license to practice architecture, he answered “no” to a 

question that asked him if he had ever been convicted of any crime, including a misdemeanor.  

182. Galatolo was aware of Bunton’s disciplinary history, and publicly spoke on his behalf in 

a San Diego Union-Tribune article published in 2012. The newspaper quoted him as saying “is a decent 

and professional man and [his] emails were uncharacteristic.”  

183. The California Board of Architecture took action against Bunton for his actions, issuing 

a suspended revocation of his license to practice architecture in 2016, after instituting a charge against 

him in 2014.   

184. Despite this, Galatolo insisted on continuing to work with Bunton and BCA. One of 

Galatolo’s obsessions was creating a flagship gym on Cañada College’s campus. The project, Building 

1, the Kinesiology building, would be built using a delivery method called Lease-Leaseback (“LLB”). 

185. In March 2014, BCA and the District entered into a Professional Services Agreement 

(“PSA”) to provide initial design and consultation services regarding Cañada Building 1, in the amount 

of $100,000. The parties signed a second PSA in January 2015, augmenting the contract by $650,000. 

A final agreement expanded the value of the contract to nearly $6 million in June 2015. 

186. At no time did Galatolo or Nuñez report to the board about BCA and Bunton’s illegal 

activities.  Galatolo omitted numerous gifts from Bunton that he was required to report on his Forms 

700.  



187. The Disuict learned in 2015 that lease leaseback was a legally questionable building

delivery method. Accordingly, they chose to make the Canada Bl project a design-build project. As a

previous consultant on the project, BCA was no longer allowed to bid or participate in its continued

development. Notwithstanding, Galatolo insisted BCA should be paidmoney it had not earned.

188. Galatolo and Nuez, in an email, conspired to nd a way to illegally pay Bunton and

BCA for this work neither had completed.

189. Telling regarding Galatolo’s personal loyalty to BCA and its principal Paul Bunton is the

following e-mail where Distn'ct sta discuss the push to pay BCA for “services they never performed”

and statements by Galatolo/Nunez that favored contractors would get contracts:

To: Blackwood, Kathy[blackwoodk@smccd.edu]; Whitlock, EugeneIwhitlocke@smccd.edu]
From: Powell, Karen[IO=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF238PDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTSICN=OB3CD16417554E4A83DF705105001487-POWELL, KAREN]
Sent Fri 4/15/2016 4:40:05 PM (UTC)
sweet: RE: Meeting to Discuss Remaining Items for CAN B1 and SKY B12N Projects

l heard it from Jose but assume It comes from Ron. l should have also mentloned I was also Informed we’ll be keeping BCA listed
as PQ on our website.

l am sorry but | am very, very demorallzed and discouraged. I feel certain that these firms decline to meet with you and Eugene
because Ron has told them what he told me and Chris; you and Eugene don’t know anything, he's the CEO and he's going to 'make
it happen,’ whether or not you are on board. They don't want to risk upsetting Ron by meeting with you, especially given the
very strong likelihood he's telling them you have no inuence.

Yesterday | went straight from being told we'll pay BCA for services they never performed and were specifically directed not to
pursue, and we’ll keep them posted to our website into a meeting where I was told by Level 10 that they won‘t pursue SKY or CSM
work because we ”have our favorites.” l was meeting with their bus dev manager but Bob Maxwell told Chris point blank he got
this news from Ron and Jose at a lunch, specifically “Hensel Phelps and McCarthy have those campuses locked down.”

I texted Eugene yesterday that | feel increasingly like a fool trying to carry fomard this message of objectivity and transparency.
The pltying looks are really getting to me and I do not want to let things progress (or devolve?) until | become a complete
laughingstock, if we aren’t already there.

190. Galatolo was nancially interested in awarding as many contacts as possible to BCA,

based on his relationship with Bunton and the gis Bunton gave to him over the years. He never

disclosed to the Board his entanglement with a person known to violate Government Code section

l090.

/././

/././

/././

/././
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IX. THE ROBERT A. BOTHMAN TRANSACTIONS 

191. The Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained 

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause of Action. 

192. Bothman Construction specializes in sports and recreational facilities, educational 

facilities, and site development, among others. Founded in Santa Clara County in 1978, Bothman has 

done extensive work in San Mateo County since its inception, including the Burlingame Avenue 

Streetscape renovation in the early 2010s. 
 

Completed San Mateo Athletic Facilities 

193. Bothman Construction began its relationship with the District in or about 2003, when it 

became a pre-qualified vendor. Shortly after, Bothman was the sole bidder and recipient of a design-

build contract to renovate and construct new athletic facilities on all three District campuses. In 

February 2004, the District awarded Bothman a contract not to exceed $18 million, which rose to over 

$21 million after change orders. The project was completed in 2006.  



194. Over the years, rather than pursue large contracts for signicant buildings, Bothman

tended to focus on pre-constuction work, concrete laying, and athletic eld projects. Since 2004,

Bothman has received over $55 million in payment om the District.

195. Unknown to the District, Galatolo had a close personal relationship with Robert A.

Bothman Construction and its principals Robert Bothman (CEO), Brian Bothman (VP ofBusiness

Development & Corporate A‘airs, and James Moore (VP ofPreconstruction Services). Brian Bothman

was particularly close to Galatolo, and signicant evidence exists linking the two of them. Brian

Bothman invited Galatolo to attend social events andmeals. Bothman made sure to include Nunez as

well.

196. The personal iendship went far beyond these gifts. In 2007, James Moore provided

Galatolo with site plans and proposals for Galatolo’s personal Tahoe property.

197. Bothman Construction was not content to limit itself to one project with the District, and

intended to make as muchmoney as possible om the relationship. Bothman knew ofGalatolo’s

interest in attending sports events and made sure to capitalize on it. In September 2007, Brian Bothman

invited Galatolo and Nunez to attend the San Jose Sports Hall ofFame Dinner in November of that

year. Both Galatolo and Nuez accepted Bothman’s oer. In December 2007, Bothman Consuuction

hosted Galatolo and a guest at an Oakland Raiders game, where Galatolo enjoyed a tour of the Raider’s

practice facility, tickets in a luxury box, as well as food and drinks. In February 2010, Brian Bothman

invited both Galatolo and Nuez to a San Jose Sharks game, and both accepted his invitation.

From: Alyssa Bothman [mailtozalyssabothmanabodrmamcom]
Sent: Wednesday, November 07, 2007 2:19 PM
to: Galatolo, Ron
0c: Brian Bothman; James Moore
Subject Raiders Dec 2 Bream Tour

Ron,

We are pleased to Invite you to the Raiders vs. Broncos game on December 2. I have athched an
irerary for the afternoon. it you could please ll out the RSVP form and either email or mail it back to us
ASAP that would be great The day will include a tour of the Ralders' practice faci'rty. You wil be
enjoying the game in the luxury box suite C 79. There will be food and refreshments provided, If you have
any questions regarding this event. please feel tree to email or call me at any time. Please let me know
whether you will be amending the game or not. We hope to see you at the game.

Thanks,

Alyssa Bothman
Adminisuative Assistant
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198. Later in 2010, Brian Bothman invited Galatolo and Nuñez to a barbecue at his home in 

Scotts Valley, attended by other principals from other District contractors. Bothman also included a link 

to a local hotel for attendees so that they could stay the night.  

199. Bothman Construction focused its efforts on Galatolo and Nuñez as they were the chief 

decisionmakers for the award of lucrative construction contracts that Bothman intended on receiving. 

Following its successful push, Bothman continued to receive contracts for ancillary construction 

services from the District. 

200. In February 2011, Brian Bothman invited Galatolo and Nuñez to attend another San Jose 

Sharks game on Bothman Construction’s dime, this time with other construction executives and leaders 

of other local agencies. In an email, Galatolo expressed his gratitude to Bothman, saying “[a]s [a]lways, 

you never let me down!!! You’re da man…” In 2011 alone, Bothman earned over $3.5 million from the 

District in contracts. 

201. In 2014, Nuñez accepted San Jose Sharks tickets from Bothman, to attend a November 

29th game in San Jose. He listed the value of the tickets at $200, which was far lower than the face 

value of a ticket to a suite like the one Bothman Construction used. Intentionally lowering the value of 

tickets on his disclosure forms was Nuñez’s common practice, if he decided to list any gifts at all. 

202. At no point did Galatolo or Nuñez inform the District that Bothman Construction gave 

them gifts and meals to curry their favor, and authorize contracts using public funds. A major 

component of Bothman’s strategy after 2006 was to focus their energy on obtaining projects that did 

not require direct bidding, such as design-build projects. Instead, Bothman Construction pursued Master 

Services Agreements that could be amended without excessive scrutiny or potential interference from 

the Board. Galatolo and Nuñez knew that they could keep their unethical deeds concealed from the 

District, and trusted Bothman with their secrets. Below is an email exchange between Galatolo and 

James Moore regarding the work on Galatolo’s property: 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 



/././

/././

To: Guano. Ronlgdablogsmcodnm]
Fm James MoonlJMoomeonncom]
nut Thur 9/20/2007 11:32:19 PM (UTC)m RE Gnlamlo Budget Sheena:

Boulbph m.

JanosMoon
Vice Pmdanl
Robot! A. Bovnan. he
650 Oulnn Avenue
San Jose. CA 951 12-2m4
(408) 279-271
www.bothman.com Quy Poop“. GullyPm

Ina!
From: Galalolo. Ron [malugnlnlologsmcetm]
Soot: Thursday, Samba 20. 2007 32m PM
To: James Moon
Sound: RE: Guano Budget Shogun:

Aginyw‘Munbou-lofsdoaboysmmmmonmm
we‘ll (you. Btu. chukka!mybqula!

Tako can.

Ron

Roam
Chanedlov
SaanoocounlyCanInuMVCologuDm

~—Oglnal Message——
From: James Moore [mdm:JMoonQbommn.m]Sat Thursday, Sommbor 20. 2007 2:31 PM
To: Guam. Ron
Sum RE: Guam Budge!Ms

10-4.bgdaddy.lahadydsam1hommm.WIdI-non
locauonandaddmoaadnalohpmpouaMphnwol.
Janos Moore
Wee Freshen!
RoomA Bomman, ha
650 Oulnn Avomo
San Jon, CAm112m
(408) 279-271
wwwbottmannom 0m Pm. GullyPm.

—Onglnal Massage——
From. Galatclo. Ron [malllazgalalalagsmaadoar
Sam-Thursday Samara 20072:17PM
To: Jams: Moan
Sauna: RE: Gdalalo Budge! Shanda

Juneau youaralhamanng Thaasmnalaloalmparmn caudyou
pleasachangome HLacaaan 101747VanIcaDrlva. Sam'ILuaTaI'oaand
ymrlarmdpropadshodddon. BTW onlhaCADdrawIngywMm
arrowgohglromDJJoulalakauyounlgnwmllormwMmow
accusenmlghllndmloadoshbdralnlmomoIakamdmaygat
moundcslnabundr.

Agah, I can‘tmark you enoughl!
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203. Below is the email inviting Nuez to the San Jose Sports Hall ofFame induction

ceremony, which Galatolo had already accepted.

From: Bn‘an Bothman [mailm:BBothman@bo1man.com]
Sent: Monday, September 24, 2007 3:37 PM
To: Nunez, Jose
Subject: FW: SAN JOSE SPORTS HALL 0F FAME DINNER

Jose,

This year the San Jose Sports Hall of Fame is inducting Bert Bononno as one of the
inductees along with Mark Spitz, Brian Boitano. Kim Oden and brothers Bud and Ralph
Ogdenmmmwmmmmmmmn.
Mr. Galatolo will be attending. let me know by it you would like to attend.
Thank you.

Brian Bothman
Vice President
Robert A. Bothman, Inc.
650 Quinn Avenue

204. In or about 2009, Galatolo provided a reference letter for the president ofRobert A.

Bothman, Inc., Robert Bothman’s daughter:

From: Galatolo, Ron [mailtozgalatoloQsmccdedu]
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 4:22 PM
To:—
Cc: Bob Bothman
Subject: Letter for -
Here's -reference letter aga'n... should she need it...

Ron

Ron Galatolo
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District

* * *
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From: Bob Bothman [mailtozRBothmanQbommamcom]
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2009 4:34 PM
To: Galatolo, Ron
Subject: RE: Letter for-
Ron,
Thanks very much for your help and suppon 01 RAB and my daughter. She did get an opportunity for a
long term substitute job. She is teaching 4th grade at a local eiementary school (not High School but it's a
job). She is also the assistant volleyball coach for the J.V. Team at Presentation High School. She is
working hard and long hours but seems to be enjoying it.

Hope things are good with you and your family and thank you again for all your support.

Bob

Robert .4. Bothman
President
Robert A. Botlunan, Inc.

xi: xi: xi:

Front: m
To:
amt: RE: Luau lor-
m Tusday, swam 22. zoos 10:21:00 AM

I:
Bob,

reat news for -. sounds like she's ofl to a great mreer!!! Again, please don't hesitate to ask for
anything RAB or-ieeds in me future.

All mymt,

Ron

Ron Galatolo
hanceHor
an Mateo County Community College District

X. THE BLACH CONSTRUCTION TRANSACTIONS

205. Aer the Distn'ct removed BCA om the Caada Bl project, it made the decision to

puIsue design-build as a delivery method. Doing so would require searching for new vendors. Galatolo

viewed the project as a key part ofhis legacy, and Nunez was a key person to help deliver that vision.

Blach Construction Company (BCC) was their golden goose.

206. Unknown to the District, Galatolo had a close personal relationship with BCC and its

principals Mike Blach (Chairman), Dan Rogers (President) and Kim Scott (Vice President). BCC and

its principals lavished gifts on Galatolo including Sharks hockey tickets, and expensive meals. Mike
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1 Blach participated in Galatolo planned “CEO/Principals” dinners which appear to have been one of the

2 places where Galatolo got together with favored contactors.

3 207. In January 2010, BCC offered Galatolo Golden State Warriors box tickets on ve

4 di'erent dates. Galatolo asked to attend aMarch 15, 2010 game against the Los Angeles Lakers and

5 requested tickets for himself and his girliend (at the time) Brigitte.

6 208. In 2010 Galatolo thanked a BCC employee, Juan Barroso, for a gift ofDuckhom wine,

7 using the occasion to suggest that they talk about a new project:

8
Fran: m

9 T°=
sumac: Mums!!!

lo nan: combs 22. 2010 roman"

1 1 Hi Juan,

12 Thank you very much for the moughtful gift - Duckhom is a wonderful wine!!!

l3 By the way, just the other day I was thinking that I still need to meet with Jose at Alum Rock to diswss
housing... let's try to set something-up after the holidays.

l4 Until then, wishing you a wondertul holiday season and a Happy New Year...

15 All my best

l7 Ron Galatolo

18
Chancellor
San Mateo County Community College District

l9

20 /././

21 /././

22 /././

23 /././

24 /././

25 /././

26 /././

27 /././

28 /././
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209. InMarch 2015, Nuez sent an email to a number of construction executives, including

BCC CEO Mike Blach, inviting him to a celebration of the successful Measure H Bond issue that raised

$388 million ofmoney, some ofwhich Nuez and Galatolo intended on steering to iends. Nuez cited

those individuals as being part ofhis “core group.” This was an indication that Nuez viewed Blach as

a key target for awarding future contracts under CIP3, the project list that would be funded byMeasure

H monies. The email is below:

to: Bl. Jonw
WMI.MM(WW. .mWMtM

Cc Galatolo.[gRon[gmlologsmocdomlvnmo l
Fm Nunez. MIG-EXCHANGELABSDUIEXCHANGE ADMNISTRA‘I’NE GRM
(FYDCBOI‘nSPDLTVCNIREOPIENchN-so 1 MM Mmmm 7;16:I7PM(UTC)

CEOm: Mann H Cdoum Lumen

Gentlemen.
Gmnmrm'smmmmwnnanmmummmummmmn

(Mamtm. Wmoubluandwmmmmouldlnto
mandate. Phanprwommmmny nm-IMMMMGIM:
Friday 4/10
may 4/17
FmyW
”ay SI:

VuCW.FmMm.W&Ownm
SonMawoCmItyCdlooom

210. Conversations between Mike Blach and Nuez continued through 2015. Blach invited

Nuez and another District employee to view Blach projects in progress, and the two exchanged emails

about lease-leaseback and other project delivery methods.

21 1. Mike Blach, Galatolo, and Nunez had lunch together before the District solicited

requests for proposals for Canada B 1. In February 2016, Galatolo and Nuez metMike Blach to discuss

the bond program. Blach expressed gratitude to the two for the time.

212. By this time, Galatolo and Nuez identied Blach as a key contender for future projects,

specically Caada B1. Galatolo and Nunez already knew that Blach, among other contractors,

including Defendant McCarthy, were ontrunners for the bid. Nuez conrmed as much in an email to

Brian Bothman inMay 2016, as seen below.
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. .wm]
Mom: Nunez. Jos0[/0=EXCHANGELABSIOU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
(FYDIBOHF235PDLTVCN=RECIPIENTSICN=581 F1 1WBC145F8920FF2E3583F1QOB~NUNEZ. JOSE]
ent Mon 5/16/2016 11:46:22 PM (UTC)
Subhct RE: Addendum Issued for CAN B1 New Kinesiclogy and Wellness Design-Build Project (RFSOO 86730). with a bId due date
ofJune 2. 201B 2:00 PM (Pacific)

Negative. Plobahly Blach, McCarthy, DPR , Hunt or XL

Jose D. Nur‘ioz LEED AP
Vice Chancellor. Facilities Planning, Mahtenance G Operations
San Mateo Communlly Collage Dislrlcl
D: 650-358-6836
hllpw ‘um‘uliellu‘l’m'llllles.’

Don't Be Stopped by "analysls paralysls". Get It Done!

“A good declslon executed qulckly beats a brllllam declslon Implemented slowly".

From: Brian Bothman [mailtmbbothmanobothmamcoml
Sent: Monday, May 16, 2016 2:55 PM
To: Nunez. Jose <nunezj@smocd.edu>
Subject: RE: Addendum Issued for CAN BI New Kinesiology and Wellness Desiyl-Build Project (RFSOQ 86730), with z bid due date
of June 2, 2016 2:00 PM (Pacic)

Any front runners?
Been oddly quiet

213. Unsutprisingly, Blach emerged as one of the top three bidders. Mike Blach and Nuez

continued their communications even aer Blach had submitted its bid in June 2016. Mike Blach sent

Nunez a lengthy voicemail in July 2016 about the project and expressed his excitement over the

prospect ofworking with the Disuict. Blach invited Nuez to view a Blach project in San Jose in early

August 2016, while the Canada bid was pending. The District asked for a best and nal oer om

Blach on August 5, 2016. Blach responded with a revised bid, and the next day, the Dishict awarded

the Caada B1 design-build contract to Blach.
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214. The orig'nal contract price of $60,376,070 ballooned over time. The Distn'ct paid Blach

over $101 million for services relating to the Canada B1 project.

215. InMay 2018 Galatolo went to a Sharks game with BCC principal Dan Rogers. Also in

May 2018, BCC treated Nunez (and Galatolo) to U2 concert tickets in a suite.

To: Amy Btadunybladigbladmom]
Cc Pat Outmlpat.qunrgbbch.com]
Fun: Nmoz JosoUO=EXCHANGELABSOU8xm AMSTRATNE GRWP
(FYDBOHF23SPDLTVCN-RECIPIENTS/CW1“1mu5mFF28m1wB-NWEZ m5]m Mmsnrzo1a4so.12PM(uTC)
8M RE 05.08.18 02 Comm Tm
llooktorward to the event. Many Ihanls.

Jose D. Nunez LEED AP. DBIA
Vnco ChanooIIot. Fault»: Planing. Mm aW. Pubic Sam
San Mateo Community Cathy.m
D: 650-358-6836
hltnzllsmccdxdu/fncilitiu/
htIn://rmccd.edu/nubllnnl’eh/

Don‘loswppodby'lndylhm'.0d|lboml
'Agooddubbnomquhmhmawmww.
Fm: Amy Bloch [maltozamyblachgblachmm]
Sell: Saturday, May 05, 2018 8:31 AM
To: Nunez. lose <nunez]9:mccd.edu>
Cc: Amy Blach <amy.b|ach.blach.eom>; Patmumwwm>
Sauna: 05.08.18 U2 ConcertMus
Impome: High

Goodmoming
OnbehalfotBladtCaumnonJnmuemodyouMIlbojohhgMikamdMagieBhdLDmwKimRogmmdPats-iorthe UZConcerLTheoonoenmg‘matSDOPMtsTuosday. Maya. 2018mSAPCentet. Thee!
SulaislocatedotheNonhComoutsetomer'ghtolmloeBar. Aadiedyouwlm(2)0dwtsarot1)
pandngpasstoryouandyourouw. Foodandbevaaoeswilbeuovidedmwnmm.
Pleaseletmeknowifyouhaveanytroteoperingorpnmgthetes.mdityouaranuabletoauommeshm.
pleaseletmeknowassoonaspossible Thmkyou
Amylxb
hennMonoqer
mm
o )ul l 0wunwl («mm
nu Inn rue. m 1m.m no. c4951"

1c: i'.‘ an: luau-1 it :~'- - A2,: A-n: war WK: m9
(Mn! Pixrr: 'lyarl i e .‘02! HO 'ir'le 2m Bra! Wdmm WO‘WHI‘INUS
Mu. pa :my: a. v-c- Ah; :fA—r-uc (.w-J'oxcr Sc'rtyl-rr'kmrr Await:
t.

'mn'm-m-m'm-m

216. In September 2018, Galatolo dined withMike Blach and Dan Rogers at Vivance.

217. In late 2019 and in 2019, there were signicant issues with BCC’s work on Building 1.

218. Notwithstanding serious issues with BCC’s work and billing to the Disuict, in July 2019

Galatolo attended a dinner and Queen concert with BCC principals including Dan Rogers:
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Fun: Gilda. RMMXCMNWQCHANGE ADMINISTRAM
GROW
(FYUBOHFZMTWNmEGHENTSICNBmmMmFm
67341F8GALATOLO. RON]

W SAP
W: Not-mu

w Accepted: Omen ConcertMI:M Comm
8mm: Mon 7/1 5/2019 amoo AM (UTC)
Endm: Mon 7/1 5/2019 6:00:00 AM (UTC)
WW—

219. The gifts and inducements om BCC to Galatolo and Nuez were pan of the same

playbook the two co-conspirators had implemented om the beginning of their scheme to deaud the

Distlict, and in tum, the public.

220. 'Ihe Disuict would not have entered into contracts with BCC had it been aware of the

illegal and unreported gis Galatolo andNunez received in attempting to get the two to award Blach

the Bl bid.

XI. CAUSES OF ACTION

FIRST CAUSE 0F ACTION
FRAUD

(against all Defendants)

221. The Plainti re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause ofAction.

222. Plainti claims that it was harmed because each of the named Defendants concealed

certain information, as well as Doe Defendants.

223. Co-conspirators Galatolo andNunez were in a duciary relationship to Plainti‘ as key

employees of Plainti‘, the Chancellor and Vice Chancellor respectively of the District. Defendants

were in a position ofknowledge and trust as the result of their positions as key contractors of the

District such that they were duciaries of the District.

224. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuez, Defendants, and others unknown at this time,

intentionally failed to disclose certain facts to Plaintiff, including that Galatolo and Nuez became

nancially interested in the contracts Plainti' awarded to Defendants.
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225. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez, Defendants, and others unknown at this time, 

intentionally failed to disclose certain facts to Plaintiff, including efforts to steer bids to Defendants. 

226. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez, Defendants, and others unknown at this time, 

intentionally failed to disclose to the Plaintiff the Defendants’ political donations for bond measures 

and donations to candidates favored by Galatolo and Nuñez.   

227. In additional, co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez disclosed other facts to Plaintiff but 

intentionally failed to disclose other facts, making the disclosure deceptive; including failing to disclose 

numerous gifts given to them by the Defendants, doing so with the knowledge and support of 

Defendants. 

228. Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez intentionally failed to disclose 

certain facts that were known only to them and that Plaintiff could not have discovered; 

229. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez acted to prevent Plaintiff from discovering certain 

facts, including that they had received the gifts described supra, by falsely omitting them from their 

respective Forms 700, that they conspired with Defendants to steer the awards of lucrative building 

contracts to Defendants, and agreed to conceal this information from Plaintiff, all of this was done with 

the assistance of the Defendants; 

230. Plaintiff did not know these concealed facts, and others that will only be uncovered over 

the course of the litigation; 

231. Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez intended to deceive Plaintiff by 

concealing the facts; 

232. Had the omitted information detailed in this complaint been disclosed, Plaintiff 

reasonably would have behaved differently; 

233. As a result of Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez’s acts of concealment, 

Plaintiff was harmed;  

234. Defendants’ and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez’s concealment was a substantial 

factor in causing Plaintiff’s harm. 

235. In addition to the concealed facts, Defendants made false representations to Plaintiff, 

including that Defendants  attested that their bids were genuine and not collusive or sham, and that as 
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bidders, they neither possessed a business relationship with any employee of the District which may be 

involved in the award or administration of the project nor received or solicited either directly or 

indirectly any inside information from an employee of the District which would give the Defendant an 

advantage over any other bidder, and attested that they had not influenced any other bidder or potential 

bidder to the disadvantage of the District; 

236. Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez knew that these representations 

were false when they made them, or in the alternative, Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and 

Nuñez made these representations recklessly and without regard for their truth; 

237. Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez intended for Plaintiff to rely on 

their representations; 

238. Plaintiff reasonably relied upon Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez’ 

representations;  

239. Plaintiff’s reliance on Defendants and co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez’ 

representations was a substantial factor in causing Plaintiff’s harm; 

240. Plaintiff’s damages include entering into contracts on unfavorable terms, and paying 

additional money to Defendants, including monies that went to Galatolo and Nuñez.  Plaintiff would 

not have entered into any of the contracts with Defendants had Plaintiff known or been aware of false 

representations. The damages are in an amount according to proof at trial.  

241. The aforementioned acts by Defendants and their co-conspirators were intentional and 

willful, and by engaging in the aforementioned acts and conduct, Defendants and their co-conspirators 

acted maliciously, oppressively, fraudulently, and in conscious disregard of the interests of Plaintiff. 

Plaintiff is therefore also entitled to an award of punitive damages against Defendants in an amount 

according to proof at trial.  

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 

/././ 



 

COMPLAINT  
 
 

73 

 

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 
♼ 

LAW OFFICES 
COTCHETT, PITRE & 

MCCARTHY, LLP 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

RELIEF UNDER BUS. & PROF. CODE §§ 17200 AND 17203 

(against all Defendants) 

242. The Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained 

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause of Action. 

243. California’s Unfair Competition Law (Cal. Bus. & Prof. Code § 17200, et seq.) is 

designed to protect consumers from unlawful, unfair or fraudulent business acts or practices, including 

the use of any deception, fraud, misrepresentation, or the concealment, suppression or omission of any 

material fact. 

244. At times, places, and involving participants known exclusively to the Defendants, and 

Doe Defendants, as well as third parties and concealed from Plaintiff, Defendants have engaged in 

unlawful, unfair, and fraudulent business practices in violation of the UCL as set forth above.  

Defendants’ business practices, set forth in this Complaint, are deceptive and violate Section 17200 

because their practices are likely to deceive consumers in California. 

245. Named Defendants and Doe Defendants falsely omitted on their bids for District 

construction projects that co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez, the Chancellor and Vice Chancellor of 

the District, were financially interested in the outcome of those bids, knowing that such representations 

were false. Named Defendants and Doe Defendants falsely omitted on their bids for District 

construction projects that that they were free of conflicts of interest and that there was no collusion, and 

regarding Defendants’ ability to perform contracts for the District and Defendants’ intended costs to 

perform contracts. 

246. Defendants knew or should have known that false and misleading statements were being 

made and likely to mislead the public. Defendants and their co-conspirators made or disseminated false 

and misleading statements or caused false and misleading statements to be made or disseminated. 

247. The misrepresentations and omissions alleged herein are fraudulent, and thus amount to 

unfair competition as set forth by the Unfair Competition Law, in that Defendants induced the District 
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to award them contracts the District would not have awarded had the misrepresentations and omissions 

not been made. 

248. Defendants’ conduct and the harm it caused, and continues to cause, is not reasonably 

avoidable by the Plaintiff.  Due to its deceptive acts and omissions, Defendants knew or had reason to 

know that Plaintiff would not have reasonably known or discovered the true facts. 

249. The misrepresentations and omissions alleged herein are unlawful, and thus amount to 

unfair competition as set forth by the Unfair Competition Law, in that they violate, among other things, 

California Penal Code §§ 424 and 118, Government Code §§ 1090 et seq., and 87100 et seq., and 

several other common law violations, including, deceit, fraud and misrepresentation, and unjust 

enrichment.  These unlawful practices include, but are not limited to: 

250. Defendants misrepresented that they had provided no financial remuneration to any 

District employees beyond the limits prescribed in Gov’t Code § 87001, and co-conspirators Galatolo 

and Nuñez fraudulently completed their Forms 700 to further this misrepresentation; 

251. Defendants falsely attested that their bids were genuine and not collusive or sham; 

252. Defendants falsely attested that as bidders, they neither possessed a business relationship 

with any employee of the District which may be involved in the award or administration of the project 

nor received or solicited either directly or indirectly any inside information from an employee of the 

District which would give the Defendant an advantage over any other bidder; 

253. Defendants falsely attested that they had not influenced any other bidder or potential 

bidder to the disadvantage of the District; 

254. Defendants allowed co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez to become financially interested 

in contracts, in violation of Penal Code 424.  

255. As set forth above, Defendants misrepresented material facts that contributed to 

Plaintiffs’ decisions to award Defendants contracts.  Defendants disseminated these untrue and 

misleading misrepresentations with the intent to secure construction contracts from Plaintiff.  

256. The misrepresentations and omissions alleged herein are unfair, and thus amount to 

unfair competition as set forth by the Unfair Competition Law, in that they are immoral, oppressive, 

unscrupulous and substantially injurious to consumers.  The injury to Plaintiff caused by Defendants’ 
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actions, greatly outweighs any countervailing benefits to consumers or competition under all of the 

circumstances.  

257. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, Defendants have 

received, or will receive, income, profits, and other benefits, which they would not have received if they 

had not engaged in the violations of the UCL described in this complaint. 

258. As a direct and proximate result of the foregoing acts and practices, Defendants have 

obtained an unfair advantage over similar businesses that have not engaged in such practices. 

259. As a direct and proximate cause of Defendants’ violations of the Unfair Competition 

Law, Plaintiff suffered an injury and monetary harm because Plaintiff paid hundreds of millions of 

dollars to Defendants that it would not have paid to the Defendants, and paid more for the construction 

of the promised building projects than it would have paid to other potential contractors who did not 

engage in unfair competition. 

260. Plaintiff has been damaged by said practices.  Pursuant to California Business and 

Professions Code §§ 17200 and 17203, Plaintiff, on behalf of itself and all others similarly situated, 

seeks relief as prayed for below. 

261. As a result of Defendants’ violations of the Business & Professions Code section 17200, 

et seq., Plaintiff is entitled to equitable relief in the form of full restitution. 

262. Plaintiff also seeks and order enjoining Defendants from continuing their unlawful 

business practices and from such future conduct. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

UNJUST ENRICHMENT AND CONSTRUCTIVE TRUST 

(against all Defendants) 

263. The Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained 

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause of Action. 

264. Plaintiff paid Defendants and various Doe Defendants for construction and professional 

services under contracts with the District;  
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265. Plaintiff conferred value upon Defendants and Doe defendants and it would be unjust for 

Defendants and Doe Defendants to retain that profit. 

266. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ and Doe Defendants unjust enrichment, 

Plaintiff has suffered and continues to suffer various injuries.  As such, Plaintiff is entitled to damages 

in the amount of Plaintiff’s monetary loss, and restitution of all amounts by which Defendants were 

enriched through their misconduct. Plaintiff is also entitled to a constructive trust as to all amounts paid 

to Defendants. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

GOV. CODE §§ 1090, 1092 

(against all Defendants) 

267. The Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained 

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause of Action. 

268. Plaintiff and Defendants were parties to contracts to build or contract on real property on 

District campuses. Each engaged in purportedly arms-length, sophisticated negotiations regarding the 

terms and conditions of each contract entered into for such purposes. 

269. Co-conspirators Galatolo and Nuñez had personal financial interests in enhancing and 

maintaining Defendants’ ability to give gifts to themselves by ensuring that the projects were profitable 

to Defendants. 

270. Defendants completed projects, and the District paid them in full relating to the total cost 

of the projects. 

271. The District has no adequate remedy at law. Failure to determine the District’s rights 

under the projects will irreparably injure the District by permitting a private contractor to unjustly 

enrich itself from public contracts influenced by the conduct of corrupt public officials, namely 

Galatolo and Nuñez, as well as Doe Defendants. 

272. The District requires a judicial determination of its rights and duties under the projects 

so that the District may act in accordance with those rights and duties. The District requires a judicial 

determination of what those obligations are so that the District may elect its remedies. 



 

COMPLAINT  
 
 

77 

 

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 
♼ 

LAW OFFICES 
COTCHETT, PITRE & 

MCCARTHY, LLP 

273. Among other things, Defendants participated in the planning and negotiation of 

construction projects while at the same time maintaining personal financial interests with Galatolo and 

Nuñez, including making gifts to Galatolo and Nuñez. 

274. The District requires a judicial determination of its rights and duties under the various 

projects with Defendants  so that the District may act in accordance with those rights and duties. The 

District requires a judicial determination of what those obligations are so that the District may elect its 

remedies. 

275. In advance of such a determination, Plaintiff asserts that under Gov. Code § 1090, all 

contracts with the Defendants are void. The District requests relief that entitles it to retain both the 

completed projects, as well as the full contract values paid for each project, as the District is entitled to 

automatic disgorgement of monies paid pursuant to the voided contracts, without restoring the benefits 

received under the contracts.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

RELIEF UNDER THE PRA, GOVT. CODE §§ 87100, 87103, AND 91003 

(against all Defendants) 

276. The Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference each of the allegations contained 

in the preceding paragraphs of this Complaint as though fully alleged in this Cause of Action. 

277. Plaintiff alleges that (a) within less than twelve months prior to the District’s approval of 

contracts with each Defendant, or within less than twelve months prior to co-conspirators approval of 

payments to each Defendant, each Defendant  provided gifts or loans in excess of the applicable yearly 

limit to one or more District officials, including Galatolo and Nuñez, who participated in the District’s 

decision to approve projects/payments; (b) by reason of those gifts and/or loans, each Defendant was a 

source of more than the applicable yearly limit in income to the one or more District officials, including 

Galatolo and Nuñez, who received such gifts and/or loans; (c) by reason of co-conspirators’ relationship 

with each Defendant, the award of projects/payments to the Defendant  would and did have a financial 

effect on District officials that was materially different from the impact of that decision on the public 

generally; and (d) at all relevant times, each Defendant knew of the facts specified in subparagraphs (a)-
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(c) above, as did the one or more District officials, including Galatolo and Nuñez, who received those 

gifts or loans. 

278. The District has no adequate remedy at law. Failure to determine the District’s rights 

under the subject projects will irreparably injure the District by permitting private contractors to 

unjustly enrich themselves from a public contract influenced by the conduct of a corrupt public official, 

namely Galatolo and Nuñez and potentially Doe defendants. 

279. The District requires a judicial determination of its rights and duties under the various 

projects with the Defendants so that the District may act in accordance with those rights and duties.  

The District intends to honor its lawful obligations but requires a judicial determination of what those 

obligations are so that the District may elect its remedies.  

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff prays for relief as set forth below. 

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

AIDING AND ABETTING BREACH OF FIDUCIARY DUTY 

(against all Defendants) 

280. Plaintiff incorporates by reference and realleges each and every allegation set forth 

above, as if fully set forth herein. 

281. At all relevant times, Galatolo was the Chancellor of the District, and Nuñez was the 

Vice Chancellor for Facilities and Planning of the District.  In these roles they owed a fiduciary duty to 

the District; 

282. Galatolo and Nuñez acted on Plaintiff’s behalf for purposes of ensuring that the District 

would award lucrative contracts to Defendants; 

283. Further, Galatolo and Nuñez knowingly acted against Plaintiff’s interests in connection 

with accepting bribes from Defendants, and without Plaintiff giving informed consent to them; 

284. Further, Galatolo and Nuñez acted on behalf of a party whose interests were adverse to 

Plaintiff in connection with numerous projects , when Galatolo and Nuñez acted on behalf of 

Defendants and possibly yet to be names Doe Defendants, and in a way that lined their own pockets, 

and the pockets of Defendants at the expense of Plaintiff, all of which was done without the informed 

consent of Plaintiff; 
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285. Plaintiff was harmed by Galatolo and Nuñez’ breaches of fiduciary duties that they owed 

Plaintiff;  

286. Defendants are responsible for the harm to Plaintiff because they aided and abetted 

Galatolo and Nuñez in breaching their fiduciary duties to Plaintiff; 

287. Defendants knew that there was a breach of fiduciary duty by Galatolo and Nuñez and 

Defendants gave substantial assistance and/or encouragement to Galatolo and Nuñez; 

288. Defendants and Doe Defendants’ conduct was a substantial factor in causing great loss 

to the District and the public, in violation of the law. 

WHEREFORE, the District prays for relief as set forth below. 

/././ 
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XII. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the District prays forjudgment against defendants as follows:

1. For an award of full economic damages according to proof, including full contract costs;

2. For this Court to impose a constructive trust over the funds all Defendants obtained to

unjustly enrich themselves to the detriment of the District;

3. An order of restitution in a sum to be determined at trial;

4. For ajudgment declaring all contracts entered into with the Defendants void pursuant to

Gov. Code § 1090 et seq., fraud and all legal causes;

5. For restoration ofbenefits without offset provided by the District in an amount to be

proven at trial pursuant to Gov. Code § 1090 et seq.;

6. For punitive damages;

7. For costs of suit incurred herein; and

8. For such other and further relief as the Court may deemjust and proper.

Dated: February 8, 2023 COTCHETT & McCARTHY, LLP

By:
ANNEMARIEMURPHYL/

GOETHALS LEGAL, P.C.

By: j/x
JO’SEPH M. GOETHALS

Attorneysfor Plaintiff
San Mateo County Community College District

XIII. DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL
The District demands a trial by jury on all issues so triable.

Dated: February 8, 2023 COTCHET I &MCCARTHY, LLP

By:
ANNEMARIEMURPHY

GOET S LEGAL, P.C.

By:
—

JOSEPH M. GOETHALS
Attorneysfor Plainti
SanMateo County Community College District
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SANMATEO COUNTY 3401 CSM Dn've, San Mateo. CA 94402

COMMUNI I i P:(650) 574-6550 F: (650)574-6574

COLLEGE DISTmcr wsmocaedu

PUBLIC ANNOUNCEMENT OF CLOSED SESSION BOARD ACTION

DATE OF ACTION: FEBRUARY 6, 2021

The following statement was read in public session of the San Mateo County

Community College District Board of Trustees on February 6, 2021:

“We are now reconvening into open session, and pursuant to California

Government Code Section 54957. 1, the following reportable action was

taken in closed session this afternoon with all trustees present:

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 54957(a) (5), the Board,

by a unanimous approval, voted to rescind and othenlvise terminate its

relationship with the Chancellor Emeritus.”

BACKGROUND TO BOARD ACTION

In light of the signicant number of questions from various sources as to the San

Mateo County Community College Board of Trustees’ recent action to terminate

its relationship with former Chancellor Ron Galatolo as announced on February

6, 2021, and in light of the Board’s obligation to respond to public inquiries, the

following background information is provided based on the information currently
known to the Board:

o The Board of the College District has been carefully monitoring the

investigation of the San Mateo County District Attorney’s Ofce.

o In the course of the District’s cooperation with that investigation, various

matters have come to light that do not appear to have been presented to

the Board by former Chancellor Galatolo.

Canada College - College ofSan Mateo - Skyline College
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• These matters include the apparent use of public funds for retirement 

incentives, undisclosed personal relationships with vendors for the District, 

and undisclosed receipt of gifts from contractors who work for the District.  

These gifts appear to have included high-end travel, concert tickets and 

meals and do not appear to have been reported on a Form 700 as 

required by law.   

o Form 700 is a disclosure form required by the California Fair 

Political Practices Commission.  The disclosure is intended to 

ensure that no official or public employee participates in 

government decisions where they have a personal interest, and to 

provide transparency to the public regarding gifts received by such 

persons.   

• Separate from the Form 700 issues, the nature and/or extent of Mr. 

Galatolo’s activities with vendors doing business with the District were not 

disclosed to the Board. 

• Mr. Galatolo had numerous opportunities to report these matters to the 

Board but he failed to do so during his time as Chancellor.   

• Over the last nearly 18 months, Mr. Galatolo has served as Chancellor 

Emeritus, a paid employee of the District.  Again, during that time, Mr. 

Galatolo did not raise these matters to the Board.   

• Prior to the Board’s action, the Board asked Mr. Galatolo to provide it with 

any exculpatory information.  Mr. Galatolo refused to provide substantive 

responses to the Board’s inquiry.  Mr. Galatolo asserted instead that he 

should not be required to “incur the burden and expense of answering 

such allegations,” even though he was being fully compensated as an 

employee of the District at the time.    
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• As fiduciaries to the District and in consideration of its responsibilities to 

the public, the Board has now severed its relationship with Mr. Galatolo.   

• The Board expects all employees of the District to be held to high 

standards of professionalism and integrity and it took action in a manner 

consistent with those standards.  

• In making its decision, the Board is acting as an employer and fiduciary to 

the District.   

• Any inquiries regarding the District Attorney’s ongoing investigation of Mr. 

Galatolo should be directed to the District Attorney’s Office or Mr. 

Galatolo’s counsel.    
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STE: H
County
State': B ' No. 78470
400 Co

unty Center, Third Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063 1

By: Joseph L. Cannon, Deputy
District Attorney F IL EER 1

Telephone. (650)
3634636 SANMATEO 00mm .

Attome for Pla'ntiffy 1 DEL: 1 6 .2621

1

.

TH]; PEOPLE 0F THE STATE 0F CALIFORNIA REPORT NO. D119o41701
5

DA CASE NO. 0851352
—

i

Plaintiff,
‘

i

vs. .’
PELONY COMPLAINT I

|

.

10le D NUNEz C

.'

12 EROOKLINE DR
-'

NONATO, CA 94949 _

'
'

21 3F0144 564;
i

Defendant.
:

i'

EN M. WAGSTAFFE, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
lof San Mateo, State of California

i i

Wormeupanaraum 5

Woman

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
I

O

C

th

SE

Califtrn

I

lia
|

n01
I

I

Ifek
I

I

alif Iimia, the Crime of Public Ofcer Crime in violation of PC424(a), a Felony, was committed in

at JOSE D NUNEZ being a person described in Penal Code section 424 charged v'vith the
receipt,

eeping, transfer, or distribution of public moneys, didIn a manner not inéident‘al or minimalI

I, the undersigned, say, on information and belief, that1n the County of San Mateo, State oIf

I

I

COUNT 1: PC424(a) (Felony) I

:
I

between October 24, 2013 and December 31, 2014, in the County of San Mateo, State of ;
I

l
I

I
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ll

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

loan the same, or a portion thereof, made a prot out of, or used the same for a purpose not

authorilzed by law, to wit: directing the award of the Canada College Solar Photovoltaic Design-

Builds Project contract and further payments to Allana, Buick and Bers for said project.

ENHANCEMENT 1

It i‘ t her alleged as to Count 1 , offenses described in Penal Code section 803(c),that the above

C803(c): Special Allegation—Statute 0f Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamora Allegation)

a

r)“

violation was not discovered until May 2, 201 9 by San Mateo County District Attorney‘s Ofce

Inspector Jordan 'Boyd by interviewing former San Mateo County Community College District
:

Emplc yees, and that no victim of said violation and no law enforcement agency chargeable with thge

invest'gation and prosecution of said violation had actual and constructive knowledge of said

violat on prior to said date because Defendant concealed the above conduct, .within the meaning of

Penal Code section 803(0). I.

COUNT 2: PCl 18(a) (Felony)

Decle ation in violation of PCl 1 8(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

On or about March 4, 2009, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury
:Bylll

unlav rfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

Defendant had no reportable interest on any schedule on his California Form 700 for calendar year

2008
'

}

COUNT 3: PC1 1 8(a) (Felony) I

On
of

about February l6, 2010, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the‘ crime of Perjury
l

I

By Declarationm violation of PC1 18(a), a Felony, was committedm that JOSE D NUNEZ did i

l'
unlawfully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

I

I

1

I

1

{I 2

l
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

2.4

25

2009.

Defemd t had no reportable interest on any schedule on his California Form 700 for calendar year

On 3r a bout March 30, 201 l, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury By

COUNT 4: PCl 1 8(a) (Felony) :

Defen

Declare tion in violation ofPCl 1 8(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

unlawf Jlly, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false‘, to wit:

ant had only 2 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2010.

On or

Declar

l

COUNT 5: PC1 18(a) (Felony)
1

about March 22, 2012, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime ofPerjury By

Defen

unlaw “ully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, that which was known to be fals'e, to wit:

tion in violation ofPC1 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did =

i

2012.

On or

l

l

l

On or about March 19, 201 3, in the County of San Mateo, State ofCalifornia, the crime ofPerjury iBy

Declariation in violation of PC1 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did
i

un._aw fully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

De fen :iant had no reportable interest on any schedule on his California Form 700 for calendar year

Decla ration in violation of PC1 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did
i

unlau fully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

Defer dant had received only 3 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2013

ant had only 5 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 201 1.

COUNT 6: PC1 1 8(a) (Felony) i

|

i

I

COUNT 7: PC1 18(a) (Felony)

a

l

|

about March 21 , 2014, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjuryi By

COUNT 8: PC1 18(a) (Felony)
I

i

3

i

l
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

On or about March 24, 2015, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crimie of Perjury By

unlaw 1lly, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

Def n

|

Declaration in violation ofPCl 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

nt had received only 4 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2014.

On or about March 1, 2016, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime ofPerjury By

Declar ition in violation of PCl 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

COUNT 9: Pc1 18(a) (Felony) l

unlawfully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

De Fen:

On or

By De

unaW

On or

Declaration in violation ofPC1 l8(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

unlav

Ono

*lant had received only 3 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2015.
i

COUNT 10: PC1 18(a) (Felony)

about February 28, 2017, in the County of San Mateo, State ofCalifornia, the crime of Perjury

claration in violation of PC1 1 8(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

Fully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:
i

dant had received only 3 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 fro calendar year 2016. I

COUNT 1 1: PC1 18(a) (Felony)
|

i

lByabout March 22, 201 8, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury

fully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

Defendant had received only 7 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2017.

COUNT 12: PC1 18(a) (Felony)

about March ll, 2019, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury By

Decl ration in violation of PC1 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did

milawfully, under penalty of perjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

I

l
I

I

r

Defendant had received only 7 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2018;
I

4 l l

I

l
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11
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14
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20
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22
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25

On or

COUNT 13: Pc1 18(a) (Felony)

“I

Declar 1tion in violation of PC] 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did
i

unlawfully, under penalty of pe’rjury, declare as true, that which was known to be false, to wit:

Del

It is fu rther alleged as to Counts 2-13, offenses described in Penal Code section 803(c),that the aboyé

l

l

ENHANCEMENT l

l

’C803 (c): Special Allegation-Statute Of Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamora Allegation)hr
-

violation was not discovered until May l7, 2019 by San Mateo County District Attorneys Ofce

C1erk'
I,
Ofce and c0nrming disparities via subsequent investigation, and that no victim of said

1

I

.

violat ‘on had actual and constructive knowledge of said violation prior to said date because

Defen

of Pem'al Code section 803(c).

|

COUNT 14: EC7054 (Felony)

On or’about July 10, 201 8, in the County of San Mateo, State ofCalifomia, the crime ofUse Of

Schoc l District or College District Funds for Political Purposes in violation of Education Code
|

Section 7054, a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ did willJlly and unlawfully use

SC

urgin

C

l

l

.

omi'nunity College District Board of Trustees Member Tom Mohr Campaign.
1 a

1

l

l

I

i

I i

'enclant had received only 6 reportable gifts on his California Form 700 for calendar year 2019.

bout March 23, 2020, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury By

Inspector Jordan Boyd by requesting Defendant's California Form 700$ from the San'Mateo County

violat
pn

and no law enforcement agency chargeable with the investigation and prosecution of said
1

1

I

l

I

'dant concealed gis by failing to report them on his California Form 7005, within the meaning
l

l

i

i

l

l

l

l

e
l

hocll district or community college district Jnds, services, supplies or equipment for the purpos of

g the support or defeat of any ballot measure or candidate to wit: Re-Elect San ”Mateo
Countyll'

I
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ll

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

It is furt her alleged as to Count 1 , offenses described in Penal Code section 803(c),thaf the above

violatio 1 was not discovered until September 17, 2019 by San Mateo County District Attorney's

Ofce Inspector Jordan Boyd by receiving San Mateo County Community College District

employ'ee e-mails obtained via search warrant, and that no victim of said violation and‘no law
I

enforcement agency chargeable with the investigation and prosecution of said violation had actual i

and cor structive knowledge of said violation prior to said date because Defendant concealed said

ENHANCEMENT 1

P('I803(c): Special Allegation—Statute Of Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamora Allegation)

charged conduct, within the meaning ofPenal Code section 803(c).

COUNT 15: EC7054 (Felony)

On or between November 22, 2019 and January 27, 2020, in the County of San Mateo, State of

Ca ifomia, the crime ofUse Of School District or College District Funds for Political-Purposes in

violation of Education Code 7054, a Felony, was committed in that JOSE D NUNEZ idid willfully
:

i

i

s

l

and
unlawfully

use school district or community college district funds, services, supplies or

eq uipiinent
for the purpose ofurging the support or defeat of any ballot measure or candidate, to wii't:

Yes Cin Prop. 13 Meet and Greet Fundraiser at Skyline College.
i

I

NOTICE: Conviction of any of the above felony counts requires relinquishment of firearms, i

ammunition
and ammunition feeding devices.

1

I

i

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1054.5(b), the People are hereby informally requesting
thal|t

defer1dant(s) and his or her attorney provide 'to the People the discovery required by Penal Code
I!

Section 1054.3. This is a continuing request pursuant to the provisions of Penal Code Section 105.1437.

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct except for those things
.

1

g

s atei on information and belief and those I believe to be true.
i

6 i
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SUgERIOR
COURT OF

CALIFORNIAbCOUNTY
OF SAN MATEO

,
Hall of Justice Northern Division
400 County Center I 1050 Mission Road FILEDRedwood City, CA 94063 South San Francisco, CA 94080

S'ANMATEO COUNTYTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA I

PLAINTIFF JAN 0" 5.2022
-

vs. b
\

Jose D. Nunez DEFENDANT $1
DECLARATION CONCERNING A PLEA 0R CHANGE 0F PLEA To

'

GUILTY OR NOLO CONTENDERE; FINDING AND ORDER (FELONY) 21s 014456A

l, the above named defendant in the above-entitled criIninal action. and in support of my motion, which will be made in
open court personally and by my attorney, Dto plead Uto change my plea(s) to

Dguilty Enolo contendere

1 . My attorney, in this action is: Lyn Aglfe

2. | am charged in the Complaint - in this action with having

violated Count 1: PC 424 (a) wl special allegation PC 803(c); Counts 2—13: PC 118(a) w/ special allegation 803(0);
(code, section(s), count(s))

Counts 14-15: Education Code 7054:

3. l desire to Dplead Echange my plea(s) to Uguilg I Enolo contendere to

Counts 14: Education Code 7054 & Count 15: Education Code 7054

(state code, section(s) and count(s), including lesser offense(s) to which plea is to be made)

4. l d_o l Ddo not understand the nature of the charge(s) against me.

5. l Mhave / Dhave not discussed the nature of the charge(s) against me and the possible defenses
thereto with my attorney.

6. My attorney Eh_as_ /D has not explained my constitutional rights to a trial byjury, to confront
witnesses against me, the process of the Court to compel the attendance of witnesses on my behalf, the right to
remain silent or, if | so choose, to testify for myself.

7. l Ed_o_ / Ddo not realize that | give up these rights by pleading guilty or nolo contendere.

l understand that a plea of nolo contendere has the same legal effect as a plea of guilty.

8. l understand:
a. that l am prohibited from owning, purchasing, receiving, possessing, or having under my custody or

control any rearms, ammunition and ammunition feeding devices, including but not limited to
magazines.

b. that l am required to fill out a Prohibited Persons Relinquishment Form (PPRF) truthfully and in a timely
manner.

c. that l shall relinquish all firearms in accordance with procedures detailed in the PPRF.
9. l understand that if | am not a citizen, conviction of the offense for which l have been charged w_ill have the

consequences of deportation, exclusion from admission to the United States or a denial of naturalization.

10. My decision tomchange my plea(s) toDplead Dguilty / Enolo contendere
ns IWIas not

been made freely and voluntarily, without threat or fear to me or anyone closely r a d to or associated withme.
CHANGE OF PLEA FORM ~FELONY

Form adopted for Mandatory Use
LOCaI COUI'I Form CRC '6 Rev. Jun 2018 Page 1 of2 www.sanmateocourt.org



_
_

_

11. My attorney ®_h_a§ /Dhas not explained that the maximum penalty, including penalty assessments,
that could be imposed as a result of my plea (s) of guilty or nolo contendere is . k o _
3.8 years state prison, 4 years supervised probation; nes and—fees d $20,000 "’ r 553’" M ’

up-l'o

12. l Uhave llhave not been induced to plead guilty or nolo contendere by any promise or representation of
a lesser sentence, probation, reward, immunity or anything else except:
see attched sheet

13. l 8Q ldo not waive my right to be sentenced by the judge taking my plea and understand sentencing
may occur before anotherjudge.

14. l Egg / D do not understand that the matter of probation and sentence is to be determined solely
by the Court and will not be decided until the report and recommendation by the Probation Department has been
considered.

The Court reserves the right to withdraw its consent to any sentence limitation agreement, and in that event, l will be
permitted to withdraw my plea (s) of guilty or nolo contendere and all charges will be reinstated.

EXECUTED lN San Mateo County, California on: 1/U22
,.M V .

(Defendant's Signére)

LY" Agra states that he/she is the above named defendant’s att- ne in the above entitled action
helshe personally read and explained the contents of the above declaration to the d- ~ dant he she personally observed the
defendant ll in date and sign said declaratio she-afte aving investio. -= t s, e and t e possible defenses thereto,
concurs in the defendants plea(s) of guilty r nolo contender o the c . z . ‘

, the defendant in the above
declaration and stipulates there is a factual basis or the p ea s).

DATED: 45%— l 5 ZZ
SP / (

orn®natureNINTERPRETER CERTIFICATION (if applicable):
l certify that | have been sworn or have a written oath on le and that l well and truly translated the entire contents of this form
to the defendant into DSpanish DOther (specify):
The defendant stated to me that helshe understands the contents of this form, and then helshe initialed and signed the form.

DATED:
(lnterpreter’s Signature)

The people of the State of California plaintiff in the above-entitled criminal action, by and through its attorney, concur and
stipulate

thereis
basi forthe plea.

DATED: STEPHEN WAGSTAFFE, DISTRICT ATTORNEY

By mmmr
VV D'ebuty As'sistant District Attorney

FINDINGS AND ORDER
The defendant personally and by his her attorney in open court having this date entered a plea of Dguilty Dnolo
contendere,
and having been advised as to his her rights, said plea is hereby accepted and ordered entered. The Court nds that the
defendant made a knowing, intelligent and voluntary waiver of the above ights, and that a factual basis exis s for such plea(s).

DATED: I Z gf
wa‘b

UDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
DJUDGE PRO TEM OF THE SUPERIOR COURT

CHANGE OF PLEA FORM — FELONY
Page 2 of2
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People v. Jose Nunez
\

Case N0. 21 SF014456A

Attachment to Decl_aration Concerning Change ofPlea - Qgestion 12

I will waive time for sentencing and the and sentencing Will be determined at the conclusion of
matters related to the investigation by the District Attorney’s ofce into the San Mateo County
Community College District. The sentence will be decided by the Trial Judge after a
determination by that Judge as to whether Mr. Nunez provided complete and truthful testimony
ifhe is called as a witness in any related court proceeding, along with other factors relevant to

sentencing. Mr. Nunez retains the right under law to request a reduction of either charge
pursuant to Penal Code section 17b. The remaining counts 1-13, along with the related special
allegations, will be dismissed.
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Stephen M. Wagstaffe, District Attorney 
 

       
 

 

CHIEF DEPUTY   ASSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEYS 
SEAN F. GALLAGHER REBECCA BAUM 
   SHIN-MEE CHANG 
   MORRIS MAYA 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
 

400 COUNTY CENTER, 3RD FLOOR | REDWOOD CITY | CALIFORNIA 94063 | TEL: (650) 363-4636 
 

F O R  I M M E D I A T E  R E L E A S E  
 
 

People v. Ronald Dario Galatolo  22-SF-004259-A 

 

 In April 2019, the San Mateo County District Attorney’s Office received a 

whistle-blower complaint of public corruption against members of the executive 

leadership of the San Mateo County Community College District. The District operates 

three Colleges: Cañada College, College of San Mateo, and Skyline College.  The 

current Board of Trustees, through their outside counsel, Pillsbury, Winthrop, Shaw, 

Pittman, LLP., has been supportive of our efforts in obtaining records and 

conducting interviews of District personnel, assisting our investigation that has 

resulted in the filing of these felony charges.  In December 2021, the San Mateo 

County District Attorney’s Office brought felony charges against former Vice 

Chancellor of Facilities Jose Nunez, who pled guilty to two felony violations of 

Education Code Section 7054 (Use of School Funds for Political Purposes) in January 

2022. 

 

        The San Mato County District Attorney’s Office now brings felony charges 

against Ronald Galatolo, the former Chancellor of the San Mateo County 

Community College District, who was appointed by the Board of Trustees in 2001 

and stepped down in August 2019, for the following alleged conduct: 

 



2 
 

1) In his personal capacity, former Chancellor Galatolo fraudulently reported a 

$10,000 charitable donation to the Santa Rosa Junior College Foundation Fire Relief 

Fund, made to aid students, staff and faculty in recovering from the Tubbs fire, on his 

2017 state income tax return that was actually a donation made by the San Mateo 

County Community College District Foundation, as reflected in Counts 1 and 2 of the 

Complaint, violations of Revenue and Tax Code Section 19705 and 19706; 

 

2)   While serving as Chancellor, Galatolo, with the assistance of Vice Chancellor 

of Facilities Jose Nunez, directed construction projects be awarded to vendors from 

whom he had received and continued to receive multiple valuable gifts, including 

concert and sporting events tickets and international travel, and with whom he shared 

financial interests, as reflected in Counts 3-10 in the Complaint, violations of Penal 

Code Section 424(a)(2) and Government Code Section 1090; 

 

3)  While serving as Chancellor, Galatolo failed to disclose on his required annual 

Form 700 that he received numerous valuable gifts from construction firms who had 

business with the District, as reflected in Counts 11-20 in the Complaint, violations of 

Penal Code Section 118(a);  

 

4)  In his personal capacity, former Chancellor Galatolo purchased high-end and 

classic cars and purposefully under-reported the purchase price to the California DMV 

as reflected in Counts 20-21 in the Complaint, violations of Penal Code Section 118(a). 

 

Mr. Galatolo is scheduled for arraignment on the felony arrest warrant in this matter 

on April 15 at 9 a.m. in Redwood City. 
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STEPHEN M. WAGSTAFFE, DISTRICT ATTORNEY
County of San Mateo, State of California
State Bar No. 78470

'

400 County Center, Third Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
By: Joseph L. Cannon, Deputy District Attorney
Telephone: (650) 363-4636
Attorney for Plaintiff

IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

LTHE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Plaintiff,

VS.

RONALD DARIO GALATOLo
1330 UNIVERSITY DR
#67

I

MENLo PARK, CA 94025

AKA RONALD D GALATOLO,
RON GALATOLO

Defendant. v

i

l

FILIED
SAN MATEO COUNTY

APR 0
1;

2022
I

Clerk of Su! ri0r00urt
By lg

DEPUTY CLERK

)

x .

l

REPORT NO. D1190é11701
DA CASE NO. 0839503

FELONY COMPLAINT

2.2.5190 0342 509/}

I, the undersigned, say, on information and belief, that in the County of Sari Mateo, State of

California:

COUNT .1: RT19705(a)(1) (Felony)

|

l

On or about March 13, 2018, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Filing

False Tax Return in violation of Revenue and Tax Code Section l9705(a)(l), a Felony, was

committed in that RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully make or subscribe

1
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any statement or return that contained or was veried by a written declaration that i1, was made under

penalty ofperjury and that he did not believe to be true and correct as to every material matter.

COUNT 2: RT19706 (Fe1ony)

On or about March 13, 2018, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Filed

False Income Tax Return in violation ofRevenue and Tax Code Section 19706, a Felony, was

committed in that RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlaWfully subply information

with the intent totevade any tax, or willfully and with like intent made, rendered, signed, or veried

any false or fraudulent return or statement or supplied false or fraudulent information.

COUNT 3: PC424(a) (Felony) x

On or between October 24, 2013 and December 3 1, 2014, in the County of San Mateo, State of

California, the crime ofUnauthorized Use of Funds by a Public Ofcer in Violatiorl ofPenal Code

Section 424(a)(2), a Felony, was committed in that RONALD DARIO GALATOL;O being a person

described in Penal Code section 424 charged with the receipt, safekeeping,
transfers,

and distribution

ofpublic moneys, did in a manner not incidental and minimal loan the same, or a
piortion

thereof,

made a prot out of, or used the same for a purpose not authorized by law, to wit: directing the award
'

, l

of the Canada College Solar Photovoltaic Design-Build Project contract to Allana,
gBuick and Bers.

COUNT 4: PC424(a) (Felony)
E

On or between November l8, 2016 and December 8, 2016, in the County of San Mateo, State of

California, the crime ofUnauthorized Use of Funds by a Public Ofcer in violation of Penal Code

Section 424(a)(2), a Felony, was committed in that RONALD DARIO GALATOLEO being a person

described in Penal Code section 424 charged with the receipt, safekeeping, transfer, and distribution
l

ofpublic moneys, did in a manner not incidental and minimal loan the same, or a portion thereof, or

made a prot out of, or used the same for a purpose not authorized by law, to wit: directing the award

of the Canada College Building 23 Project contract to McCarthy Builders.
2

l
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COUNT 5: GC1090 (Felony)

On or about Januag'y 8, 2014, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of
Conict

Of Interest in Violation ofGovernment Code Section 1090, a Felony, was
committeld

in that

RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community

College District, become nancially interested in a contract made by him in his ofcial capacity, or

by a body and board ofwhich the defendant was a member, to wit: a $4,53 1 ,046.0Q contract made

between the San Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers for the

Canada College Solar Photovoltaic Design-Build Project. i

COUNT 6: GC1090 (Felony) g

.
1

On or about April 29, 2015, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Conict Of

Interest in violation ofGovernment Code Section 1090, a Felony, was committed in that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community College District,

become nancially interested in a contract made by him in his ofcial capacity, or by a body and

board ofwhich the defendant was a member, to wit: a $500,000 contract made
between

the San

Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers.
1

COUNT 7: GC 1 090 (Felony)
g

On or about April 26, 2017, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Conict Of

Interest1n
violation

of Governrhent Code Section 1090, a Felony, was committed1n that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community College District,

become
nancially

interested in a contract made by him in his ofcial capacity, an:d
by/a body and

board ofwhich the defendant was a
member,

to wit: a $1.5 million contract made between the San
t

Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers.
i
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COUNT 8: GC1090 (Felony)
g

Ori or abot September 26, 2018, in the County of San Mateo, State of
Calitfornia,

the crime

of Conict Of Interest in violation of Government Code Section 1‘090, a Felony, weis committed in

that RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo Courity Community

College District, become nancially interested in a contract made by him in his ofcial capacity, or

by a body and board ofwhich the defendant was a member, to wit: a $250,000 contiract made

between the San Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers.

COUNT 9: GC1090 (Felony)

.On or about March 27, 2019, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the cjrime of Conict

Of Interest in violation ofGovernment Code Section 1090, a Felony, was committed in'that

RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community

College District, become financially interested in a contract made by.him in his official capacity, or
/

by a body and board ofwhich the defendant was a member, to wit: a $750,000 contract made

between the San Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers.

COUNT 10: GC1090 (Felony)

l

On or about July 24, 20l9, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the
crirfne

of ConictlOf

Interest in violation ofGovernment Code Section 1090, a Felony, was committed ih that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did, while Chancellor of the San Mateo County Community; College District,

become nancially interested in a contract made by him in his ofcial capacity, oriby a body and

board ofwhich the defendant was a member, to wit: a $900,000 contract made between the San
|

Mateo County Community College District and Allana, Buick and Bers.
l

'

r
I
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ENHANCEMENT 1

PC803(c): Special Allegation-Statute Of Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamora Allegation)

It is further alleged as to Count 3-10, offenses described in Penal Code section 803(gc),tha”c
the above

violation was not discovered until May 2, 2019 by San Mateo County District
Attorney's

Ofce

Inspector Jordan Boyd after interviewing former San Mateo County Community college District
t

employees, and that
no victim of said violation and no law enforcement agency chargeable

with the

investigation and prosecution of said violation had actual or constructive knowledgie of said violation

prior to said date because Defendant concealed the above conduct, within the meaning of Penal Code

section 803(0).
'

:'

COUNT 11: PC1 18(a) (Felony)
I

On or about February 10, 201 1, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, th'e crime ofPerjury

By Declaration in violation ofPenal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed in that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, any

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 700, Statement of

Economic Interest, that the contents therein were true when, in fact he knew they were not.

COUNT 12: PC1 18(a) (Felony) i

On or aboutlVIarch 12, 2012, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the (grime of Perjury By

Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed in: that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, thait which was

known to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 700, Statement of Economic Interest, that

the contents therein were true when, in fact he knew they were not. '

COUNT 13: PC1 18(a) (Felony)
E

On or about March 7, 2014, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime ofPerjury By

Declaration in violation ofPenal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed iri that RONALD
5
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DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declaré as true, any
l

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 790, Statement of
l

Economic Interest, that the contents therein were true when, in fact he knew they
were

not.

COUNT 14: P01 18(a) (Fe1ony) j
l
l

On or between March 25, 2015 and March 30, 2015, in the County of San Mateo, State of California,

the crime ofPerjury By Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 1118(a), a Felony, was

committed in that RONALD DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, urider penalty of

perjury, declare as true, any material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on

California Form 700, Statement of Economic Interest, that the contents therein were true when, in

fact he knew they were not.

COUNT 15: PCl 18(a) (Felony)

On or about April 1, 2016, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime ofPerjury By
l

Declaration1n Violation Of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed1n that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, any

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form700, Statement of

Economic Interest, that the contents therein were true when, in fact he knew they Were not.
.

i
1

COUNT 16: P01 18(a) (Felony) I
.

On or about March 27, 2017, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime ofPerjury By

Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed in that RONALD
|

DARIO GALATOLo did winfuuy and un1awfu11y, under penalty ofperjury, deélaire as true, any

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form E700, Statement of
‘

l

Economic Interest, that the contents therein were true when, in fact he knew they vaere not.
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1

i

On or about March 8, 201 8, in the County ofSan Mateo, State of California, the crifme ofPerjury By
1

COUNT 17: P01 18(a) (Felony)

Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed in :that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declarie as true, any

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 700, Statement of

Economic Interest, that the content therein were true when, in fact he knew they were not.

COUNT 18; P01 18(a) (Felony) ‘

‘ "

On or about March 7, 2019, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury By

Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed inthat RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did willfully and unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, any

material matter which he knew to be false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 700, Statement of

Economic Interest, that the content therein were true when, in fact he knew they were not.

COUNT 19: PCl 1 8(a) (Felony)

i

l

On or about March 26, 2020, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the (grime
of Perjury By

Declaration in violation ofPCl 18(a), a Felony, was committed in that RONALDDARIO
1

GALATOLO did unlawfully, under penalty
of perjury, declare as true, that which ivas

known to be

false, to wit: falsely state on California Form 700, Statement of
Financial Interest, ihat

the contents
v

1

therein were true, when in fact he knew they were not.

ENHANCEMENT 1
i

PC803(c): Special Allegation—Statute Of Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamoria Allegation)

It is thher alleged as to Count 11-19, offenses described in Penal Code section 803 (c), that the

above violation was not discovered until May 17, 2019 by San Mateo County District Attorney's

Ofce Inspector Jordan Boyd after requesting Defendant's California Form 7005 from the San Mateo

7
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I

County Clerk's Ofce and conrming disparities via subsequent inveStigation, and tiihat
no victim of

said violation and'rio law enforcement agency chargeable with the investigation and! prosecution of

said
violation

had actual or constructive knowledge of said violation prior to said date because

Defendant concealed gifts by failing to report them on his California Form 700 Statements of

Economic Interest, within the meaning of Penal Code section 803 (c).

COUNT 20: PCl 18(a) (Felony)

On or about September 24, 2015, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of

Perjury By Declaration in violation of PC1 1 8(a), a Felony, was committed in that ONALD DARIO

GALATOLO did unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, that which was known to be

false, to wit: falsely state the purchase price of 1963 Chevrolet Corvette VIN:3087S105944 as $2,500

on his Application for Title and Registration for said vehicle when he knew that to be false.

ENHANCEMEN’l‘ 1

PC803 (c): Special Allegation—Statute Of Limitations-Late Discovery (Zamora Allegation)

It is further alleged as to Count 20, offenses described in Penal Code section 803(c),that the above

violation was not discovered until May 29, 2020 by San Mateo County District Attorney's Ofce

Inspector Jordan Boyd by when he received certied registration records from the iCalifornia ’

Department ofMotor Vehicles for 1963 Chevrolet Corvette VIN230878105944, arid that no victim of

said violation and no law enforcement agency chargeable with the investigation and prosecution of

said violation had actual or constructive knowledge of said violation prior to said
date

because
'

l

Defendant concealed the accurate purchase price of 1963 Chevrolet Corvette VIN:E30878105944 from .

the California Department ofMotor Vehicles, within the meaning ofPenal Code section 803(c). -
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COUNT 21; P01 18(a) (Felony)

On or about May 29, 2019, in the County of San Mateo, State of California, the crime of Perjury By
I \

Declaration in violation of Penal Code Section 118(a), a Felony, was committed in that RONALD

DARIO GALATOLO did unlawfully, under penalty ofperjury, declare as true, that!which was
i

known to be false, to wit: did falsely state the purchase price of2006 Chevy SSR

VIN#1GCES14H46B122847 as $1,000 on his Application for Title and Registration for said vehicle

|

l

i
when he knew that to be false.

NOTICE: Conviction of any of the above felony counts requires relinquishment of rearms,

ammunition and ammunition feeding'devices. I

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 1054.5(b), the People are hereby informally requesting that

defendant(s) and his or her attorney provide to the People the discovery required by Penal Code

Section 1054.3. This is a continuing request pursuant to the provisions ofPenal Cozde Section 1054.7.

I declare under penalty ofperjury that the foregoing is true and correct except for those things

stated on information and belief and those I believe to be true.
‘\

i

i

Executed on April 6, 2022, at San Mateo County, California.
i

i



TAB E



Exhibit # Date Orig  Doc  REF 

06-1-5CA 01/25/06   DW Roofing and Waterproofing Consulting Services 
1 7/24/09 CAN B5/6 Renovation Peer Review 
2 1/13/10 CAN FMC Roof Ventilation Monitor Leak Hood Mock Up 

PSA dated 
01/4/2010+ Exhibit 1  

2/11/10 SKY B1 replacement of Lobby + Lights Project 

10-3-101B 03/10/10 Consulting on Erosion Control Skyline College; Energy 
Division Consulting on Alternative Energy Opportunities  

Addendum 1 to 
Exhibit 1 

3/23/10 Additional Services for CAN B5/6 Renovation: Opinion of 
Probable Construciton Cost 

Addendum 2 to 
Exhibit 1 

4/6/10 Additional Services for CAN B5/6 Renovation: Investigationa and 
Recommendation for "Purple" Wall Cracks 

ABB PSA 1 7/6/10 As-needed waterproofing consultation services during CAN B5/6 
construction phase 

AB&B PSA 2 11/24/10 DW Renewable Energy Feasibility Study 
10-12-106B 12/15/2010 Feasibility Study for Alternative Energy Opportunities 

Districtwide 
Exhibit 1 to PSA 2 2/3/11 Co-Gen analysis - SKY and CSM 
Exhibit 3 toPSA 1 2/28/11 CAN FMC Roof Louver Renovation 
Exhibit 2 to PSA 2 3/21/11 DW - Renewable - additional locations for CAN solar installation 
Exhibit 3 toPSA 2 5/6/11 CSM-Building 12 and Colonnades Re-roofing Project 

AB&B PSA 3 10/24/12 CSM Investigate, Test and Monitor Aquatic Center 
PSA #4 2/4/13 CAN B5,6 and 8 waterproofing 

Exhibit 1 to PSA 4 7/3/13 CAN B5,6 and 8 waterproofing add bldg 3,9,18 plus design 
services 

Amendment No 1 to 
Exhibit 3 PSA #2  

8/29/13 CSM-Building 12 and Colonnades Re-roofing Project 

13-8-103B 08/14/2013 Architectural and Engineering Services; Cañada College 
Building leaks (various), Renewable and Sustainable Energy 
Projects Districtwide, and other needs as required 

Exhibit 2 to PSA 4 3/27/14 CAN B9 Test and Investigate Glazing and Plaster 
PSA#5 10/9/10 CSM Building 5 Showers Assessment/repair design services 
PSA#6 1/8/15 CAN B3 Leak Investigation  
PSA #7 2/9/15 Roof replacement CSM B1, 14, 16 Col, SKY 14 and repairs to 19 
PSA #8 3/19/15 CAN Vista Leak Investigation 

15-4-101B 04/29/2015 Architectural and Engineering Services for Districtwide 
Building Envelope, Water Proofing and Energy Efficiency 
Projects  

PSA #9 4/8/16 CAN B9 Water Leak Investigation & Testing 
PSA #10 2/6/17 CAN B1 Building Envelope Commissioning Services 
PSA #11 2/23/17 Sky B12 Building Envelope Commissioning Services 

17-4-102B 4/26/17 Architectural and Engineering Services for CAÑ B9 Water 
Leak Repairs Project and Building Envelope, Water Proofing 
Consulting Services for DW Projects  

PSA #12 4/25/17 CAN B9 Water Leak Design and Repairs 
PSA #13 5/11/17 CSM Emgergency Water Infiltration Investigation 
PSA #14 6/28/17 CAN Vista Faculty Housing 



PSA #15 6/28/17 CAN B13 Roof Replacement Project 
PSA #16 7/21/17 CAN B23 Building Envelope Commissioning Services 
PSA #17 12/1/17 CSM B234 Roof 
PSA #18 2/20/18 CAN B1N Sprint Cell Tower Relocation 
PSA #19 2/6/18 CSM B19 & 36 emergency water infiltration investigation 

Amendment No. 1 to 
PSA #12 

2/5/18 CAN B9 Envelope Repairs - Phasing/Logistics Plan 

18-2-104B 2/28/18 Building Envelope and Waterproofing Architectural, 
Engineering and Consulting Services for Districtwide Projects 

PSA #20 3/1/18 SKY B1 Bldg envelope review 
Amendment No. 1 to 

PSA #9 
3/5/18 CAN B9 Water Leak Investigation & Testing 

Amendment No 2 to 
PSA #12 

4/2/18 CAN B9 Env Repair Organic Growth 

PSA#21 4/12/18 CAN Vista Housing Envelope Repair  
PSA #22 6/29/18 SKY Staff & Faculty Housing Project 
PSA #29 5/5/20 CAN Vista Housing Envelope Repair  

18-9-105B 9/26/18 Building Envelope and Waterproofing Architectural, 
Engineering and Consulting Services for Districtwide Projects 

PSA #23 10/25/18 CAN B9 Enveloep Repair Monitoring Services 
PSA #24 10/31/18 Sky B12 Building Construction Phase Services 

19-3-101B 3/28/19 Building Envelope and Waterproofing Architectural, 
Engineering and Consulting Services for Districtwide Projects 

Amendment No 1 to 
PSA #16 

5/14/19 CAN B23 Science and Technology Building 

PSA #25 6/20/19 SKY B3 Waterproofing 
Amendment No 3 to PSA #12 CAN B9 Envelope Repairs - Add'l Services 

19-7-102B 7/24/19 Building Envelope and Waterproofing Architectural, 
Engineering and Consulting Services for Districtwide Projects 

PSA #26 7/19/19 Construction Phase Testing Services CAN B1 
PSA #27 12/10/19 CAN B9 Roof Assessment 
PSA #28 1/29/20 SKY B3 Waterproofing 
PSA #29 5/25/20 CAN Vista Housing Envelope Repair  
PSA #30 7/16/21 SKY B3 Dance Floor Waterproofing 
PSA #31 9/17/21 Can B1 Addtl Monitoring & water Testing Sevices 

 



TAB F



Exhibit # Date Project Description 

Exhibit 30 5/19/10 CAN B5/6 Additional Service: Structural Eng'g Storefronts 
Exhibit 31 7/9/10 CAN B5/6 Additional Service: Miscellaneous 
Exhibit 32 8/26/10 CAN B5/6 Additional Service Miscellaneous 
10-12-106B 

  
Cañada College Architectural Services Modernization of 
Building 5/6 

Exhibit 33 12/16/10 CAN B5/6 Additional Service Miscellaneous 
Exhibit 34 3/8/11 CAN B5/6 Additional Services  
11-4-104B 

04/27/2011 
Cañada College Cafeteria Dining Room Modernization 

PSA 1 4/14/11 CAN B1 FPP 
Exhibit 35 4/29/11 CAN B5 Dining Room 
Exhibit 36 9/6/11 CAN B5/6 Extended CA Fees & Close Out  
Exhibit 37 10/24/11 CAN B5 Dining Room, Furniture Selection & Layout 

options 
Exhibit 38 2/6/12 CAN B5 Dining Room,  Additionals Scope of Work 
Exhibit 39 2/6/12 CAN B5 Dining Room, CV increase  

PSA 2 4/10/13 CAN Feasibility Study 
Addendum 1 

to PSA #2  8/16/13 
CAN Feasibility Study 

14-1-8CA 01/22/2014 
Architectural Services; Districtwide Programming 
Services; Cañada College Building 1, College of San 
Mateo Building 8, 

PSA #3 3/7/14 CAN Kinesiology and Wellness - Programming 
PSA #4 9/12/14 SKY Environmental Science - Programming 

14-10-106B 10/22/2014 
Architectural Services for Cañada College Building 1 
and Skyline College Environmental Science.  

15-3-112B 03/25/2015 
CAN Kinesiology and Wellness  

15-4-101B 04/29/2015 
Architectural Services for Cañada College Building 1 
and Skyline College Environmental Science 

Exhibit 1 to 
PSA #3 1/15/15 

CAN Kinesiology and Wellness - Additional programming 
through SD 

PSA #5 
6/1/15 

SKY Environmental Studies - Short Form Agreement - 
Programming/Concept (50% SD) 

Exhibit 2 to 
PSA #3 6/26/15 

CAN Kinesiology and Wellness - Short Form Agreement - 
finalize Programming and SD Phase documents, set IGMP 

PSA#6 7/16/19 CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 
PSA#6 

Amendment 
No.1 

9/11/20 
CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 

PSA #6 
Amendment 

No.2 
5/3/21 CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 

PSA #6 
Amendment 

No.3 
10/27/21 CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 



PSA #6 
Amendment 

No.4 
12/22/21 CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 

PSA #6 
Amendment 

No.5 
6/15/22 CAN B13 Multiple Program Instructional Center 

 




