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Donovan Arteaga

From: R Gerbs <riley.gerbrandt@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 8:22 AM

To: shane pavonetti; jessenickell3art@gmail.com; Luke Rizzuto; Donovan Arteaga; Trina 

Barton; kami@davidlyng.com; janerbarr@aol.com; Sandy Brown; 

yeseniajduran@gmail.com; renee@reneesgarden.com; jagomez173@gmail.com

Cc: Jonathan DiSalvo; Matt Machado; Manu Koenig; Jamie Sehorn; Mike Reis; Oppose 

Capitola

Subject: Please Pull Item 9 from the 10/22 Planning Commission meeting consent agenda

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 

from unknown senders or unexpected email.**** 

Hello Commissioners,  

 

I request that you pull Item #9, 241371 - 841 Capitola Road, Santa Cruz - APN 026-491-40 - from the 

Consent Agenda Items. 

 

In accordance with Item #6 on today's Commission Meeting, which says "Only a Commission Member 

may pull items from Consent to Regular agenda. Members of the public must request that a Commission 

Member pull an item from the Consent Agenda prior to the start of the Meeting."  Per this direction, I 

request that you pull Item #9 from the Consent Agenda of today's meeting. 

 

I request this due to new information that our community members have recently receive regarding 

the timing of this application and the County's Housing Element, that is extremely important and 

that requires public discussion today prior to your vote on this item. 

 

Respectfully, 

Riley Gerbrandt 

PLN980
Text Box
Item 13. Written Communications
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Donovan Arteaga

From: R Gerbs <riley.gerbrandt@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 12:10 PM

To: Jamie Sehorn; County Counsel; Manu Koenig; shane pavonetti; 

jessenickell3art@gmail.com; Luke Rizzuto; Donovan Arteaga; Trina Barton; 

kami@davidlyng.com; janerbarr@aol.com; Sandy Brown; yeseniajduran@gmail.com; 

renee@reneesgarden.com; jagomez173@gmail.com

Cc: Oppose Capitola; Mike Reis

Subject: Brown Act and Government Code Violation at Public Hearing for 841 Capitola Road 

today at this morning's Planning Commission Meeting

Attachments: 10-22-2025 Planning Commission Agenda on County website as of 10-22-25.pdf; Pages 

from Planning Commission Agenda, 841 capitola road item as of 10-20-2025.pdf; 

10-22-2025 Planning Commission Meeting information on County website as of 

10-22-25.pdf; Final_Two_Minute_Speech_Item9_841CapitolaRoad_RileyGerbrandt.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 

from unknown senders or unexpected email.**** 

Jamie, County Counsel, Supervisor Koenig, and Planning Commissioners 

 

This morning, a Brown Act and Government Code Violation at Public Hearing for 841 Capitola Road today 

at this morning's Planning Commission Meeting. 

 

I was denied the opportunity to speak today on Item #9 of the Planning Commission's public hearing. 

 

I spoke on Item #6 consent agenda, because the agenda that I had on hand (which was posted on 

October 20, 2025 on the County's 

website https://cdi.santacruzcountyca.gov/UPC/GetInvolved/PublicMeetingsHearings/PlanningCommis

sion.aspx, believing that this was the agenda for this morning's meeting. See attached agenda that I 

downloaded from the County's website showing this Item #9 on the Consent Agenda. 

 

I was denied the opportunity to speak on Item #9 during public comment for that item, because I was 

deemed to "having already spoken on this item previously".  Moreover, I was trying to raise a Brown Act 

violation about the agenda posting, because the County did not post a revised agenda showing the 

agenda changes, as the agenda posted on 10/22/2025 at the County's website and available in-person at 

the public hearing was different than the one available on the County's website as of 10/20/2025 ... and 

the County did NOT NOTICE the public of these agenda revisions. 

 

Moreover, my wife called in per the requirements of the agenda " To provide comments by telephone 

please dial (669) 254-5252, Webinar ID: 161 791 6904." and raised her hand during public comment 

period, but she was not called on to provide public comment.  
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Again, moreover,   

1.      Public comment  Gov. Code § 54954.3 requires the public to have a chance to comment before 

the final decision. If the Commissioners ask substantive questions of staff that introduce new 

information, as this Commission is doing, and the public is not given a chance to comment on that 

new information, any decision today could be challenged as violating due process or failing to 

allow meaningful public participation. Practically, many agencies follow best practice and fairness 

principles by giving the public a second public comment period, so the public can respond to staff 

clarifications or new information raised by Commissioners’ questions. Therefore, I ask the Chair 

either 

a.       Provide a final brief comment period before deliberation and vote — as this ensures 

fairness given the depth of issues and new information not previously in the packet, or 

b.      Explicitly confirm that no new facts will be raised by Commissioners or staff during 

staff Q&A that the public hasn’t already addressed. 

 

There was new information discussed by staff and the Commissioners after public comment, and the 

public was not provided opportunity to speak again on this item after Commissioner deliberation and 

questions to County staff. 

 

Lastly,  

On parking, the Workbench developers are lying to you, and EVEN YOUR STAFF are not telling you the 

full story: 

•         Under Gov. Code § 65915(p)(1), State law limits how much parking a county may require—it 

does not require a reduction. 

•         The County Code’s 84-space requirement fully complies with this law. 

•         The applicant’s request to reduce parking to zero, and staff’s recommendation for 31 spaces, 

have no statutory basis.  

•         As confirmed by METRO and AMBAG in written comment provided to you, the project site is 

NOT within ½ mile of a “major transit stop” nor within ½ mile of a “high-quality transit corridor 

included in an adopted regional transportation plan” as defined in Government Code 65915 

subdivision (b) of Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code. 

 

If the developer cannot meet parking standards, the remedy is to reduce the number of units, not 

waive requirements that protect neighborhood safety. 

 

Please see my attached comments, which I was going to read during this item, that were not included in 

public comment or the public record. 

 

Respectfully, 

Riley Gerbrandt 

 

--  
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---------------------------------------- 

Riley Gerbrandt, P.E., M.ASCE 

Professional Civil & Geotechnical Engineer 

                                     

Email: Riley.Gerbrandt@gmail.com                         

---------------------------------------- 
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Two-Minute Public Comment – Item #9 (841 Capitola Road) 

Riley Gerbrandt 

 

Before I begin my two minutes of public comment, I want to state two things for the 

record and point of order regarding the process today that is potentially in conflict 

with the Brown Act and Government Code: 

1. The noticing for this item and this morning’s Planning Commission agenda 

does not meet Brown Act noticing requirements.  The agenda posted on the 

County’s website as of October 20, 2025 (this week) showed this item on the 

Consent Agenda.  It now shows the item on the Regular Agenda, but without 

proper noticing that a revised agenda had been posted and what the changes 

were. 

2. Public comment  Gov. Code § 54954.3 requires the public to have a chance to 

comment before the final decision. If the Commissioners ask substantive 

questions of staff that introduce new information, as this Commission is 

doing, and the public is not given a chance to comment on that new 

information, any decision today could be challenged as violating due process 

or failing to allow meaningful public participation. Practically, many agencies 

follow best practice and fairness principles by giving the public a second 

public comment period, so the public can respond to staff clarifications or 

new information raised by Commissioners’ questions. Therefore, I ask the 

Chair either 

a. Provide a final brief comment period before deliberation and vote — 

as this ensures fairness given the depth of issues and new information 

not previously in the packet, or 

b. Explicitly confirm that no new facts will be raised by Commissioners 

or staff during staff Q&A that the public hasn’t already addressed. 

 

 

My two minutes of public comment starts now: 

Good morning, Commissioners. 

My name is Riley Gerbrandt, a neighboring property owner and Civil Engineer. 

I’ve submitted a letter and email explaining these comments in more detail—those 

are included in your packet as Late Mail. 

 



I respectfully request that the Commission: 

1. Deny the application under Gov. Code § 65589.5(d)(2) for non-compliance with 

objective standards and for failing to qualify for Builder’s Remedy status; or 

2. Continue the hearing and direct staff to: 

   a. Produce the complete public record, including all correspondence through 

October 2025; 

   b. Provide written clarification of any extension or procedural waivers granted to 

the applicant; 

   c. Require submission of a new SB 330 preliminary application reflecting the > 20 

percent project increase, processed under the County’s certified Housing Element 

and current zoning; 

   d. Complete a full CEQA review addressing traffic, stormwater, tree removal, and 

neighborhood privacy; and 

   e. Require a Traffic Impact Study consistent with County Design Criteria Part 1, 

Section D, prepared by a licensed traffic engineer, released at least 30 days before 

any future hearing, and reopen the completeness determination pending that study. 

3. Deny the parking concession and require the 84 total parking spaces the County 

may lawfully require under Gov. Code § 65915(p)(1), affirming that this site is not 

within ½ mile of a major transit stop—as confirmed by AMBAG and METRO—so it 

does not qualify for transit-based reductions under § 65915(p)(2). 

 

Absent such actions, any approval would constitute an abuse of discretion and 

violate CEQA’s mandate for transparent, evidence-based decision-making. 

 

On parking, the Workbench developers are lying to you, and your staff are not 

telling you the full story: 

• Under Gov. Code § 65915(p)(1), State law limits how much parking a county 

may require—it does not require a reduction. 

• The County Code’s 84-space requirement fully complies with this law. 

• The applicant’s request to reduce parking to zero, and staff’s 

recommendation for 31 spaces, have no statutory basis.  

• As confirmed by METRO and AMBAG in written comment provided to you, 

the project site is NOT within ½ mile of a “major transit stop” nor within ½ 

mile of a “high-quality transit corridor included in an adopted regional 

transportation plan” as defined in Government Code 65915 subdivision (b) of 

Section 21155 of the Public Resources Code. 



 

If the developer cannot meet parking standards, the remedy is to reduce the 

number of units, not waive requirements that protect neighborhood safety. 

 

Second, the record before you is incomplete. 

Over two years, our community has provided hundreds of pages of correspondence, 

yet only 33 pages appear in your packet. 

You’re being asked to act without the full record, which must be corrected. 

 

Third, County Counsel has not issued a written opinion on the PLG-130 

irregularities, timing, or conflict-of-interest issues. 

Acting today without legal advice exposes the County to risk. 

 

 

Fourth, staff accepted uploads on January 30, 2025, even though the PLG-130 form 

required waiting until the next business Monday to upload records, which would 

have been after the response deadline to the County’s November Letter of 

Incompleteness. 

 

No written extension exists—our Public Records Act request produced no evidence 

of one. 

 

The January 30th application resubmittal was non-responsive and should be deemed 

to have expired and the application withdrawn. 

 

 

Fifth, newly obtained County–HCD emails from March 20 and 25, 2024 show that 

County staff already deemed the Housing Element in compliance before the April SB 

330 filing—so no Builder’s Remedy rights could apply. 

Staff are also incorrect that this project can qualify for “Builder’s Remedy 2.0.” 

The new provision under AB 1893 allows only SB 330 applications that were (a) 

deemed complete before January 1, 2025 and (b) not already Builder’s Remedy 

projects to elect that status. 

This project was already filed as a Builder’s Remedy project, so it cannot lawfully 

“convert” under AB 1893. 



Any expansion of this project beyond 20 percent therefore requires a new SB 330 

filing subject to today’s objective standards and certified Housing Element. 

 

Sixth, unresolved conflict-of-interest concerns remain involving former 

Commissioner Tim Gordin, whose Form 700 disclosures appear incomplete while he 

held an ownership interest in this project. 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for protecting the integrity of Santa Cruz County’s planning process. 
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Donovan Arteaga

From: R Gerbs <riley.gerbrandt@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 12:12 PM

To: henry garcia; Donovan Arteaga

Cc: oppose841capitolaroad@gmail.com

Subject: Re: Oppose 841

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 

from unknown senders or unexpected email.**** 

Please see list of planning commissioner emails that you can write to about this (see below) as well as 

writing Jonathan.DiSalvo@santacruzcountyca.gov, Jamie.Sehorn@santacruzcountyca.gov, manu.koenig

@santacruzcountyca.gov, donovan.arteaga@santacruzcountyca.gov 

 

 

 

On Wed, Oct 22, 2025 at 9:56 AM henry garcia <garciababy08@att.net> wrote: 

We oppose this! There’s already no parking around here and destroying all those trees!!!  

Garcia Family  

308 hill street Unit 8  

 

 

 

--  

---------------------------------------- 

Riley Gerbrandt, P.E., M.ASCE 

Professional Civil & Geotechnical Engineer 

                                     

Email: Riley.Gerbrandt@gmail.com                         

---------------------------------------- 
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Donovan Arteaga

From: Teresa Buika <tblpcs@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2025 3:56 PM

To: Donovan Arteaga

Cc: First District

Subject: 841 Capitola Road project comments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 

from unknown senders or unexpected email.**** 

To the Planning Commission and Supervisor Manu Koenig,  

 

These comments relate to the proposed WorkBench housing project at 841 Capitola Road.  This project 

needs serious reconsideration and a great reduction in size.  First off, this project was developed after a 

serious conflict of interest from Supervisor Koenig's past Planning Commissioner, Tim Gordin, while he 

was directly involved in the process of setting the Housing Plan and policies for the County.  He waited 

for loopholes to benefit financially himself and to directly impact local neighbors in a negative way. 

 

The project should be contained within its own site, not using Grey Seal Road as its accessway.  This 

project should use Grey Seal Road as an emergency egress only if needed, but not as its main access 

way. That is a major impact on the neighbors. 

 

The project will dwarf over the residential neighbors on both sides, casting shadows, reducing 

privacy and quiet.  Why not build more single family homes and/or maybe smaller two story townhomes, 

if indeed the developer wants to have a design that "Respects the Neighborhood"? Because of greed. 

 

The developer touts this as a sustainable transportation neighborhood yet the project is NOT on a "high 

quality transit line" as defined by the County with buses only coming once every 30-60 minutes on either 

routes 3A or 3B. 

 

They say they will reserve one of the precious parking spaces for Zipcar for shared use -- has Zipcar 

agreed to this? As the person who brought Zipcar to the UCSC campus almost 20 year ago, I know that 

Zipcar has cars on campus still but the few that once were located in the City no longer exist. To think 

that Zipcar will add ONE car to this housing unit is ludicrous.  

 

If they will provide free Metro bus passes to all residents, it needs to stipulate that this should be for 

ALL residents for the life of the project.  Metro passes for all uses any time 365/24/7 including the 

Highway 17 bus.  This project should also stipulate that any future rail passenger service should also be 

covered free for all residents if/when that is developed. While Supervisor Keonig is all for reduced parking 

spaces, he offers no support for new bus transit or rail transit in the area. Local residents should not have 

to be negatively impacted for his policy decisions. 
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The nearest BCycle station is at 7th and Brommer, over 1/2 mile away, not "steps away" as mentioned in 

the developer letter. This program is struggling locally with limited expansion coming to the County, and 

cannot be used as a program alternative for this project.  The project touts that it will host its own 

resident bikeshare program. Please provide the details: How many bikes will this have? Are they electric? 

and where will these be stationed (or are these also going to use more parking spaces? - parking for 

these bikes nor the Zipcar space are shown on the plans.) Who will maintain this program for residents? 

 

Regarding parking - this project says it includes the "maximum feasible parking" but perhaps the project 

should be scaled down.  The plans show that the parking will be assigned... So which units do NOT get 

parking?   

 

In general, the housing also needs to share which units are the low income housing units (are these 

studios only?) and it is laughable to think that FOUR of 57 units are designated for low income residents 

(7%) rather than working with the community to build more low income units.  This will do very little to 

make an impact on LOCAL residents who need housing. 

 

This project is riddled with conflict from this developer and the supervisor he respresnted for years, and 

does not respect the local community.  Please reconsider this design so it actually does "respect the 

neighbors."  (Note, I live in Live Oak but will not be directly impacted by this development. 

 

Teresa Buika 
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Donovan Arteaga

From: Katherine McAuley <mcauleykatherine@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 24, 2025 4:43 PM

To: Donovan Arteaga

Cc: Nathan MacBeth; Manu Koenig

Subject: Santa Cruz Affordable Housing Approval

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise cau�on. DO NOT open a achments or click links from unknown 

senders or unexpected email.**** 

 

Dear Santa Cruz County Planning Commissioners: 

 

I’m wri�ng to express my strong support for the Anton Solana affordable housing project at Thurber Lane and Soquel 

Drive. We desperately need more housing for working families, seniors and young professionals in our community. 

Please support efforts to house our workforce by approving this important project. 

 

Thank you for vo�ng yes on this project! 

 

Katherine McAuley 

October 24, 2025 

Resident of Santa Cruz 

Live Oak & Santa Cruz Harbor since 1969 

310-684-8342 

 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Donovan Arteaga

From: Linda Heyes <heyes2@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 24, 2025 5:37 PM

To: Donovan Arteaga

Subject: Proposed Housing Development at 3500 Paul Sweet Road

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

****CAUTION:This is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links 

from unknown senders or unexpected email.**** 

Linda and John Heyes 
3400 Paul Sweet Road, Apt D 219 

Santa Cruz, CA 95065 

October 24, 2025 

 

Santa Cruz County Supervisor Manu Koenig 

701 Ocean Street, Room 500 

Santa Cruz, CA 95060 

 

Re: Opposition to Proposed Housing Development at 3500 Paul Sweet Road 

 

Dear Supervisor Koenig, 

 

We have lived for almost two years at Dominican Oaks, a retirement community at 3400 Paul Sweet Road. This letter 

expresses our firm opposition to the proposed six-story, 105-unit development next to our campus. We believe this project 

threatens the safety, security, and quality of life for our residents, many of whom are older adults with mobility 

challenges. 

 

If it is approved, we are concerned that traffic during the construction phase could limit road access to Dominican Oaks, 

and that the increased competition for parking could significantly delay or block the ability of residents and emergency 

vehicles to reach Dominican Hospital quickly in times of emergency. The Hospital is our neighbor and the only heart and 

primary stroke receiving center in Santa Cruz County. Safeguarding reliable access to medical care should remain a 

priority for planning decisions in our area. 

 

Also, Paul Sweet Road is the only evacuation route for Dominican Oaks and for neighboring residences and businesses. 

Our community alone has more than 200 senior residents, many of whom will require more time and assistance to 

evacuate during a fire or other emergency. In addition, the area is surrounded by forest, which increases the danger of 

wildfire and makes safe evacuation even more critical. 

 

We are concerned about the prospect of a six-story building looming over our community and seriously reducing the 

privacy of residents, especially those whose apartments directly face the proposed construction site. If the housing 

development comes to pass, increased traffic, congestion, noise, and delays will threaten the peaceful environment that we 

came here to enjoy. 

 

We do understand the need for more housing in Santa Cruz County, and we support well-planned initiatives to achieve 

this goal. Furthermore,  Dominican Oaks contributes by serving as the only affordable senior housing facility in the 
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County. Nonetheless, this particular project is not suitable for our location. It jeopardizes emergency access, evacuation 

safety, and the wellbeing of hundreds of vulnerable seniors. 

 

We respectfully urge you to oppose this proposal and to protect the safety and quality of life for 

Dominican Oaks residents and the surrounding community. Thank you for caring about our neighborhood. 

 

Linda and John Heyes 
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