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Lisa,
 
The letter was delivered yesterday. We have no immediate response to questions about an
investigation. As to your question about the records turned over by Ms. Thompson, we need to
complete our review before responding.

Leslie Wolf Branscomb
Senior Public Information Officer
Office of City Attorney Mara W. Elliott
1200 Third Avenue, Suite 1620
San Diego CA 92101-1406
Tel: (619) 533-5896
Email: LAWolf@sandiego.gov

PLEASE NOTE: This email is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain information protected by the
ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE and/or by the ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE. The contents of this email may
include confidential and/or inside information and may be legally privileged or protected and should not be
communicated to or relied upon by any person without express consent of the sender. If you are not the intended
recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, dissemination,
distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have
received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by reply email, delete the original communication,
and destroy all copies.
 

From: Lisa Halverstadt <lisa.halverstadt@voiceofsandiego.org>
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2022 10:43 AM
To: Wolf Branscomb, Leslie <LAWolf@sandiego.gov>
Cc: Braun, Gerry <GBraun@sandiego.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: VOSD questions: Deposition follow-ups
 
**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this
email or opening attachments.** 

Hi Leslie,
 
Thank you for these responses.
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As you’d imagine, I’ve got some follow-up questions I’d like to get answered ASAP:
 
-Can you confirm that Michell is in receipt of this letter and if so, when she received it?
 
-Is there a record of Michell instructing IT to erase records, as alleged? Can you explain how the City
Attorney’s Office knows this occurred?
 
-Has the city confirmed that records were in fact destroyed following Michell’s alleged direction?
 
-Can you provide an update on the status of the investigation involving the footnote included in a
version of an outside attorneys’ investigation that was leaked to NBC 7 in 2020? Has that
investigation been concluded and if so, what were the findings?
 
-Who conducted that investigation? I don’t believe the City Attorney’s Office was not handling this
on its own.
 
-Did the City Attorney’s Office refer and/or send information regarding the leak and the alleged
falsification of documents to a law enforcement agency or agencies? If so, what were those agencies
and when was that information shared?
 
-As it relates to the footnote investigation, my understanding was there were two potential
violations per the City Attorney’s office view: 1) the release of a confidential document 2) the alleged
falsification of a confidential document.
Have there been any conclusions about who committed those alleged violations? Does the city
believe Michell may have been the violator or one of the violators?
 
-Did the City Attorney’s Office or the investigating agency ever interview Michell regarding her
involvement in the footnote situation? If so, when? If not, why not?
 
-I noted your response regarding discovery but given this new information, my questions become
even more pertinent: Prior to Cybele Thompson providing documents to Hughes’ attorneys, had the
city seen all or most of these documents? Had they been in the city possession or not?
 
Thanks,
 
Lisa Halverstadt
Senior Investigative Reporter
lisa.halverstadt@voiceofsandiego.org
Newsroom: (619) 325-0528
Cell/Google Voice: (619) 786-2798
Twitter: @LisaHalverstadt

Nonprofit news powered by members
Read | Subscribe | Donate
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From: Wolf Branscomb, Leslie <LAWolf@sandiego.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, May 12, 2022 10:13 AM
To: Lisa Halverstadt <lisa.halverstadt@voiceofsandiego.org>
Subject: Re: VOSD questions: Deposition follow-ups
 
Lisa,
 
Thanks for your questions.
 
Attached find a letter our Office sent yesterday to Kris Michell that spells out our concerns and may
be helpful to you.
 
Nothing the City has seen in deposition testimony or in documents has hurt our 1090 case against
Cisterra and Jason Hughes. Rather the evidence of public corruption has repeatedly been
strengthened with documentation that Jason Hughes played a critical role for the City during its
evaluation and approval of the acquisition deals, that he benefited financially from his involvement,
and that Cisterra knew all along that Hughes was both significantly involved on the City side of the
transaction and secretly working for them against the City’s interests. This is an open-and-shut
violation of California anti-corruption law. Once the City gets its day in court, the transaction will be
void by law. Trial is scheduled to begin in January.
 
Cisterra and Hughes are trying to bamboozle the public by suggesting that they have found an
escape clause in 1090 that does not exist. This is a public relations strategy, not a legal argument.
 
To recap:
 

The evidence is irrefutable that at the time the 101 Ash contract was made, the City’s
volunteer real estate broker, Jason Hughes, was secretly being compensated by Cisterra and
so had an illegal financial interest in the City’s approval of the acquisition.

 
Case law clearly establishes that Mr. Hughes was a City employee in his role as volunteer real
estate broker.

 
The evidence is irrefutable that Mr. Hughes actively worked on the deal for the City. He stated
on multiple occasions that he was the City’s exclusive representative in these transactions.

 
Mr. Hughes’ relationship with Cisterra is spelled out in a signed contract, and Mr. Hughes has
admitted being financially compensated under it.

 
California Government Code section 1090 exists to protects the public from corruption by
government officials, and it is purposeful, draconian, and definitive. Even if other government
officials knew of Mr. Hughes’ desire to be paid, Section 1090 doesn’t care. Even if other government
officials were aware of the secret Cisterra-Hughes contract, Section 1090 doesn’t care. Section
1090 requires that the deal be voided to protect the public from corrupt government officials.



 
We are looking into Ms. Thompson’s testimony, including her mention of a timeline, and may be
able to respond to your questions in full next week. As for Mr. Attanasio’s false claims, the City has
not been withholding any documents, and production will be complete by the date required by the
court, May 13.  The vast majority of emails the City is producing in native format at Mr. Attansio’s
request have already been produced in pdf format in response to earlier discovery requests from
other attorneys.
 
Leslie
 
 
 

Leslie Wolf Branscomb
Senior Public Information Officer
Office of City Attorney Mara W. Elliott
1200 Third Avenue, Suite 1620
San Diego CA 92101-1406
Tel: (619) 533-5896
Email: LAWolf@sandiego.gov
 
PLEASE NOTE: This email is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain information protected by
the ATTORNEY-CLIENT PRIVILEGE and/or by the ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT DOCTRINE. The contents of
this email may include confidential and/or inside information and may be legally privileged or protected and should
not be communicated to or relied upon by any person without express consent of the sender. If you are not the
intended recipient of this communication, you are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, dissemination,
distribution, downloading, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have
received this email in error, please immediately notify the sender by reply email, delete the original communication,
and destroy all copies.
 
 

From: Lisa Halverstadt <lisa.halverstadt@voiceofsandiego.org>
Sent: Tuesday, May 10, 2022 2:33 PM
To: Braun, Gerry <GBraun@sandiego.gov>; Wolf Branscomb, Leslie <LAWolf@sandiego.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] VOSD questions: Deposition follow-ups
 
**This email came from an external source. Be cautious about clicking on any links in this email or
opening attachments.**

 
Hi Leslie and Gerry,
 
I have been continuing to review depositions associated with the city’s 101 Ash and Civic Center
Plaza litigation and wanted to am sending some questions after reading the transcript of Cybele
Thompson’s latest deposition.
 
Here are my questions and corresponding deadlines:
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10 a.m. tomorrow 5/11:
-In a deposition late last month, Thompson testified under oath that she asked Jason Wood of
Cisterra on at least two occasions whether Cisterra was paying/had paid Jason Hughes on the 101
Ash and CCP transactions. Thompson said that Wood told her they were not paying Hughes. A
Cisterra spokesman has said that her recollection was inaccurate and “Wood never told Ms.
Thompson or anyone at the City that Mr. Hughes was not being paid for his work on the Civic Center
Plaza and 101 Ash Street transactions.”
 
What does the City Attorney’s Office make of this disclosure by Thompson? Assuming Thompson’s
testimony is accurate, what does this mean for the city’s 1090 cases? Please elaborate.
 
Noon on Thursday 5/12:
In response to requests from Hughes’ attorney, Thompson provided hundreds of pages of
documents. She testified under oath that some of those documents were provided by former city
COO Kris Michell after Thompson left her job at the city. She took others with her – at least partly
digital form it seems – when she left City Hall. It is unclear whether the physical documents Michell
provided were copies or originals. Many of the documents purportedly provided by Michell were
highlighted and Thompson testified that Michell had told her that folks in the Mayor’s Office would
gather to review documents and highlight passages that would be considered problematic to the
city. It sounds as if Michell was still working at the city when she shared these documents though it
was not fully clarified in Thompson’s deposition. The documents Thompson turned over to attorneys
included a number of emails, including some that Thompson herself did not send or receive.
 
-What does the City Attorney’s Office make of this situation? Does the City Attorney’s Office have
any concerns about Michell providing documents to Thompson or about these city documents
leaving City Hall? Why or why not?
 
-There was a recent discovery dispute between the city and Hughes attorney. Hughes’ attorney
argued that the city was withholding documents including those provided by Thompson. What is the
status of the city’s discovery responses?
 
-Prior to Thompson providing documents, had the city seen all or most of these documents? Had
they been in the city possession or not?
 
-In Thompson’s deposition, a timeline was repeatedly mentioned that it sounded as if the city had
created to document historical events. Can the City Attorney’s Office provide this document?
 
-Hughes and his attorney have argued that he was not the city’s broker or even the city’s
representative on 101 Ash and Civic Center Plaza. They have also argued that Hughes did not steer
the city toward deals with Cisterra that resulted in him being paid $9.4 million and that the city
including Thompson and the City Council were the ultimate decision makers on 101 Ash. Thompson
also said in her deposition that she was the city’s lead negotiatior but that Hughes was essentially
seerving in a broker role at the city. What ramifications do these disclosures have as far as the city’s
1090 case? Hughes’ attorney has argued they are problematic for the city’s cases.
 



Please don’t hesitate to call me if you’d like to clarify anything.
 
Thanks,
 
Lisa Halverstadt
Senior Investigative Reporter
lisa.halverstadt@voiceofsandiego.org
Newsroom: (619) 325-0528
Cell/Google Voice: (619) 786-2798
Twitter: @LisaHalverstadt

Nonprofit news powered by members
Read | Subscribe | Donate
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