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Street, Watsonville, California 

Members of the Council: 

A local institution, the Westview Presbyterian Church (Church), operates on three 
property parcels at 5 Cherry Court, 118 First Street, and 120 First Street in Watsonville, 
and has done so for a long time. On September 20, 2024, the Watsonville City Zoning 
Administrator approved a Zoning Clearance and Occupancy Permit Application 
(#PP2023-6297) (Application) for the establishment of a homeless shelter ( commonly 
referred to as the "Tiny Village") on the Church parcels. 

Due to a number of issues, I, as a resident of Watsonville and a member of a 

neighborhood coalition, La Coalici6n del Distrito Uno Oeste para Familias, Seguridad y 
Justicia Social (Coalition), submitted an Appeal (#PP2024-7954) on October 2, 2024, 
requesting that the Watsonville Planning Commission (Commission) overrule the Zoning 
Administrator's decision and rescind the referenced Approval. 

On December 3, 2024, the Commission voted to deny the Appeal and uphold the Zoning 

Administrator's Approval. 
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Appeal Request to the Council. 

By the authority of Part 11 of the Watsonville City Zoning Code Title 14, I appeal the 
action of the Commission. I request the City Council overrule the Commission's 

decision, uphold the Appeal, and rescind the Zoning Administrator's Approval. 

Summary of Appeal, Response, and Rebuttal. 

The Appeal identified fifteen (15) defects that occurred in the process by which the 
Approval was made. These defects included false public statements made by Watsonville 
City government officials, defective processing of the Application, and, most importantly, 
a failure to guide the Zoning Permit Applicant to obtain, by necessity, a Special Use 
Permit for the Church as a predicating step for the entitlement of the project. For the 
Commission at their December 3, 2024 Meeting, City Staff responded to the Appeal with 
a Commission Agenda Report (undated) that provided conventional paragraph text as 
well as itemized summary response. 

Staff's response was dismissive and dominated by two repetitive arguments. Staff 

asserted that the items in the Appeal lacked relevance to an entity referred to as "the 
entitlement review process." Secondly, Staff asserted that Government Code Section 
65662 completely preempts all authority of the Watsonville Zoning Code. Also for the 
Commission at their December 3, 2024 Meeting, the Coalition responded to the 
Commission Agenda Report with a rebuttal letter dated December 3, 2024 (Rebuttal), and 
a folio (Folio) of related information titled "A Collection of Data and Documents 
Highlighting Watsonville's Improper Zoning Procedure for the Tiny Village," dated 

December 3, 2024. The Rebuttal established that Staff relied upon vague, superficial 
reasoning to evade response to the Appeal and defective interpretation of Government 
Code Section 65662 to ignore the Watsonville Zoning Code. 

Following are sections which provide additional detailed response to the Commission 

Agenda Report and a concluding assessment. 
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The Entitlement Review Process. 

On pages 9 through 13 of Staff's Commission Agenda Report, Staff presented the 
enumerated reasons for the Appeal with accompanying Staff Analysis response. As to 

the reasons for Appeal numbers 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 9, Staff asserted those reasons for the 
Appeal were not related to an entity identified as "the entitlement review process," and 
because of that, they were not grounds for modifying or overruling the Zoning 
Administrator's approval. 

Staff provided no explanation as to what "the entitlement review process" is to assist in 
analyzing and responding to Staff's assertion. Due to Staff's repetition and broad 

dismissal authority claimed, a response to this discrepancy is needed. "The entitlement 
review process" is not defined in the Watsonville Municipal Code, therefore, it is a vague, 
ambiguous term. In a general sense, some reasonable assumptions can be made. A 
zoning clearance approval is a land use "entitlement." A procedure whereby a zoning 
clearance permit application is analyzed and ultimately denied or approved would be a 
"review process." 

The important issue then is the analysis and decision-making of the Zoning 
Administrator. In the six referenced reasons for Appeal, information was provided that 
showed actions by Staff related to the Approval of the zoning entitlement at hand. All of 
these actions, such as withholding critical information from Council Members, making 
false statements to Council Members and the public, holding defective neighborhood 
meetings, withholding public documents from involved attorneys, and refusing to 
respond to an attorney's related letter, had a damaging effect on what information was 
received and documented and subsequently utilized by the Zoning Administrator for 
making a decision. 

As a result, it is clear that Staff used the term "the entitlement review process" as an 
arbitrary and frivolous evasion from responding to the Appeal. A more thorough 
response to this frivolous evasion by Staff is contained in the Rebuttal document that was 
submitted to the Commission at the December 3, 2024 Meeting on the Appeal. 
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Government Code Section 65662. 

On pages 1, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, and 13 of Staff's Commission Agenda Report, Staff made 
repetitive reference to Government Code Section 65662 and asserted that Section 65662 

designates a low-barrier navigation center (LBNC) as a use "by right" for the Church 
properties and, by reference to Government Code Section 65583.2(i), local government 
may not require a conditional use permit for the LBNC. Staff's repetitive reference to 
Government Code Section 65662 needs response. Section 65662 does indeed 
preemptively designate an LBNC as a use by right, and it is obvious that the City may not 
require an LBNC to obtain a conditional use permit. However, it is essential to point out 
that there is no text or authority in Section 65662 that preempts local zoning authority 

over any existing conditional uses on the Church parcels. Shown following is an excerpt 
of the actual text of Government Code Section 65662: 

A Low Barrier Navigation Center development is a use by right in areas zoned for 
mixed use and nonresidential zones permitting multifamily uses, if it meets the 
requirements of this article. A local jurisdiction shall permit a Low Barrier 
Navigation Center development provided that it meets the following requirements: 

(a) It offers services to connect people to permanent housing through a services 
plan that identifies services staffing. 

(b) It is linked to a coordinated entry system, so that staff in the interim facility or 
staff who co locate in the facility may conduct assessments and provide services to 
connect people to permanent housing. "Coordinated entry system" means a 
centralized or coordinated assessment system developed pursuant to Section 
576.400(d) or Section 578.7(a)(8), as applicable, of Title 24 of the Code of Federal 

Regulations, as those sections read on January 1, 2020, and any related 
requirements, designed to coordinate program participant intake, assessment, and 
referrals. 

(c) It complies with Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 8255) of Division 8 of 
the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

( d) It has a system for entering information regarding client stays, client 
demographics, client income, and exit destination through the local Homeless 
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Management Information System as defined by Section 578.3 of Title 24 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

(Added by Stats. 2019, Ch.159, Sec. 7. (AB 101) Effective July 31, 2019. Repealed 

as of January 1, 2027, pursuant to Section 65668.) 

Therefore, it is very clear that while the City may not require an LBNC to obtain a 
conditional use permit, the City has full authority of its local zoning code to regulate any 

existing conditional uses on the Church parcels. 

In the Agenda Package distributed to the Planning Commission on November 27, 2024, 
there was the text of the Commission Agenda Report, a draft resolution, a letter from the 
Monterey County Counsel's Office, and a letter from the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development. Throughout all of these documents, the assertion 
that Government Code Section 65662 preempted all local zoning authority was repeated 
numerous times. 

Letter from Attorney William R. Seligmann. 

The zoning clearance review for the shelter has continued over two years. In the process, 
neighbors of the Church location retained a qualified attorney (William R. Seligmann) for 
legal advice. Consequently, Mr. Seligmann sent a letter dated July 29, 2024 to the City 
Council, City Attorney, and the Planning Department to address the legal process for the 
shelter. 

His letter provided legal analysis and assessments regarding the Church, conditional use 
status, nonconforming uses, and related use permit requirements. He concluded, whereas 
by state law certain housing proposals are preemptively allowed by right, that law only 
applies to such housing proposals and does not have any authority to preempt any other 
local zoning code regulations. He also gave his assessment that the Church was required 
by the Watsonville Zoning Code to obtain a Special Use Permit before the shelter could 

be established on the parcels. 

Although the City Attorney received Seligmann's letter and indicated a future reply, she 
never did provide any such future reply. When the Zoning Administrator approved the 
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Application without requiring a Special Use Permit for the Church first, the Coalition 

Appeal was filed, which thoroughly referenced Seligmann's letter. For the Commission 
Agenda Report, Seligmann's letter was not included, and the Commission Agenda Report 

provided no acknowledgment or critical review of Seligmann's letter. Even more 

significant is the fact that nowhere in the Commission Agenda Report is there even any 

mention of the conditional use status of the Church, the Church's lack of a Special Use 

Permit, the nonconforming use status of the Church, and the Watsonville nonconforming 

uses ordinance. It appears that Staff tried to prevent the Commissioners from even 
thinking about the factors of the Church, let alone critically analyzing them. 

The same tactic was utilized by Monterey County and the State Department of Housing 

and Community Development in their respective letters to the Commission regarding the 

Appeal. 

Seligmann's letter was ultimately provided to the Commission by the self initiative of the 
neighborhood Coalition via a public comment letter on December 2, 2024, which was 

only one day before the Commission Meeting. Obviously, the Commissioners did not 

have an equitable time frame to evaluate Seligmann's analysis relative to the other letter 
attachments included by Staff in the Commission Agenda Report. 

Validity of the Commission Agenda Report. 

Based upon the previous sections, the Commission Agenda Report needs to be assessed. 

In it, Staff evaded response to the Appeal and blatantly misinterpreted what Government 
Code Section 65662 preempts locally. In addition, Staff withheld a critical information 

resource from the Commission and evaded responding to that resource. All of these 

factors degraded what is supposed to be a fair and equitable information resource. That 
degradation resulted in a prejudicial context improperly adverse to the Appellant's 

position. As such, the Commission Agenda Report was a procedural defect that 

significantly tainted the validity of the Commission's decision. 
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December 3, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting. 

Leading up to and during the Commission Meeting, certain events took place. In 

addition, a number of statements and presentations were made by Staff, Commissioners, 

Appellant, Applicant, and members of the public. Certain statements were significant 

insofar as they provided information as to the zoning procedure integrity as well as the 

validity of the Commission's decision. The following section is a presentation of the 

procedural defects of the Commission and the Meeting, serving as further grounds for 

petitioning to overturn the Commission's decision. 

1. Defective Commission Agenda Report Format. 

a. Although the Commission Agenda Report referenced the December 3, 2024 

Planning Commission Meeting by text in the Report header, it didn't have a 

formal document date shown. This is contrary to best document management 

practices and leads to confusion in future referencing. 

2. Staff improperly failed to include the legal analysis by William R. Seligmann in 
the Agenda Package distributed publicly on Wednesday, November 27, 2024. 

a. Staff did not provide a copy of Mr. Seligmann's letter in the Commission 

Agenda Report, nor did they provide engagement and critical review in the 

Commission Agenda Report to the letter, even though the letter was very much 

referenced in the Appeal letter. Staff asserted that Government Code Section 

65662 preempted all local zoning authority, and because of this, the letter and 

analysis did not need to be considered by the Commission. 

[Transcript: Matt Orbach: 47:27] " ... the issues raised in the letter were 

addressed in the Staff Analysis in the Staff Report already, so we didn't feel the 

need to address it separately." 

City Planner Matt Orbach's statement is false. Staff did provide a summary 

response on page 11 of the Commission Agenda Report. However, Staff only 

referred to the use permit issue of the LBNC, whereas Seligmann referred to 
the use permit issue of the Church. 
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b. In doing so, the Commission's decision-making authority was hijacked by City 
Staff for Staff's own interest. Staff's action reveals that they were claiming 
infallible analysis. By the underlying principles of why Commission meetings 
are held in the first place, Staff was obligated to provide accurate information 
and guidance to the Commission in a thorough and equitable manner so that the 
Planning Commissioners could give consideration to the concerns of the entire 
community as a basis for their decision-making. Accepting Staff's reasoning 
would render the continued existence and operation of the Commission 
unnecessary. 

c. An email was sent by Coalition Member Marta Bulaich to the Planning 
Commissioners on December 2, 2024 (attached herewith), alerting the 

Commission as to how Staff was weaponizing the procedural process against the 
community by failing to include Seligmann's letter. Bulaich also included 
Seligmann's letter, which made it an official public comment to the hearing. 

d. City Attorney Mary Anne Wagner gave an incoherent rationale as to the 
exclusion of Seligmann's letter in the Commission Agenda Report. She 
correctly stated that the letter was not included in the Appeal packet, but then she 
falsely stated that it was not submitted as a public comment to the hearing. It is 
notable that Seligmann's letter was heavily referenced in the Appeal letter as a 
critical legal analysis. 

[Transcript: Mary Wagner: 1:29:27] I think those are the points of the letter. 
If there's something that I'm missing that you'd like me to address, I'm happy to 
do it. And just to be abundantly clear, this was not included in the Appeal 
packet and again, it wasn't submitted as a Public Comment to this hearing, 
so I don't think it was intentionally withheld from anyone. I appreciate and am 
glad that you have it tonight. But it, you know, it was not submitted as part of 
the Appeal. [Emphasis added] 

e. Wagner's claim that Staff didn't act intentionally actually contradicted Orbach's 
relevant comment. Orbach stated that Staff "didn't feel the need to address it 

separately," which clearly demonstrated intention. 
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f. Wagner displayed a number of actions that helped to define the competence of 
the Commission meeting. She arrived late, and in the discussion on the issue of 
the letter from William Seligmann, she admitted that she didn't have a copy of 
the letter and that she wasn't fully aware of what was in it. 

[Transcript: Mary Wagner: 38:58] Thank you, Commissioners. And first, 
may I apologize to the Commission and public for being late due to 
circumstances beyond my control? Thank you for your indulgence on that. 

[Transcript: Mary Wagner: 1:26:41] With respect to the questions or the 
issues that were raised in the letter from the attorney, I can't find it. I know that 
SB 4 was referred to, and that it's not what this project was submitted as. It's not 
submitted, submitting under that those provisions. 

Despite this defective competence, several Commissioners made comments 
indicating their reliance on her response statements to make their vote decisions. 
Reliance on inaccurate guidance by a Staff Member established a defective basis 
for the Commissioners' decision. 

3. Staff improperly failed to provide a functional audiovisual support system 
during the Planning Commission meeting, which led to statements made by 
various speakers being inaudible to the public audience as well as inaudible on 
the uploaded video recording. 

a. A transcript of the meeting is attached, documenting numerous instances where 
the audio was unintelligible, marked by blank lines and/or the term "garbled." 
This issue was particularly significant during comments made by Commission 
Secretary Justin Meek. 

4. Staff misled the Commission both in the Commission Agenda Report and in 
their presentation on the timeline of the entitlement review process. 
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Given that it is well documented that the Zoning Administrator served as both 
site identifier and streamliner of the process, the review process should have been 
considered as having been initiated no later than February 14, 2023, when the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors was informed by Roxanne Wilson that 
Watsonville was a Co-Applicant (of the ERF-2 Grant) and Site Identifier. 

a. Presentation on Unsheltered Homelessness presented by Roxanne Wilson to the 
Monterey Board of Supervisors on February 14, 2023, revealed Watsonville's 
role as "Co-applicant, site identification, planning, etc." 

M 

COLLABORATIVE PARTNERS 
Entity Role 

County of Monterey, CAO IGLA-Homeless 
Services 

County of Santa Cruz, Health & Human 
Services - Housing for Health 

Coalition of Homeless Services Providers 

Pajaro Regional Flood ManagementAgency 
(PRFMA) 

City ofWatsonville 

Lead Applicant, Grant Management 

Co-applicant, Santa Cruz County Continuum of 
Care, Identify Primary Service Provider and lonG
term sustainable funds 

Co-applicant, Monterey County Continuum of Care, 
Co-Administer Funds 

Co-applicant, Clean-up and Restoration 

Co-applicant. site identificat ion , planning, etc. 

b. Page 529 of the Commission Agenda Package (part of the Folio) included a 
letter dated August 21, 2023 from Roxanne Wilson to Rene Mendez confirming 
Watsonville's role as site identifier and streamliner of permitting. The Folio 

document also included Minutes from 2022 Salvation Army meetings, during 
which time the Zoning Administrator indicated a recommendation of the 
Church property for the project [pages 601-605 of the Agenda Package]. 

c. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 29:04] So the entitlement here is the 

Administrative Review Permit. It's a ministerial approval, which means it's 
generally done at a Staff level where an application comes in, its for a "by right" 

use that should comply otherwise to code, and so Staff verifies that whatever 
relations applied to it are, in fact, you know, in compliance with the checkboxes 
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and then the permit is issued. And so that process, in this instance, stretched out 
much longer than it would usually, from October 2023 to September 2024. 

5. Staff gave invalid guidance in the Commission Agenda Report and presentation 
to the Commission on the situation and particulars of the existing Church on 
the property as a conditional use. 

a. In the slide titled, Appeal Process - Use Analysis - Church, Orbach never stated 
that the Church is a conditional use. 

APPEAL PROCESS - USE ANALYSIS - CHURCH 

14-20.050 Nonconforming Uses 

A nonconforming use may only be increased in size or intensity or modified in 

location or character through the granting of a special use permit after making 

findings that such expansion or modification will not adversely affect adjoining 

properties and those findings required by Section 14-10.607. 

Westview Presbyterian Church is a legal nonconforming use that is not being 

increased in size or intensity or modified in location or character as part of the 

proposed project, so it may continue in perpetuity. 

Nothing in the LBNC application triggers review of the legal nonconforming church 
use. 

6. Staff gave invalid guidance in the Commission Agenda Report and presentation 
to the Commission on the particulars and applicability of the Watsonville 
nonconforming uses ordinance. 

a. In the same slide referenced in item 5, Orbach provided Watsonville Zoning 
Code's definition of Nonconforming Uses, but erroneously maintained that the 
Church was not being changed by the LBNC, so as to trigger review of the 
nonconforming Church use. 

b. The analysis in item 9 of this document demonstrates Orbach's error. 
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7. Staff failed to identify in the Commission Agenda Report that the Church was 
an existing use and would be continuing as a use after the LBNC was to be 
established. Staff also failed to identify that the Church was a conditional use 
(as per the Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan zoning regulations) and would 
continue to be a conditional use after the LBNC was established. 

a. The September 4, 2024 Amended Zoning Clearance Application failed to state 
that the Church would be continuing its use on the project site with the LBNC. 
This omission gave false pretense that there was no zoning compliance issue to 
be resolved regarding the Church. 

8. Staff failed to identify in the Commission Agenda Report and presentation to 
the Commission that the Church lacked a Special Use Permit. Staff failed to 
identify the Church as a nonconforming use in the Commission Agenda Report. 

a. In conjunction with the defect identified in item 7, this has a misleading 
distortion of presentation, implying that the Church isn't going to be there in the 
future, and therefore consideration of the use permit requirements of the Church 
would not be required. This also seems to be similar to the distortions created 
when Staff withheld Coalition attorney William Seligmann's letter from the 
Commission Agenda Report and the presentation to the Commission. 

9. Staff failed to identify in both the Commission Agenda Report and presentation 
that establishing the LBNC would change the intensity of the Church's 
nonconforming use on the parcels such that a Special Use Permit was required 
to be approved for the Church before the LBNC could be established on the 
property. 

a. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 41:23]: So number 8. Staff improperly failed to 
guide the applicant to obtain, by necessity, a Special Use Permit for the Church 
as a PREDICATING step for the entitlement of the project. And the analysis 
was that the low-barrier navigation center is a use "by right" per Government 
Code Section 65583.2(i), quote "use by right" means that the local 
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government's review may not require conditional use permit, planned unit 

development permit, or other discretionary local government review or approval 

that would constitute a 'project' for purposes of the California Environmental 

Quality Act. Therefore, no Special Use Permit may be required by the City as a 

predicating step in the entitlement of the project. 

And so to expand on what I said earlier on nonconforming uses in the slide 

deck. This is the section of the Watsonville Municipal Code that deals with 

nonconforming uses. It states that the nonconforming use may only be 

increased in size or intensity or modified in location or character through the 

granting of a Special Use Permit after making findings that such expansion or 

modification will not adversely affect adjoining properties and those findings 

required by this other conception. So Westview Presbyterian Church, as I 

mentioned previously, is a legal nonconforming use, meaning that it was 

established prior to the current zoning that is not being increased in size or 

intensity or modified in location or character as part of the __ project. So 

they continue to and nothing in the Government code section regulating low 

barrier navigation centers, triggers review of the legal nonconforming churches. 

This is the establishment of a new use on our property that the Church owns. It 

is not the Church use that is existing there today expanding. 

[Transcript: Peter Radin: 43:16] To boil it down to something simple. Is the 

question a change in the Church use, or a change in the Church property? And I 

think that that may be where some of the disagreement arises, and I understand 

that the City's position is that the use has remained the same, hasn't intensified, 

it hasn't expanded, it has not changed, vis-a-vis the Church. 

[Transcript: Matt Orbach: 43:43] Yes. 

b. Orbach's statement is simply wrong. Even by the most basic manner to 

measure intensity - how much of a use entitlement exists on unit lot area - the 

Church's use would become more intense with the shelter established. 

If the Church stays operational (which still is not clear from the Zoning 

Clearance Permit Application), its entitled land area will shrink by at least 
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10,000 square feet. It is important to note that the shelter is a separate 
entitlement from the Church. Land allocated to the shelter entitlement is land 
that is removed from the Church entitlement. 10,000 square feet is a substantial 
amount of land area; such magnitude approaches acreage as measurement. It is 
remarkable that Staff chose to omit discussion of this extraordinary fact from 
the Commission's consideration. 

The Church entitlement (which allows for present and future Church activity) 
will be operating on significantly less land should the LBNC be established on 
the parcel. Religious activities can evolve to a substantial degree over a short 
time frame. At this point, nobody knows how long the shelter will continue 
operating or what it will evolve to. Staff has not conducted competent urban 
planning that adequately anticipates and mitigates potential adverse impacts. 
The Commission failed to address this substantial and egregious failure of urban 
planning. 

10. Matt Orbach improperly advised the Commission that the Church could obtain 
a Special Use Permit after the LBNC was established, which is in violation of 
the City's nonconforming use ordinance. 

a. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 44:14] Yes. I will point out, though on along the 

lines of it being in prerequisites, that even if it were the case that the 

nonconforming use which use needed to be brought into compliance with the 
issue of a Special Use Permit, that would not not preclude the approval of a 
low-barrier navigation center on the site per Government Code. So that, if that 
were to be found to be an issue, it would be dealt separately from this 
approval. [Emphasis added] 

b. The controlling excerpt of Section 14-20.050 of the Watsonville Zoning Code 

regarding nonconforming uses is shown below: 

A nonconforming use may only be increased in size or intensity or 
modified in location or character through the granting of a special use 
permit after making findings ... 
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Here it can be seen that the nonconforming Church use may only be changed 
after a Special Use Permit is granted with required findings. 

11. City Attorney Mary Anne Wagner gave incoherent legal guidance on what a 
legal nonconforming use means. 

a. [Transcription: Mary Wagner: 1:27:50) There's, I think, a difference of 
opinion about what, what a legal, nonconforming use means, and whether or 
not this project triggers a need for the Church itself to come in for a conditional 
use permit. [Emphasis added] 

The Watsonville Zoning Code does give a special definition as to what a 
nonconforming use is. Wagner generated confusion by not capably clarifying 
the issue. 

12. Staff misled the Commission by not explaining that the LBNC was also allowed 
by right in the Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan regulations. 

a. This was detailed by Coalition Member Marta Bulaich during the Appellant 
presentation: 

[Transcript: Marta Bulaich: 1:06:30) There is another serious issue to 
resolve this matter. Staff says that a low-barrier navigation center is not shown 
as a use in the Watsonville Zoning Code, and that means that, then that 
Watsonville has no regulations for low-barrier shelters. Staff then claims that 
this means that the only regulations that apply are Government Code 65662. 
This analysis is wrong. The Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan, which you 

approved, states that any use not shown in the related Table 6-3 is allowed by 
right and is regulated by that code. Also, regardless of the low-barrier 
navigation center issue, the parcels are governed by the rules for Churches, 
since there is a Church on the property. 
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13. Staff incorrectly determined both in the Commission Agenda Report and 
presentation that the LBNC project met the requirements of Government Code 
Section 65662 when in fact, the project did not do so. 

Staff alleged supportive evidence regarding a services plan to satisfy qualifying 
requirements of Government Code Section 65662. Referring to a standards manual 
for emergency shelters as an improvisation for an LBNC does not constitute 
evidence of a valid services plan. There was no services plan and no supportive 
evidence in the Zoning Clearance Permit Application that services staffing would be 
provided by the Community Action Board. Community Action Board has not been 
formally identified as the services staffing in the Zoning Clearance Permit 
Application. (Roxanne Wilson's letter of October 2023 states HomeFirst will be the 
operations provider; it appears based on email correspondence, that Community 
Action Board was asked to fulfill the role on December 5, 2023). Orbach instructed 
Radin to ask the Applicant to explain the LBNC responsibilities. Roxanne Wilson 
also referred to the ERF-2 Grant application for the listing of service providers. 

a. [Transcript: Peter Radin: 50:46] So this might be an entree to ask the 

question, if you could explain the relative responsibilities as you understand 
them - DignityMoves, County of Monterey, Community Action Board. Can 
you give some color on that? 

b. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 51:10] I think that would be a fair question for 
the Applicant when they get up here. I sort of remember what I read in the in 
the original grant application. But for an appropriate answer, you should ask the 
Applicant. [ Emphasis added] 

How could Staff possibly have confirmed the LBNC project's compliance with 
Government Code Section 65662 when they couldn't validate a key 
requirement: a services plan that identifies the services staffing? Rather than 
providing substantive evidence, Staff deferred responsibility by instructing the 
Commission to seek clarification from the Applicant. 

c. [Transcript: Roxanne Wilson: 1:12:04] Earlier there was a question about the 
relationships of all of us. As you can see, we have quite a few people here, so 
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DignityMoves is what is called the development management agency. They are 
responsible for coordinating all of the teams, the surveyors, the contractors, and 
they are kind of the central point of the entire group that's working on this 
project. Community Action Board is replacing HomeFirst. So inside of your 

packet, I believe you received the application that the County of Monterey has 
submitted to the State, and we had listed HomeFirst as this service provider, but 
since then, we have moved to a local service provider with extensive experience 
in working with Watsonville residents and also working with this population. 

14. Staff misled the Commission in both the Commission Agenda Report and the 
presentation regarding false statements that the Zoning Administrator and her 
superiors (two City Managers) made to the Council, media, and public. 

a. At no point did Orbach adequately address the Appellant's concerns regarding 
Staff's misleading statements to the Council, the public, and the media. 
Instead, Orbach consistently deflected from these critical issues. The Appeal 
meticulously documented Staffs misstatements, with supporting video 
evidence included in the Folio for reference. 

b. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 30:37] I believe, from the wording that was 

submitted with the application. This reference same actually pertains to the 
previous City Manager in relation to correspondence with the County of 
Monterey and County of Santa Cruz, prior to even submitting the application. 

c. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 39:51] Um, for a little context here, I believe this 
is referring to public statements made by Interim City Manager Vides at the 
time about, I think, and there's something lost in translation here. I think what 
she was trying to say was that we had not received a resubmittal of an 
application, not that one didn't exist. Because between October 2023 - when 

we see two or three page initial submittal - and July 11, 2024, there were no 
official submittals. There were a lot of meetings, and a lot of conversations 
about project design, what the type of use was, but there was not an official 
submittal that could be shared that was reliable. 
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d. Orbach's statement about the Application was false and mischaracterized the 
process. Contrary to his claim, the City responded to the October 2023 Zoning 
Clearance Permit Application with not one but two Planning Guidance letters, 
both addressing emergency shelter guidelines. This demonstrated that the City 
treated the October 2023 application as an official submittal. Furthermore, at 
the time Interim City Manager Vides made her statement in June 2024, the City 
had still failed to provide Coalition attorney William Seligmann with a copy of 
the October 24, 2023 Zoning Clearance Permit Application. This omission 
undermined Orbach's attempt to reframe the timeline, deflected from the 
Appellant's core concerns, and misled the Commission. 

15. Staff improperly referenced in both the Commission Agenda Report and its 
presentation data from the ERF-2 Grant application to support the Zoning 
Clearance Permit Application. 

There was no direct mention of Community Action Board in the Zoning Clearance 

Permit Application. Instead, Staff referenced the ERF-2 Grant application, which 
itself was invalid as a current resource as it had large amounts of deviations and 
discrepancies because of the protracted iterations of submittals, resubmittals, and 
prolonged dialogues of the project. At no point in the Zoning Clearance Permit 
Application was the Community Action Board identified as a provider of services 

staff. 

a. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 50:06] So Staff analysis, Government Code 

Section 65662(a), only requires that the project have a services plan that 
identifies services staffing. The application materials identified, identify the 
Community Action Board as a provider of services staff. So this is one 
where the government code language is pretty vague. It just says that they have 
to submit the staffing plan and identify the provider, which they were 
identified in the grant application. 

Orbach's statement was logically flawed. There was no services plan that identified 

services staffing. An ERF-2 Application does not qualify as a services plan. A 
"services plan" should provide a detailed description of how supportive services will 
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be provided to residents of an emergency shelter or supportive housing. This 
includes things like case management, job training, counseling, medical care, or 
other resident-focused services. Although the Applicant had referenced a number of 
emergency shelter standards, such reference did not establish that a services plan 

existed. There was no evidence that the services plan existed, nor was there valid 
identification of the services and staffing. 

16. City Attorney Mary Anne Wagner improperly gave invalid and incompetent 
guidance to the Commission that the Commission Appeal hearing was not the 
appropriate forum to air a California Public Records Act concern. 

a. Contrary to Wagner's statement, the Planning Commission had the legal 
authority to direct the Planning Staff to provide improperly withheld public 
documents to an injured party. 

b. Contrary to Wagner's statement, the Planning Commission had the legal 
authority to consider and incorporate the illicit withholding of public 
documents by Planning Staff in reaching their decision regarding the Appeal. 

c. [Transcription: Mary Wagner: 38:58] You are correct. This isn't the 
appropriate forum to air a Public Records Act, um, concern. It is my 
understanding that all the records that were responsive to requests were 
provided, but if the person who made the request believes that there are 
documents that were inappropriately withheld, the Public Records Act itself 
has a process that can be followed. I don't have the statutory reference for you 
right now, but it _ likely to report ____ " 

d. Wagner failed to acknowledge that William Seligmann submitted a California 
Public Records Act (CPRA) request on April 27, 2024, prompted by Roxanne 
Wilson's misleading public statement that groundbreaking for the project 
would occur in June 2024. Additionally, DignityMoves and Dan Hoffman also 
publicly corroborated this timing. Critically, the Zoning Clearance Permit 

Application, which was required to be approved prior to any groundbreaking, 
was not forthcoming in the document request, yet both Planning Guidance 
letters (including the one without a FEMA requirement) were provided. 
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Additionally, a complete ERF-2 Grant Application, which would have 
revealed Watsonville's true level of involvement in the project, was illegally 
excluded from the response. 

17. Matt Orbach misled the Commission in both the Commission Agenda Report 
and presentation about the nature of the Caltrans correspondence, in which his 
letter specifically referenced a "building permit submission" prior to Zoning 
Clearance approval. 

a. Orbach's response to Vice Chair Radin was illogical and nonresponsive, given 
Caltrans' letter dated July 24, 2024 was regarding "Westview Presbyterian 
Church Building Permit Submission." [Page 333 of the Agenda Package] 

b. [Transcipt: Matt Orbach: 53:25] City Staff reached out via email to Caltrans 
staff to inform them of the proposed work along State Route 129 and inquire 
about whether they had questions and concerns that could be addressed during 
the future building permit process. [Emphasis added] 

c. Based on email exchanges (attached herewith) with Monterey County's Sarah 
Federico and Church Pastor Dan Hoffinan dated June 26, 2024, it is clear that 
the Applicant was on track to file the Building Permit Application in July 
2024. 

d. Matt Orbach misrepresented critical facts to the Commission regarding the 
Caltrans correspondence and the timing of the building permit submission. 
Statements in the Commission Agenda Report and presentation contradicted 

the explicit reference in Caltrans' July 24, 2024, letter to a "Westview 
Presbyterian Church Building Permit Submission." Furthermore, Orbach's 
claim that City Staff only engaged Caltrans to address a future building 
permit process was undermined by the attached email exchanges with 

Monterey County officials Sarah Federico and Church Pastor Dan Hoffinan. 
These emails clearly indicate that the Applicant was actively preparing to file 
the Building Permit Application in July 2024. This inconsistency highlights a 
significant procedural defect and a lack of transparency, further invalidating 
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Staff's claims and undermining the integrity of the Commission's 
decision-making process. 

18. Staff erroneously claimed that a qualifying requirement of Government Code 
Section 65662(a) for the LBNC was met. 

a. Section 65662(a) required that the LBNC identifies services staffing. The 
presented evidence for fulfilling this requirement is invalid. The referenced 
document, "Lead Me Home Monterey County's Continuum of Care for 
Emergency Shelters," is a document of standards for emergency shelters 
and not LBNCs or transitional housing, and the services staffing is not 
legitimately identified in the Zoning Clearance Permit Application. 

19. Staff misled the Commission by stating it could only consider four criteria of 
Government Code Section 65662 to resolve issues raised in the Appeal. 

a. [Transcript: Matt Orbach: 20:09] So in this case, the proposed action is 
actually regulated by Government Code Section 65662, not the Watsonville 
Municipal Code. So the Planning Commission is limited to consideration 
of whether the Zoning Administrator erred in the application of the four 
criteria related to approval of low-barrier navigation centers located in 
Government Code Section 65662. 

b. Orbach stated that the Commission could only consider the four criteria for 
Commission action. This is false. Coalition Member Marta Bulaich stated: 

[Transcript: Marta Bulaich: 1:05:07] Staff asserts numerous times in the 
Agenda Report that your decision-making is controlled by Government 
Code Section 65662 related to low-barrier shelters. Staff then asserts that it 
preempts local authority and that none of the provisions of your City's 
zoning code apply to the project. The entire structure of your Agenda 
Report is written with that assumption. Please be aware that Staff's 
assumption is unreliable and should be challenged. Staff's manipulation on 
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this matter has created assertions that should be rejected. For example, on 
page 3 of the Agenda Report, Staff states the Commission can only 
consider issues identified in the Appeal. But then Staff states that this 
means that the Commission can only consider four criteria of low-barrier 

shelters that are in Government Code 65662. That is nonsensical. Staff's 
claim that Government Section 65662 completely preempts your zoning 
code is simply false. The Commission has properly received the Appeal 
and has every right to consider the issues in it. 

Defect of Staff's analysis became an essential defect of the Commission's decision. 

A Planning Commission has an obligation to fully and fairly evaluate the facts presented 
during an appeal. The Planning Commissioners failed to fulfill that duty by not 
competently evaluating all of the facts presented during the Appeal process. 

20. Failure by the Planning Commissioners to properly evaluate the Rebuttal. 

a. The Rebuttal provided fifteen responses to Staff's Analysis in the 
Commission Agenda Report. While the document was submitted over an 
hour prior to the Planning Commission, the Commission had the discretion, 
as it did on November 19, 2024, the prior Special Planning Commission 
Meeting, to request additional time to review the documents. Moreover, the 
Appellant referenced this document during their presentation to the 
Commission. 

21. Failure by the Planning Commissioners to properly evaluate the Folio. 

a. The Folio, which included links to video clips, clearly demonstrated Staff's 
misleading comments to the City Council and the public. While the 
document was submitted within two hours prior to the Planning 
Commission, the Commission had the discretion, as it did on November 19, 
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2024, the prior Special Planning Commission Meeting, to request additional 
time to review the documents. Moreover, the Appellant referenced this 
document during their presentation to the Commission. 

22. Failure of Planning Commissioner and Vice Chair Peter Radin to provide a fair 
approach toward's Appellant's concerns. 

Radin undermined the importance of properly addressing all aspects of the Appeal, 
signaling a bias toward dismissing Appellant's claims without fully evaluating their 
validity, violating principles of due process and fair hearing. Radin's statements 

indicate that he, in fact, did not want to ascertain what really happened in the events, 
which was a defective consideration of the agenda item. 

a. [Transcript: Peter Radin: 28:32] And I just think that an easy way to 
basically dispense with some of this would be to define in the entitlement 
review process, the extent these fall outside of that, then they are no longer a 
concern. So because it's asserted that it's part of the entitlement review 
process, and if we can show the entitlement review process is more telescoped 
than what I think this implies, then I think it's helpful. [Emphasis added] 

b. Radin's statement about "the entitlement review process is more telescoped 
than what I think this implies" showed an intent to move things along faster, 
reducing the opportunity for a thorough analysis of complex issues. 

1. The term "telescoping the process" refers to condensing or 

accelerating a procedure by skipping, merging, or abbreviating steps 

that are normally required. In the context of land use or 
administrative processes, it typically means circumventing or 
hastening critical steps like approvals, reviews, or public input, 
potentially in violation of established rules or protocols. This can 
lead to a lack of transparency, inadequate due diligence, or improper 
decision-making. 

c. [Transcript: Peter Radin: 27:30] We have an unfortunate kind of a "he said, 
she said," scenario in these cases, because unlike most appeals in the court 
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system, the Appeal here we don't really have a way of certifying the facts , so 

we have dueling facts." 

d. Radin's statement of dueling facts is problematic given that a simple view of 

the Folio documenting videos would have established, without any doubt, that 

the Zoning Administrator and her superiors, the City Managers, misled the City 

Council, the media, and the public. Radin acknowledging "dueling facts" 

without proposing a method to resolve them points to a lack of rigor in 

handling factual disputes. The remedy was actually conveniently and readily 

available. As a quasi-judicial body, the Planning Commission has a duty to 

evaluate evidence impartially and resolve disputes with clarity, not simply 

dismiss concerns as a procedural evasion. Contrary to Radin's statement, there 
was a way of certifying facts. Even though proof was submitted to the 

Commission in the Folio and raised during the Appellant's presentation, Radin 

undermined the importance of properly addressing all aspects of the appeal, 

signaling a bias toward dismissing the Appellant's claims without fully 

evaluating their validity, violating principles of due process and fair hearing. 

Radin's comments suggest a lack of rigor in fact-finding and a predisposition 

to dismiss concerns rather than address them thoroughly. 

e. Radin was confused about the Caltrans correspondence, and Orbach provided 

no insight. Radin subsequently stated, "Another question for Applicant," 

which he failed to ask the Appellant to gain clarity on an Appeal reason. 

[Transcript: Peter Radin: 54:24] 

f. Radin was confused about the issue of the CPRA, which was directed at the 

Staff. Orbach directed him to ask the Appellant. Radin did not ask the 

Appellant. [Transcript: Peter Radin: 34:52] 

23. Failure of Planning Commissioner Dan Dodge to critically examine the Appeal 
process. 

a. Commissioner Dodge deferred to Staff for guidance. 
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Catalina Torres 
121 2nd Street, Apt.# F 
Watsonville, California 

(831) 706-1429 
catram1993@imail.com 

October 2, 2024 

VIA HAND DELIVERY 
Watsonville Planning Commission 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, CA 95076 

Received 
Watsonville 
City Clerk 

Re: Zoning Clearance Occupancy Permit Application PP2023-6297 for 5 Cherry 
Ct, 118 First Street, and 120 First Street, Watsonville, California 

Members of the Commission: 

I am a resident of Watsonville and a member of a neighborhood coalition, La Coalici6n 
del Distrito Uno Oeste para Familias, Seguridad y .Justicia Social. On September 20, 
2024, the Watsonville City Zoning Administrator approved a Zoning Clearance and 
Occupancy Permit Application PP2023-6297 (Application) for the establishment of a 
homeless shelter on three property pa,rcels at 5 Cherry Court, 1'18 First Street, and 120 
First Street in Watsonville, California. The Westview Presbyterian Church (Church) has 

. used these three parcels for its religious institution for a long time and continues to do so 
to the present. The homeless shelter project, together with included support services, is 
commonly referred to as the "Tiny Village." 

By the authority of Part 11 of the Watsonville City Zoning Code, Title 14, I appeal such 
approval. I request that the Planning Commission overrule the Zoning Administrator's 
decision and rescind the approval. 

The referenced approval was defective and improper for the following reasons: 
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1. City Staff (Staff) improperly withheld critical information from certain City Council 
Members regarding collaboration by Staff with local county government officials as 
to siting the project at the Westview Presbyterian Church (Church) location. 

2. Staff improperly made false statements to the City Council and the public regarding 
predicating involvement by Staff with a state grant application for funding the 
project. 

3. Staff improperly accepted the Application. This is because the Application was 
defective due to significant omission of important information. 

4. Staff improperly approved the Application without examining and determining the 
existing uses and conditions on the project site and surrounding environment. 

5. Staff improperly conducted defective informational meetings for adjacent residents 
and businesses by erratic and incompetent noticing and scheduling. 

6. Staff improperly withheld critical public documents from the attorney representing 
the neighbors in the vicinity of the Church, violating the California Public Records 
Act(CPRA). 

7. Staff improperly made false public statements alleging that the Application did not 
exist for the project, which led to public misdirection. 

8. Staff improperly failed to guide the applicant to obtain, by necessity, a special use 
permit for the Church as a predicating step for the entitlement of the project. 

9. Staff improperly failed to resporid to the legal analysis presented by the 
neighborhood attorney. 

10. _Staff improperly approved the Application without detennining the size, location, 
capacity, and character of the project that would be used as an emergency shelter as 
defined and regulated in the Watsonville Zoning Code. 

11. Staff improperly failed to require that the applicant specify the entity responsible for 
managing the emergency shelter and provide the qualifications of said operator. 

12. Staff improperly submitted a Building Permit Submission to Caltrans in July of 2024 
prior to approving the Zoning Clearance Occupancy Permit Application. 
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13. Staff improperly failed to evaluate the animal policy of the emergency shelter, 
including the density of domestic animals and/or farm animals that will reside on the 
Church property. (Chapter 1 of Title 6 ofWatsonville Municipal Code) 

14. Staff improperly failed to require an adequate Good Neighbor Policy. 

15. Staff improperly failed to consider issues pertaining to the Loaves & Fishes 
institutional operation at 150 Second Street, Watsonville, CA. 

Attachment A to this letter provides supporting details for each of these enumerated 

reasons. 

Catalina Torres 

Catalina Torres, Neighborhood Leader 
Coalici6n del Distrito Uno Oeste para Familias, Seguridad y Justicia Social 

Attachment: [Attachment A: Details of Reasons for Appeal] 
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Details of Reasons for Appeal 

Reference: Watsonville Zoning Clearance Occupancy Permit Application 
PP2023-6297 (Application) for 5 Cherry Court, 118 First Street, and 120 First 
Street, Watsonville, California 

Description of Application 

The Application, signed by Reverend Dan Hoffman, a representative of Westview 
Presbyterian Church, is dated August 23, 2024. Additionally, the Application includes a 
memo dated August 23, 2024, from Sonia M. De La Rosa, Administrative Officer of the 
County of Monterey, with the subject: "Amended Zoning Clearance Application and 

Resubmittal of Planning Documents for Issuance of Building Permit Application -
PP2023-6297." 

Details 

1. Information withheld from certain Council Members. 

From as early as October 2022, Watsonville City Staff engaged in covert collaboration 
with Monterey County to establish the shelter while withholding related policy 
discussions from at least three City Council members ( and even from City Planner Matt 

Orbach). This illicit protocol culminated in June of2023 with an orchestrated news media 
blitz that announced the imminent construction of the shelter. Watsonville Council 

. Members Jimmy Dutra, Ari Parker, and Casey Clark learned about the Tiny Village from 
the media in June 2023. Once the news was released, these Council Members were 
bombarded by emails and calls from their constituents about this significant policy issue 

before the City Manager had even informed them about what was happening. This 
clumsy manipulation resulted in the Special Council Meeting being held on June 23, 

2023, in which transparent disclosure and equitable consideration was demanded by the 
marginalized Council Members. 
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2. False statements made regarding the initiation of project. 

During the June 23, 2023 Special City Council Meeting, several Staff members made 
false statements to the City Council and the Public, including, but not limited to: 

A. Former City Manager Rene Mendez denied the City ever reviewed 

Monterey County's grant application. Mendez also denied the City ever had a role in 
identifying the site. This was proven to be false by an email dated February 10, 2024, f 

sent by Director Housing For Health at County of Santa Cruz Robert Ratner to Rene 
Mendez, Assistant City Manager Tamara Vides, and Community Development Director 
Suzi Merriam, as well as public statements made by Monterey County Director of 

Homeless Services Roxanne Wilson. 

B. Suzi Merriam maintained that Staff did not have any information on how 
the Project would be operated or even what would look like, stating she had not seen 
anything, even though in an email dated June 15, 2023, Merriam wrote to Matt Orbach, 

stating, "The City was part of the application process- we have been very aware of the 
project internally." 

C. City Attorney Samantha Zutler claimed she did not have a lot of 
infonnation about the project. Given Suzi Merriam's email to Orbach, this claim is 
spurious . 

3. Defective Application accepted. 

Incomplete and misleading information in the Application 

The Application, signed under the penalty of perjury by the Westview Presbyterian 
Church representative, Reverend Dan Hoffman, contains false and misleading data. At a 
minimum, Hoffman failed to include significant information regarding the current uses of 
the Church, including, but not limited to, the following: 

A. 118 First Street: 
1. Iglesia De Cristo Camino De Santidad, a separate religious organization 

renting space in the main Church building; 

Attachement 1 
5 of 14

Attachment 15: Page 36 of 512



ATTACHMENT A 

Details of Reasons for Appeal 

October 2, 2024 
Page3 

ii. Community Action Board, a social service non-profit agency renting office 
space; and 

iii. Illicit Automotive Repair Shop operating in the carport behind the Church 
building. 

B. 5 Cherry Ct. 

i. A single-family dwelling that had traditionally been used as the Church 

minister's residence. This dwelling has been converted into a generic rental 
dwelling since Mr. Ho:ffinan became the pastor of the Church. Prior to the 
approval of the Downtown Specific Plan in November 2023, this rental use 
of the dwelling was not a permitted use. 

11. Automobile parking from surrounding businesses. (It appears adjacent 

businesses are leasing parking spaces from the Church due to a shortage of 
their parking capacity); 

m. Community Action Board Parking; and 
iv. Iglesia De Cristo Camino De Santidad Parking 

C. 120 First Street 

1. Automobile parking from surrounding businesses. (It appears adjacent 
businesses are leasing parking space from the Church due to a shortage of 

their parking capacity); 
ii. Community Action Board Parking; and 

iii. Iglesia De Cristo Camino De Santidad Parking 

These omissions are significant, as they misrepresent the true use of the Church 

·properties, and the Application is factually inaccurate. Given the site's complexity with 

· thre~ separate, yet interdependent parcels, the City should have conducted a thorough 
site inspection to verify the Application's claims. The three parcels have several uses in 

a flood zone, near schools, have multiple access points to State Highway 129, and are in 

an area with a high rate of homeless-related crime. Moreover, emergency shelters and 

low-barrier navigation centers (which often provide services to homeless populations 

with few or no restrictions) are considered highly sensitive land uses. The proposed 

facility on the nonconforming Church property triggered significant concerns from the 
community related to safety, noise, parking, traffic, and neighborhood impact. Because of 
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the aforementioned issues and heightened public interest and controversy, a more 
thorough review process was necessary. 

Moreover, it is customary for City Plannmg Departments to conduct site inspection as 
part of the approval process for a zoning clearance occupancy pennit. Given that 
Monterey County's Director of Homeless Services Roxanne Wilson declared to the 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors the City of Watsonville was instrumental in 
identifying the site, the City had an obligation to the residents of Watsonville, the County 

of Monterey, and the State of California to actually evaluate it. 

In addition, on Page 3 of the August 23, 2024 Memorandum from Sonia De La Rosa 
(which is a defining part of the Application), there is an information grid that provides 
details in a row labeled as "Proposed Business/Use." Intersecting with that row is a 
column labeled "Amended Field Data." That column improperly fails to indicate that the 
Church and its tenants will continue operating on the lot at 118 First Street in conjunction 

with the proposed homeless shelter. That column also fails to indicate that the rental 
dwelling will continue to operate on the lot at 5 Cherry Ct in conjunction with the parking 

lot operations. 

4. Defective assessment of site. 

Westview Presbyterian Church's Role as a Bad Neighbor 

Staff included Monterey County's "Good Neighbor Policy" in its Slide Presentation 
during the Council Meeting (which it did not include in its Agenda Packet). However, 
Staff is well aware that the Church is not a "good neighbor." In fact, the Church is far 

from that. The Church has not been transparent about (1) homeless-related crime on its 

properties; (2) the numerous business activities occurring on the Church's properties that 
Staff has never considered in its role as the "site identifier" and Zoning Administrator for 
the proposed Tiny Village; and (3) its ongoing violations of the Municipal Code, 
including b\lt not limited to, allowing homeless tents and encampments on its property 
and serving food to the homeless on the levee without a proper permit. The Church's 

cavalier attitude, assuming that its social mission entitles it to ignore the City's Municipal 
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Code- along with its contributions to adverse impacts on the neighborhood and public 
facilities- casts serious doubt on its ability to be a "good neighbor." 

Failure to Disclose Homeless-Related Crime on Its Properties 
Troubling testimony has come to our attention through documents produced by the City 
of Watsonville and former Church parishioners, indicating numerous issues related to the 

Church feeding the homeless on its property. During the local Salvation Army Ad Hoc 
Facility/Showers Committee Meeting on August 16, 2022, there was alarming language 
concerning Pastor Hoffinan's actions in feeding the homeless at the Church: 

"He met with his management decision makers at length and the outcome was of conce 
to the safety of the staff and facilities with bringing the navigation services on the 
adjacent property where they have a school environment. When they have assisted with 
feeding community members experiencing homelessness, they have prepared meals and 
served them at the River Street Park and not at their facility. They have had too much 
vandalism to their historic church when addressing services at that location." [Emphasis 
added] 

Additionally, former parishioners reported that the Church's homeless feeding programs 

led to numerous issues, including defecation and fires on church property, as well as 
attempts by homeless individuals to live in the church's crawl spaces. 

Ongoing Indifference to Public Areas 
Following the aforementioned vandalism, it appears the Church relocated its feeding 

operations, SonRise Kitchen, from its premises to public property without obtaining the 

proper permit. According to the Santa Cruz Sentinel, Watsonville has been in discussions 
with SonRise Kitchen for over a year, raising concerns about extreme littering after meals 
·and vandalism of the chain-link fence at the back of the park. Coincidentally, nearby 
Mari.novich and Muzzio Parks are often unusable due to homeless individuals littering 
used syringes and constructing improvised shelters. River Park, with the Church's 

involvement, has also seen its usability compromised, with children playing in areas 
cluttered with trash and damage. Improvised siting of indigent/homeless feeding 
operations in the public domain is very risky. Adverse neighborhood .impacts are very 
likely despite any humanitarian motives of the service providers. There has been serious 
and chronic neglect of affected neighborhoods by City officials insofar as equitable 

consideration and treatment for the neighborhoods around these feeding operations. 

Establishing indigent/homeless support operations invariably draws more 
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indigents/homeless to an area and consideration of such impacts is vital for protection of 
neighborhoods. 

Violations of the Municipal Code 
On August 5, 2024, KSBW News published a feature in which the Church highlighted 
homeless camping behind its property. Camping is in direct violation of Municipal Code 
5-36.01. This code makes it unlawful for anyone to camp anywhere in the City, whether 
on public or private property. Yet, the Church chose to ignore the Municipal Code, 
seemingly considering its social mission management to be above the law. 

5. Defective neighborhood meetings. 

While City Council members received notice of meetings, many neighbors did not 

receive notification until after the meetings were conducted. In one instance, Council 
Member Montesino informed Catalina Torres about a meeting with only 1-day notice, 
giving the neighborhood no time to prepare to attend. Lastly, City Staff improperly 
noticed people for the Community Meeting in the summer at Marinovich Park. Many 
residents have noticed how City Staff has used defective and erratic notices for District 1 
neighborhood meetings. There has been a neighborhood reaction to this condition. When 
the City scheduled the meeting at Marinovich Par~, residents took the initiative to contact 
other people themselves rather than rely on Staff's procedures. That remedial action 
resulted in significantly more attendance by affected residents at the event. This 

demonstrated how Staff works to suppress and ultimately ignore public participation and 
engagement on critical neighborhood issues, particularly with underrepresented 
communities. 

6. Public documents withheld from neighborhood attorney. 

Under two specific California Public Records Act (CPRA) document requests (24-125 
and 24-238), City Staff failed to provide relevant documents under the CPRA, including, 
but not limited to, a complete copy of the ERF-2 Grant Application, which includes 

former City Manager Rene Mendez' Letter of Support; a complete copy of the October 

22, 2023 Zoning Clearance Application (including referenced memos); and a complete 
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copy of the August 23, 2024 Amended Zoning Application (including the Application 
Profile and any referenced memos). 

7. False statements made regarding existence of the Application. 

During multiple City Council Meetings during the summer, City Manager Tamara Vides 
maintained the City did not have an application, even though an application was 
submitted by Dan Hoffman on October 24, 2023. 

8. Failure to require Use Permit 

Pursuant to Section 14-20.050 of the Watsonville Zoning Code, the Church, a 
nonconforming use, requires a special use permit to be approved for the Church in order 
to accommodate the shelter project, given the radical change being proposed for the 
property. Staff never guided the applicant to obtain approval of that use permit. Instead, 

Staff went ahead and approved the Application in violation of the City's own Zoning 

Code. 

9. Failed to respond to neighborhood attorney. 

As detailed in William R. Seligmann's letter dated July 29, 2024, the Application fails to 
comply with key provisions ofWatsonville's Municipal Zoning Code, which have been 
repeatedly ignored in the approval process. 

"Watsonville adopted the Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan ("DWSP"). Under 

DWSP, the church properties were placed in the Downtown Core zone. 
Interestingly, neither emergency shelters nor transitional housing are specifically 
listed as a permitted use in the Downtown Core zone of the DWSP; and while 
dwelling units are generically listed as permitted uses, churches continue to 
require a Special Use Permit. (Table 6-3.) In the present case, the existing 
church does not currently possess a Special Use Permit. As such, the church is 
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either an illegal use or a nonconforming use. In either case, the church must 
now obtain the necessary Special Use Permit."[Emphasis added] 

The Zoning Administrator erred in approving the Application without requiring a use 

permit for the Church, given the radical change of use of the Church property. A valid 
use permit is a mandatory requirement for this type of change of operation on the 
property, and the failure to obtain one renders the approval legally invalid. 

Additionally, the City Attorney acted in bad faith when she failed to respond to William 
Seligmann. Seligmann's letter clearly established that a Special Use Permit (SUP) 
was required for this project under local zoning laws, regardless of state law. 
Seligmann referenced SB 4, as the City made reference to this law in one of the few 

documents that the City produced under the California Public Records Act. On August 
11, 2024, City Attorney Samathan Zutler wrote to Seligmann, stating: 

"Thanks Bill. The City can better respond to your letter, which includes 
arguments we have also considered, when we have a complete application from 
the applicant that correctly identifies the project site." 

Despite the City having a complete Application submitted on August 23, 2024, the City 
made absolutely no effort to contact Seligmann. Zutler's statement acknowledged the 
relevance of Seligmann's concerns and assured a· follow-up upon receipt of a complete 
application. The application was submitted on August 23, 2024, yet no further 

communication or clarification was provided to Seligmann reg~ding the SUP 
requirement. Staff's failure to respond to Seligmann's letter created an impediment and 
constraint on public transparency and engagement of the zoning review. 

10. Failure to analyze emergency shelter use. 

Watsonville Zoning Code Section 14-18.331 defines what an emergency shelter is. 
Chapter 14-43 of the Watsonville Zoning Code provides the special regulations for such 
emergency shelters. Before Staff could have competently analyzed the project, it would 
have needed to obtain an accurate assessment of the particulars of the proposal pertaining 
to the emergency shelter component prior to approving the Application. Staff didn't do 

that. 
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11. Failure to specify shelter operator information. 

The applicant's failure to specify the entity responsible for managing the emergency 
shelter is a critical and unacceptable omission. This lack of clarity regarding the project's 
operation and oversight poses significant risks to the shelter's effectiveness, safety, and 
compliance with local standards. Proper management of emergency shelters is a 

fundamental requirement to ensure they operate responsibly and serve the community in 
accordance with legal and regulatory expectations. 

The failure to disclose how the shelter will function and who will be responsible for its 
management introduces substantial concerns regarding safety, oversight, and operational 

integrity. Furthermore, the misinformation provided in the Application, coupled with the 
lack of transparency, exacerbates potential risks, including public safety concerns, none 
of which were adequately addressed during the approval process. This is especially 
concerning since the ERF-2 Grants specified a qualified operator, HomeFirst. Even 

Robert Ratner's email of February 10, 2023 confirmed HomeFirst as the operator. 

Although the Community Action Board (CAB) has been publicly referenced by Suzi 
Merriam and Roxanne Wilson as the shelter's operational manager, CAB is not specified 
in the Application itself. Moreover, under the Watsonville Municipal Code, CAB lacks 
the requisite qualifications to manage an emergency shelter. further calling into question 
the viability and legality of the applicant's proposed operations. 

12. Improper submittal to Caltrans. 

On July 24, 2024, Caltrans Transportation Planner/Local Development Review 

Coordinator Jacob Hernandez responded to Principal Planner Matt Orbach's letter 
regarding a Building Permit Submission for the Tiny Village. This unorthodox process 
involved engaging the State before the Zoning Administrator had approved a complete 

and valid application. By bypassing standard local review procedures, this sequence 
undermines the proper order of approvals and potentially circumvents critical oversight at 

the local level. This undermined local control and due process, leading to legal or 
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procedural complications and even triggered an environmental review (CEQA) for the 
Church. 

13. Failed to analyze animal policy. 

Monterey County's ERF-2 Application stated that animals will be permitted for residents 
of the Tiny Village. However, in a subsequent letter, Monterey County Administrative 
Officer Sonia De La Rosa specified that only service animals will be allowed without 
clarifying which types of animals (e.g., dogs, miniature horses, etc.) are permitted, the 
allowed number of animals per resident, or the plans for maintaining enclosures and 

addressing animal husbandry needs, if applicable. Staff failed to demonstrate how the 
applicant will comply with these Municipal Code provisions. 

14. Failed to provide adequate Good Neighbor Policy. 

The Good Neighbor Policy, as currently written, falls short of functional standards for 

public safety, environmental health, and community impact mitigation. This Good 
Neighbor Policy relies too heavily on voluntary compliance from shelter residents, with 
no clear mechanisms for enforcement or accountability. For example, California's public 
nuisance laws and zoning codes require well-de:fmed systems for handling complaints 

and ensuring compliance, which this policy lacks. Without specific penalties or methods 
to enforce cleanliness, noise control, and loitering prevention, the policy does not offer 
meaningful protection to the community. 

Additionally, the policy's failure to address public safety concerns more comprehensively 
further demonstrates its inadequacy. There is a failure to require the shelter to take 

proactive steps in coordinating with law enforcement, ensuring noise limits, and 
preventing loitering or criminal behavior near the site. This policy's vague references to 
"courtesy hours" and behavioral guidelines fall short of the robust public safety measures 

typically expected, leaving neighbors vulnerable to potential disturbances without 
sufficient recourse. The policy must include stronger enforcement mechanisms and 

specific strategies for mitigating the shelter's impact on the surrounding neighborhood. 

Staff did not structure the Good Neighbor Policy to achieve proper functionality. 
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15. Failure to consider issues pertaining to Loaves & Fishes. 

The proposed homeless shelter's reliance on Loaves & Fishes services will exacerbate the 
existing problems in the neighborhood. Loaves & Fishes has already proven to be an 
entrenched source of urban blight. This is not surprising given that Loaves & Fishes 

operates with an illicit use permit granted by the City in violation of its own Zoning 
Code. With the City's discarding of basic public safeguards that a Zoning Code is 
supposed to provide, Loaves & Fishes attracts an undue concentration of 
indigent/homeless individuals (and the related adverse impacts) to a crowded residential 
area. The shelter's use of this institution's services will further increase foot traffic, 

loitering, and other disruptive behaviors in a neighborhood already struggling with safety 

and sanitation concerns. 

Additionally, Loaves & Fishes is already in violation of its Conditional Use Permit, with 
current operations exceeding the capacity of its undersized lot and negatively impacting 
the surrounding community. The increased activity from the shelter's residents utilizing 

these services will only compound the problem. This will likely lead to more violations 
of the permit, further strain on local resources, and even greater degradation of the 
neighborhood. Expanding the reach of an already problematic institution without proper 
oversight or mitigation strategies in place will invite larger, more difficult-to-manage 
problems for both the community and the City at large. Staff did not account for the 
structural neighborhood problems with Loaves & Fishes in their approval of the 

Application. 

· In reality, Loaves & Fishes should not be expanding its activity in the neighborhood. It 
shou}d reduce its activity or, even better, relocate to a conforming compatible site. 
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Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Agenda Item 4.a of December 3, 2024 Watsonville Planning Commission Meeting 

Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 
To: planning.commission@watsonville.gov 
Cc: cdd@watsonville.gov, Catalina Torres <catram1993@gmail.com> 
Bee: Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Members of the Commission, 

Mon, Dec 2, 2024 at 8:48 AM 

At the December 3, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting, you will be considering an agenda item regarding an appeal of 
the zoning decision related to the homeless shelter proposed at the Westview Presbyterian Church site in Watsonville. 

One issue in the subject matter pertains to existing conditional uses at the project site, and an attorney, William 
Seligmann, representing the Appellant, submitted a letter dated July 29, 2024 to the City Staff, which gave legal analysis 
that concluded that the Church was required to obtain a Special Use Permit to accommodate the homeless shelter 
before such shelter could be entitled. 

City Staff did not include Mr. Seligman n's letter in your related agenda package, even though it is referenced in the 
appeal request and is a critical resource in considering the agenda item. It is notable that neither City Staff, nor 
Monterey legal counsel's office, nor the State Department of Housing and Community Development ever 
acknowledged the existence of Mr. Seligman n's letter, nor did they provide a response to it in your agenda 
materials. 

To respond to Staff's procedural defect, I am providing you with a copy of Mr. Seligmann's letter as an attachment to this 
communication. 

Respectfully, 

Marta Bulaich 

Attachment: 

July 29, 2024 Letter from William Seligmann to the City Council 

Marta J Bulaich 
+1 415 816 1665 
@martahari 

~ William Seligmann Letter Tiny Homes Project (072924).pdf 
159K 
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Watsonville City Council 
275 Main St., Suite 400 (4th Floor) 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
citycouncil@cityofwatsonville.org 

LAW OFFICES 

William R. Seligmann 
333 Church Street, Suite A 
Santa Cruz, California 95060 

Telephone: (831) 423-8383 
Fax: (831) 438-0104 

July 29, 2024 

Mailing Address: 

PO Box481 
Santa Cruz, California 95061 

Silicon Valley Office: 
(408) 356-1950 

Re: Tiny Home Application - 118 & 120 First Street, 5 Cherry Court 

Honorable Mayor Quiroz-Carter and Members of the City Council: 

My firm has been retained to represent the interests of a neighborhood coalition of residents, 
businesses, and property owners affected by the current application to construct a transitional 
housing and navigation center (identified as Tiny Village) for currently homeless persons on the 
properties occupied by the Westview Presbyterian Church. While my clients recognize the need 
to afford housing opportunities to those less fortunate members of the community, they feel that 
certain neighborhoods in the City have become a dumping ground for the homeless, which has 
led to a disproportionate incidence of anti-social behavior, including public vandalism, breaking 
and entering, arson, trespassing, stalking, loitering, and public drug use. 

My clients have asked me specifically to address the legal process for the proposed project. In 
this regard, there are two aspects that need to be addressed; (1) the inapplicability of Senate Bill 
4 of 2023; and (2) the necessity for a Special Use Permit for the change in the church operations. 

Senate Bill 4: 

Senate Bill 4, also known as the Affordable Housing on Faith and Higher Education Lands Act 
of 2023, adopted California Government Code section 65913.16. This section allows for housing 
development projects on property owned by religious institutions when certain stringent 
requirements are met. Among these requirements, the property cannot be located within 1,200 
feet of a site that is that is subject to permitting by an Air Resources District. (Cal. Gov. Code 
65913.16(b)(4), (c)(6)(B).) In the instant case, the church property is located with 1,200 feet of 
eleven (11) such heavy industrial sites according to the website of the Monterey Bay Air 
Resources District. Consequently, the provisions of Senate Bill 4 do not apply. 
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Change in the Use of the Church Property Requires a Special Use Permit: 

Given that Senate Bill 4 is inapplicable, the proposed project must comply with all of the 
applicable provisions of Watsonville's local land use regulations. Based on an application 
submitted to Watsonville on October 24, 2023, the proposed project consists of approximately 34 
modular units to be operated in conjunction with navigation facility for currently unhoused 
persons and their animals. 

It is my understanding that at the time that the application was submitted, the properties were 
zoned Institutional (N). While emergency shelters are a principally permitted use in the 
Institutional zoning district, transitional housing is specifically prohibited, and churches require a 
Special Use Permit (Watsonville Municipal Code ("WMC") § 14-16.802(a)(2), (e)(3), (5).) The 
current application specifically requests transitional housing, and does not meet the definition of 
"emergency housing," which is defined as " [h]ousing with minimal supportive services." (WMC 
§ 14-16.803(e)(3)(i).) The current application proposes a navigation center staffed 24 hours a 
day, which is far from minimal services. Consequently, the proposed project would not be 
allowed under the Institutional zoning. 

On November 23, 2023, Watsonville adopted the Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan 
("DWSP"). Under DWSP, the church properties were placed in the in the Downtown Core zone. 
Interestingly, neither emergency shelters nor transitional housing are specifically listed as a 
permitted use in the Downtown Core zone of the DWSP; and while dwelling units are 
generically listed as permitted uses, churches continue to require a Special Use Permit. (Table 
6-3.) In the present case, the existing church does not currently possess a Special Use Permit. As 
such, the church is either an illegal use or a nonconforming use. In either case, the church must 
now obtain the necessary Special Use Permit. 

The pending project will drastically change the character and intensity of the current use of the 
properties. Instead of simply providing religious services, the church properties now will also 
offer transitional housing and navigation services to a currently unhoused population in addition 
to the current religious services. Pursuant to Watsonville Municipal Code section 14-20.050, "[a] 
nonconforming use may only be increased in . .. intensity or modified in . .. character through 
the granting of a special use permit." This radical change in use will thus require a Special Use 
Permit, which will undoubtedly entail consideration of modifications of the church structure to 
address its location in a flood plain, as well as obtaining approvals from CalTrans for expanded 
ingress and egress onto Highway 129. Similarly, sufficient church parking will need to be 
maintained to satisfy the Municipal Code (See WMC § 14-17.1 l0l(g).) 

The Housing Accountability Act ("HAA'' - California Government Code section 65598.5) does 
not relieve the City from following the Special Use Permit process. While HAA limits the 
criteria that can be used to deny a housing development project, it neither dictates the review 
procedure nor prohibits the imposition of reasonable conditions. Likewise, it does not apply to 
assembly uses, such as churches. Consequently, the proposed project cannot be approved simply 
through the Zoning Clearance process. 
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I hope that this information is helpful to your consideration of this project; and if you have any 
questions, please feel free to contact me at your convenience. 

cc: email only: 
City Manager 
City Attorney 
Community Development Director 
Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
Santa Cruz County Board of Supervisors 
Executive Presbyter 

Sincerely, 

William R. Seligmann 

William R. Seligmann 
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Gmail Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Public Comment: Agenda Item 4.a of December 3, 2024 Watsonville Planning 
Commission Meeting 

Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 
To: planning.commission@watsonville.gov 
Cc: cdd@watsonville.gov, Catalina Torres <catram1993@gmail.com> 
Bee: Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Members of the Commission, 

Tue, Dec 3, 2024 at 4:52 PM 

In the Agenda report for the referenced agenda item being considered by the Commission, there was a section titled 
"Appeal," which presented the reasons for the Appeal in an itemized manner, followed individually by a Staff Analysis 
response. 

Review of the material indicates serious defective analysis by Staff that necessitates a follow-up rebuttal. Attached to this 
letter is a folio titled "Rebuttal Document to Staff's Analysis in the December 2024 Planning Commission Agenda 
Package," which contains an itemized array of the reasons for the Appeal (together with related Staff Analysis), followed 
individually by the accompanying Appellant's rebuttals to Staff Analysis. 

These rebuttals are submitted to demonstrate that the Administrative Review Permit #2023-6297 approval was invalid 
and should be overruled as requested in the Appeal. 

Respectfully, 

Marta Bulaich, Member 
Coalici6n del Distrito Uno Oeste para Familias, Seguridad y Justicia Social 

Marta J Bulaich 
+1 415 816 1665 
@martahari 

~ FINAL 202412 03 REBUTTAL DOCUMENT (1).pdf 
143K 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

1. City Staff (Staff) improperly withheld critical information from certain 
City Council Members regarding collaboration by Staff with local 
county government officials as to siting the project at the Westview 
Presbyterian Church (Church) location. 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that the withholding of critical information is 
unrelated to the entitlement process and does not provide grounds for 
overruling the Zoning Administrator's approval is incorrect. Integrity of the 
entitlement review process depends on transparency, completeness, and 
adherence to procedural requirements. Withholding critical information 
from City Council Members undermines these principles. 

Staff activity is sustained by public funds for benefit of the community. 
Council Members rely upon Staff to provide timely information on 
impending events to begin education and orientation for themselves and 
their constituents to enable functional public involvement so that urban 
planning adequately addresses public concerns. Staff's use of public 
funds in order to cripple the Council Members adversely prejudiced the 
entitlement review process. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked essential transparency, resulting in 
an erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the ARP 
#2023-6297 approval (Approval). 

Attachment 3 
2 of 17

Attachment 15: Page 51 of 512



REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

2. Staff improperly made false statements to the City Council and the 
public regarding predicating involvement by Staff with a state grant 
application for funding the project. 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that the false public statements by Staff are 
unrelated to the entitlement review is incorrect. False statements can 
impact the evaluation of the project's feasibility, funding sources and 
compliance with local, state, and federal requirements. These issues are 
central to the entitlement review process. 

Staff activity is sustained by public funds for benefit of the community. 
Council Members and the public rely upon Staff to provide true statements 
regarding Staff involvement with grant applications which are to fund the 
project. True statements from Staff enable Council Members and the 
public to adequately assess the grant's purpose and the related priorities of 
the public as well as the legitimacy of the grant particulars. 

Accurate disclosure of Staff's involvement with pursuit of controversial 
grant funding empowers the public and the Council Members to monitor 
and address impending and ongoing conflicts of interest and illicit 
self-serving motivation. 

The entitlement process is a public process that requires transparency and 
accountability. False statements by Staff undermine public trust in the 
city's governance, which includes the entitlement review process. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked essential transparency, resulting in 
an erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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3. Staff improperly accepted the Application. This is because the 
Application was defective due to significant omission of important 
information. 

Staff Analysis: City staff is required to accept entitlement applications, 
which are then reviewed for completeness. The project went through 
several rounds of review and received several 'incomplete letters' before 
the application was deemed complete and the project application was 
approved. This is common practice for entitlement applications, which are 
generally incomplete or require plan changes to comply with development 
standards and other regulations at the beginning of the review process. 

Rebuttal: Staff's response is a narrative of how the project application was 
handled and a declaration that such actions are common with them. This 
recital of how Staff is content with how they do things does not rebut the 
Appeal Reason 3. 

The Appeal Letter gave details of the defects of the information provided in 
the application and those defects still exist. Some elaboration is 
warranted. It is common for applications to be incomplete, but only to a 
certain degree. It is also common for applications to undergo iterations in 
the review process. 

However, when the errors and omissions are significant, then the process 
becomes dysfunctional with critical details being overlooked and improper 
prejudice being fostered. Integrity of the review process becomes 
compromised. Staff should have required the applicant to re-submit the 
application until the significant errors and omissions were adequately 
corrected before processing it further. 

Ever worse is the inequitable impact on the affected public that results from 
acceptance of significantly defective applications. Staff first accepted (in 
covert manner) the application in October of 2023 with outrageous 
omissions and defects and maintained the defects for eight months. Staff 
only started to remedy the defects after massive public controversy 
erupted once the extent of the fraudulent application processing was 
exposed. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
disorderly and inequitable application process that led to an erroneous 
decision, which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

4. Staff improperly approved the Application without examining and 
determining the existing uses and conditions on the project site and 
surrounding environment. 

Staff Analysis: The project site is zoned Downtown Core, which is an area 
zoned for mixed-use. Therefore, the provisions of Government Code § 
65662 apply. Government Code § 65662 does not include any 
requirements related to the project site or surrounding environment. 

Rebuttal: Staff asserts that Government Code Section (Sec. 65662) 
applies to the project site and that Sec. 65662 does not include any 
requirements required related to the project site or surrounding 
environment. Staff's assertion is superficial and nonresponsive. 

Using a qualifier, if it is assumed that Staff meant to say that Sec. 65662 
exempts analysis and consideration of existing uses and conditions of the 
site and surrounding environment, then Staff's assertion is incorrect. 

Sec. 65662 outlines provisions related to supportive housing projects; 
however, it does not exempt the city from its obligation to consider existing 
uses and conditions, particularly when existing uses are conditional. 

The Zoning Administrator failed to examine and determine the existing 
uses and conditions on the project site and surrounding environment, 
which led to an erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the 
Approval. 
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DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

5. Staff improperly conducted defective informational meetings for 
adjacent residents and businesses by erratic and incompetent 
noticing and scheduling. 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that defective informational meetings are not 
related to the entitlement review process is incorrect. 

Informational meetings are a vital source of public input that informs the 
Zoning Administrator's decision. Improperly noticed and scheduled 
meetings deny affected parties the opportunity to voice concerns or 
provide relevant information leading to a decision that does not fully 
account for the project impacts. 

It should be noted that at numerous times, various government officials 
enthusiastically made public declarations that informational meetings were 
held that addressed neighborhood concerns. The use by reference to 
defective meetings in order to promote public acceptance and approval of 
the project is adversely prejudicial to the public interest. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked equitable public engagement 
resulting in an erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the 
Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

6. Staff improperly withheld critical public documents from the attorney 
representing the neighbors in the vicinity of the Church, violating the 
California Public Records Act (CPRA). 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that withholding public documents from the 
attorney representing the neighbors in the vicinity of the church is not part 
of the entitlement review process is incorrect. 

Withholding public documents prevents stakeholders, journalists, attorneys 
and public members from adequately reviewing and addressing the project 
impacts. 

The California Public Records Act (CPRA) ensures public access to 
information that allows for meaningful participation in governmental 
decision-making. 

Such action compromises public trust and legitimacy of the Zoning 
Administration decision. Procedural fairness, including compliance with 
the CPRA is a foundational requirement for land use decisions. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked proper disclosure of public 
documents, resulting in an erroneous decision, which is grounds for 
overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

7. Staff improperly made false public statements alleging that the 
Application did not exist for the project, which led to public 
misdirection. 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that the false public statements made by Staff 
are not related to the entitlement process is incorrect. The entitlement 
review process depends on transparency and accountability. False 
statements create confusion and obstruct meaningful public participation. 
This misdirects neighbors and public members and compromises their 
ability to provide informed feedback on the project. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked essential transparency, resulting in 
an erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

8. Staff improperly failed to guide the applicant to obtain, by necessity, 
a special use permit for the Church as a predicating step for the 
entitlement of the project. 

Staff Analysis: The LBNC is a 'use by right.' Per Government Code § 
65583.2(i), "use by right" means that that the local government's review 
may not require a conditional use permit, planned unit development permit, 
or other discretionary local government review or approval that would 
constitute a 'project' for purposes of the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA). Therefore, no special use permit may be required 
by the City as a predicating step for entitlement of the project. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that no special use permit (SUP) may be 
required as a predicating step for the project is incorrect. It is agreed that 
the LBNC is a "use by right" as per Government Code Section 65583.2(i). 
However, that code section only applies to the project itself and not to any 
conditional use on the site, such as the church. As a conditional use that 
lacks a use permit, the church is a nonconforming use. By authority of 
Watsonville Zoning Code Section 14-20.050, the Church is required to 
obtain an SUP when a change is being proposed to the existing 
characteristics of the church use on the property. Establishing an LBNC on 
the property would change such characteristics. As a result, the church is 
required to get an SUP before the LBNC can be entitled on the property. 

Because the Zoning Administrator approved the LBNC entitlement without 
first requiring the church to get an SUP, the Zoning Administrator acted 
erroneously in violating the Watsonville Zoning Code, which is grounds for 
overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

9. Staff improperly failed to respond to the legal analysis presented by 
the neighborhood attorney. 

Staff Analysis: This comment is not related to the entitlement review 
process and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for modifying or overruling the 
Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297. Staff also disagrees 
with this characterization. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion that Staff's failure to respond to the legal 
analysis presented by the neighborhood attorney is not related to the 
entitlement review process is incorrect. During the entitlement review 
process, stakeholders, including attorneys representing affected parties, 
have the right to present legal arguments addressing compliance with laws 
and regulations. Staff is obligated to consider and respond to these 
arguments to ensure all relevant issues are addressed. Ignoring a legal 
analysis denies stakeholders their procedural right to meaningful 
participation. 

Ignoring a legal analysis is not consistent with the principles of due 
process, fairness, and transparency. California land use laws require that 
public agencies engage with legal issues raised during the review process. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked essential engagement and 
response, resulting in an erroneous decision, which is grounds for 
overruling Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

10. Staff improperly approved the Application without determining the 
size, location, capacity, and character of the project that would be 
used as an emergency shelter as defined and regulated in the 
Watsonville Zoning Code. 

Staff Analysis: The LBNC is not regulated under the Watsonville Zoning 
Code because it is not an emergency shelter. The requirements of 
Government Code§ 65662 do not allow consideration of the size, location, 
capacity, or character of LBNCs. However, the size, location, capacity, and 
character of the project were clearly stated in the ARP application 
materials and reviewed by City staff prior to project approval. 

Rebuttal: Staff's response states that the LBNC is not an emergency 
shelter and, thus, not regulated by the Watsonville Zoning Code. The 
accuracy of Staff's response is unclear. Staff presents no evidence of 
even trying to determine if this claim is true. Staff claims that Government 
Code Section 65662 does not allow consideration of some details of an 
LBNC. Staff's evasion under the Government Code is overly broad. While 
Section 65662 limits certain discretionary review, it does not prevent Staff 
from ensuring that the project is well-defined and designed in alignment 
with local planning standards. At a minimum, the Commission should 
require further inquiry and investigation into this issue before perfecting the 
entitlement. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

11. Staff improperly failed to require that the applicant specify the entity 
responsible for managing the emergency shelter and provide the 
qualifications of said operator. 

Staff Analysis: Government Code § 65662(a) only requires that the project 
have a services plan that identifies services staffing. The application 
materials identified the Community Action Board (CAB) as the provider of 
services staffing. 

Rebuttal: Staff asserts that Government Code Section 65662(a) only 
requires that the project have a services plan that identifies services 
staffing and that the Community Action Board (CAB) was identified as the 
provider of services staffing. Staff's assertion is non-responsive and 
consequently incorrect. Government Code § 65662{a) does not exempt 
the city from ensuring that the identified operator is qualified to manage the 
project effectively. 

Moreover, CAB is not identified in the Zoning Clearance Application but 
merely in the ERF-2 Grant, and this is not a valid identification of the 
operator. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it relied on incomplete 
and omitted information resulting in an erroneous decision, which is 
grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

12. Staff improperly submitted a Building Permit Submission to Caltrans 
in July of 2024 prior to approving the Zoning Clearance Occupancy 
Permit Application. 

Staff Analysis: As part of the application review, City staff reached out via 
email to Caltrans staff to inform them of the proposed work along CA-129 
and inquire about whether they had any questions or concerns that could 
be addressed during the future building permit process because the project 
frontage is in the Caltrans right of way. Consultation with regional agencies 
is a normal part of the development review process. 

Rebuttal: Staff's reply is that they communicated with Caltrans to inform 
them of proposed work along CA-129 and to respond to questions and that 
such communication is normal. Staff's reply is non-responsive and 
consequently incorrect. In reality, the evidence indicates that Staff 
provided Caltrans with a building permit submission related to the project 
before the Zoning Clearance process was complete. By engaging Caltrans 
in a manner that suggests the building permit is underway before zoning is 
secure gives the appearance that the project approval is a foregone 
conclusion which undermines the integrity of the entitlement process. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it was based on a 
procedurally flawed process that lacked procedural integrity, resulting in an 
erroneous decision, which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

13. Staff improperly failed to evaluate the animal policy of the emergency 
shelter, including the density of domestic animals and/or farm 
animals that will reside on the Church property. (Chapter 1 of Title 6 
of Watsonville Municipal Code) 

Staff Analysis: The animal policy of the emergency shelter cannot be 

considered under the review requirements in Government Code § 65662. 

Rebuttal: Staff's reply is that the animal policy of the emergency shelter 
cannot be considered under the review requirements of Government Code 
Section 65662. Here, Staff now admits that the project is an 
emergency shelter whether in whole or in part. Certainly the emergency 
shelter component is subject to evaluation of the referenced municipal 
animal policies. 

However, even if one assumes that Government Code Section 65662 is 
applicable to part of the shelter, Staff's assertion is still incorrect. 
Government Code Section 65662 does not exempt the city from enforcing 
their operational code pertaining to animals. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it failed to evaluate the 
animal policy of the emergency shelter, resulting in an erroneous decision, 
which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

14. Staff improperly failed to require an adequate Good Neighbor Policy. 

Staff Analysis: A good neighbor policy is not one of the review 
requirements in Government Code § 65662. However, the project is 
required to comply with the County of Monterey Homeless Services Good 
Neighbor Protocol, which was submitted as part of the ARP application 
documentation. 

Rebuttal: Staff's reply is that a good neighbor policy is not one of the 
review requirements of Government Code Section 65662. 

From this Staff concedes that they made no review for adequacy of the 
good neighbor policy, and they offer justification for the procedural defect 
by citing Government Code Section 65662. Staff's reasoning is invalid. 
Government Code Section 65662 does not prohibit consideration of 
adequate good neighbor policies. 

As declared in the previous items of the Appeal, the extensive defects in 
sincere and competent engagement with the affected public regarding the 
likely adverse impact from the project would have presented a serious 
hurdle for Staff to conduct a proper review. However, the fact is that Staff 
didn't even bother to try and dismissed such initiative by means of evasion 
behind an inapplicable state law. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it did not require an 
adequate good neighbor policy, resulting in an erroneous decision, which is 
grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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REBUTTAL DOCUMENT TO STAFF'S ANALYSIS IN THE 
DECEMBER 3, 2024 PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA PACKAGE 

15. Staff improperly failed to consider issues pertaining to the Loaves & 
Fishes institutional operation at 150 Second Street, Watsonville, CA. 

Staff Analysis: The Loaves & Fishes institutional operation at 150 Second 
Street is not a part of the project and cannot be considered under the 
review requirements in Government Code § 65662. 

Rebuttal: Staff's assertion is that Loaves & Fishes is not part of the project 
and cannot be considered under the review requirements in Government 
Code § 65662 is incorrect. Loaves & Fishes is an illicit nearby nuisance 
use in the neighborhood that is a likely interactive entity with the project. 
As such, the operation and contextual impacts and interactions need to be 
considered to ensure the compatibility of the project. In addition, 
Government Code § 65662 does not preclude the consideration of nearby 
uses and their potential impact on the project. 

The Zoning Administrator's decision is invalid as it did not consider issues 
pertaining to the Loaves & Fishes operation, resulting in an erroneous 
decision, which is grounds for overruling the Approval. 
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Gmail 

Received 
Watsonville 
City Clerk 

Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Public Comment: Agenda Item 4.a of December 3, 2024 Watsonville Planning 
Commission Meeting 

Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 
To: planning.commission@watsonville.gov 
Cc: cdd@watsonville.gov 
Bee: Marta Bulaich <martabulaich@gmail.com> 

Members of the Commission, 

Tue, Dec 3, 2024 at 3:58 PM 

I am attaching a document titled "A Collection of Data and Documents Highlighting Watsonville's Improper Zoning 
Procedure for the Tiny Village." Given its size, I'm providing both a Google Drive link and a Dropbox link. Please feel 
free to contact me if you have any issues accessing the document. 

Respectfully, 

Marta Bulaich 

Ii FINAL 2024 12 03 Tiny Village_ Collection of Oat.. . 

Marta J. Bulaich 
+1 415 816 1665 
@martahari 
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A Collection of Data and 
Documents Highlighting 
Watsonville's Improper 
Zoning Procedure for 

the Tiny Village 

Coalici6n del Distrito Uno Oeste para 
Familias, Seguridad y Justicia Social 

· · Marta Bulaich, Member 

December 3, 2024 
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Introduction 
This presentation chronicles over two years during which the City of Watsonville has 
demonstrated its intent to implement illegitimate zoning changes regarding the 
proposed Tiny Village Project on the site of the Westview Presbyterian Church (the 
"Church") at 118 First Street. 

The Church, a nonconforming use in the Downtown Core District, plans to retain its 
function as a place of worship while adding a low-barrier navigation center (LBNC) to 
its parcel. The proposed LBNC includes 34 units. 

Based on publicly available documents, City of Watsonville Staff withheld information 
from select Council Members, misled the public, omitted critical documents from the 
Agenda Package for the December 3, 2024 Planning Commission meeting, and 

approved the addition of an LBNC on the Church's parcel, despite the Church lacking 
the required entitlement for this use. According to the Watsonville Municipal Code, 
the Church needs a special use permit to add this new use. 
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Homelessness Issues 

We can see that there are a lot of homeless people. Most people would like to help. City 
and County Officials claim that this project will help. So ... what's the problem? 

The homeless problem is complicated. Simple solutions don't work. Adverse impacts 
from bad projects are severe and impossible to cure once large sums of public funds are 
spent. This project had several issues. 

1. No public noticing. 
2. No public hearing. 
3. Secret decisions made by City and County Government Officials. 
4. Extravagant waste of public money. 
5. Cramming related problems in one neighborhood. 
6. Irrational rehabilitation plan for the homeless. 
7. Existing indigent support services already adversely affecting the neighborhood. 
8. False and misleading statements made at public hearings by officials. 
9. The City government seems to be making many mistakes with land use issues 

recently resulting in lawsuits. 
10. Lack of proper care and caution. 

The Church Property is a Complicated Situation 
1. Three separate, yet interdependent, parcels 
2. Unknown easements 
3. Unknown land contracts 
4. There are no existing conditional uses on the parcels 
5. No current use permits are in existence 
6. No use permits are being required by the City for the combined church and shelter 

project 
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Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan (DWSP) 
Land Use Regulations require churches to get 
a Special Use Permit (SUP) 

Section 6.4 

LAND USE REGULATIONS 
A. Use 

Standards 

Thi s section indudes la nd use 

prov isions for all properties w ithin 

the pla n a rea. Uses not l isted in Ta ble 

6-3 shall lle allowed lly right unless 

pr oh i.bi ted elsewhe re in Lhe \IVMC. Fo r 

exa mple, relail a nd restaura nts a re 

allowed by right throughout the pla n 

area; therefore, they are not included 

in Table 6- 3. Defi nitions of the u ses 

in Table 6-3 are in Section 6.4.B. 

All uses are subject to all appl icable 

development sta nda rds, State law, and 

a ny other appl icab1e req uirements 1ha t 

a re beyo nd the scope of this sect ion. 
Adm i nist rat ive Use Perm its, Tempo ra r y 

Use Permits, and Special Use Permirs 

shall lle subject to the procedural 

requ irements of VVMC Chapcer 14-12. 

Pare 5. Required determinations fo r 

iss uances of Condi ti onal Use Perm its, 

includ ing Spec ial Use Pecmit s a nd 

Adm inist rat ive Use Perm its, are fo und 

in Section 6.4.C. 

11,(1 DOWNTOWN WATSONVILLE. SPE:ClrlC PLAN 

Table 6 - 3 Land Use Regulations 

Use 

Alcohol-Related: Croup A 

Alcohol-Related : Croup B 

Antique Shop 

Automobile Service 

cannabis Fa<:i lity 

Church 

Drive -through 

Dwelling Unit 

Heavy industrial & 
Manufacturing 

Light Industrial / R& O 

Office 

Pay day Lenders 

Sto rage/ warehouse 

Thrift Shop 

Use Code65 

Vehicle fueling facility 

ElseYVhere fn the 
Zone 

A UP req uired 1 

SUP required 1 

No t pe,mined o n parcels froming M ain Su eet ; 
AUP required e lsewh ere 

N ot permitted 

Pe rmitted on upper floors; 
No t perm itted on ground floors 

Permitted o n 
upper floors; 

Not permitted o n 
ground floors 

N o t permitted 

Not permitted 

Perm itted o n 
upper fl oors; 

AUP required for 
g ro u nd floors 

Not permitted 

N o t permitted 

SUP Required 

N o t permitted 

Permitted 

Pe rmitted 

Not permitted 

Not.p e rmitted o n parcels fro nting Main Street; 
AUP req u ired e lsewh ere 

SUP required 

Not p e rmitted 

Downtown 

Neighborhood 

AUP req u ired 

No t permitted 

Permitted 

Not permitted 

AUP required' 

Pe rmitted 

Not permitted 

A UP required 

1. Additional requirements for alcohol-related uses found in the City's Alcohol Ordinance, in WMC Chapter H-25 apply. 

Downtown 
lndustrlal 1 

AUP requi1ed 

Permitted 

SUP Required 

Pe , mittecl 2 

Permilted 2 

Permit t ed 

Permitted 

AU P required 

2. Per WMC .91-1-12.100, all new industrial development, as wi th all new developmelll, will be subjecr ro requiredfi11di1igs of compatibility be1,veen 
adjacent uses related lo traffic, noise, odors, visual rwisances, and other similar adverse effects. 

DWSP specifically mandates that Churches must obtain a Special Use Permit (SUP). 
The Westview Presbyterian Church is nonconforming, ergo, the church is already in 
violation by not holding one. Introducing a new use (to wit, an LBNC) requires 
addressing the church's nonconforming status first, as the new use would 
significantly alter the character of the site. The Zoning administrator failed to address 
this significant change in its Approval process. 

AB 101 allows LBNCs as a use by right only in areas zoned for mixed use or 
nonresidential uses permitting multifamily housing. If the church's zoning is 
incompatible or nonconforming, the protections under AB 101 cannot be 
automatically permitted. The state law does NOT override the requirement for the 
underlying use to be legal or conforming in the first place. If the church is 
nonconforming (and it is) and lacks a valid conditional use permit (and it does), AB 
101 cannot bypass these local zoning issues. 
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DWSP Specific Plan Map 

FIGURE 1-2 
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DWSP Regulating Plan Map 
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Lot Map of the Church 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Watsonville's Conflicted Role to Identify the 
Site and Streamline the Permitting Procedure 

According to February 14, 2023 Monterey County Board of 
Supervisors Documents and an August 21, 2023 letter from 
Monterey County (MOCO) Director of Homeless Services 
Roxanne Wilson to former Watsonville City Manager Rene 
Mendez, the role of the Watsonville Zoning Administrator in the 
Tiny Village Project was to: 

1. Identify the site 
2. Streamline the permitting process. 

The responsibility to identify a project site lies with the 
Applicant, not the Zoning Administrator. In this instance, the 
Zoning Administrator's selection of the site raises serious 
ethical concerns regarding impartiality and suggests a 
potential overreach of authority, particularly given the Zoning 
Administrator's stated role to "streamline the permitting 
process." 

By taking on an unorthodox role that extends beyond its 
defined scope, the Zoning Administrator has not only 
contravened Watsonville's Zoning Code but has also breached 
fundamental principles of professional and ethical conduct. 

This conduct represents a significant departure from the 
standards expected of zoning professionals, undermining the 
integrity of the land use planning process. 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Streamline the Permitting Process 

"As we discussed throughout the application 
process, the County of Monterey will pursue the 
funds to plan, develop and implement the project; 
the County of Santa Cruz will assist with identifying 
long-term funds; and the City will streamline the 
permitting process." [Emphasis added] 

Roxanne Wilson 
Monterey County Homeless Services Director 
August 21, 2023 letter to former Watsonville City Manager, Rene Mendez 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Council Members were Kept in the Dark 

According to the Minutes of the June 23, 2023 Special 
City Council Meeting, certain Council Members were 
kept in the dark. 

Member Dutra stated his concerns with 
information regarding the project being 
published by Monterey County and the 
challenges faced by Council Members who 
were unaware. 

Three Council Members, Ari Parker, Casey Clark, and 
Jimmy Dutra, called the Special Meeting for this reason. 
It is unclear if any non-agendized Council Meetings 
were held or if there were possible Brown Act 
Violations. 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Council Members were Kept in the Dark 

JIMMY DUTRA STATEMENT: 
To some of us it seems like there was this deal was done behind closed 
doors already in that we have nothing we don't have a say in it. I mean, that 
was the urgency for you know, me requesting this meeting is that, you know, 
people are talking about this and we aren't able to talk about it because we 
haven't publicly had the conversation. So after today we can all go out and 
speak how we feel about this project. I would imagine. Sam, is that correct? I 
mean, we can have our own opinions, because this puts us in a really bad 
position where our constituents are coming to us asking us questions about 
quotes that you're giving and that other people in Monterey County and 
Santa Cruz County are going on TV and the media speaking, and we don't 
we we can't comment on it. We have because a lot of us don't have the 
information about what to how to respond to it. [Emphasis added] 

Sources: 
City of Watsonville video of June 23, 2023 Special Council Meeting [22: 13] 
Clip of Jimmy Dutra on the project being done behind closed doors 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Principal Planner Matt Orbach Acknowledged 
the Review Process was Siloed 

According to the Al transcription of a May 29, 2024 conference call with 
Monterey County and City Staff, Principal Planner Matt Orbach stated: 

I've been asking questions about this project since last year, 
and it's been siloed. I don't know upstairs at the management 
level, and has never trickled down to the people who should 
actually be reviewing this until at this point this year. 

As per email exchanges dated June 15, 2023 with former Community 
Development Director Suzi Merriam and Principal Planner Matt Orbach, 
Orbach was not informed about the Tiny Village project until the 
KSBW News feature. 

The exclusion of Principal Planner Orbach from discussions regarding 
this development constituted a significant procedural defect. As the 
individual responsible for overseeing zoning compliance and land use 
planning, his involvement was a fundamental aspect of ensuring 
adherence to established processes and regulations. 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

"Sorry my frustration is, all of this is outside is happening outside of 
our review process. And so this, this is why this has been really, 
really hair pulling. I've been asking questions about this project 
since last year, and it's been siloed. I don't know upstairs at the 
management level, and has never trickled down to the people 
who should actually be reviewing this until at this point this 
year. So it's just, it's it's hard cause we. What we do is review things 
like this. What we do is we provide feedback so that you can design 
these projects in ways that work. And it just has never gotten to us 
to conduct that level of review." [Emphasis added] 

- Matt Orbach, May 29, 2024 Recorded Call with Monterey County 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

Suzi Merriam Falsely Stated Her Knowledge 
of the Tiny Village Project 

SUZI MERRIAM'S' STATEMENT: 
During this Special Council Meeting on June 23, 2023, Community 
Development Director Suzi Merriam stated: 

My understanding and again because we don't have any 
information on how this is going to be operated or even what its 
gonna look like, I have not seen anything we've only talked about it 
is that this is an emergency shelter and so that I would expect that 
they would be following the emergency shelter regulations. I have 
talked with the homeless services manager for the County of Santa 
Cruz checking in on this question and he indicated that yes, it will be 
operated like emergency shelter. That was his understanding. 
[Emphasis added] 

In an email to Principal Planner Matt Orbach dated June 15, 2023, Merriam 
stated, "The City was part of the application process- we have been very 
aware of the project internally." 

Sources: 
City of Watsonville video of June 23. 2023 Special Council Meeting [43: 15] 
Clip of Suzi Merriam misleading Council on knowledge of project 
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Highlights of Watsonville's Zoning Administrator's Improper and Defective Procedures 

City Manager Tamara Vides Falsely Stated to the 
Council that the City had not Received an 
Application 

During the June 11, 2024 City Council Meeting, City Manager Tamara Vides provided 
an update to the Tiny Village project in her update stating: 

We're all working together to make sure that we all understand this timing, the 
timing and the proposal of this project, I think one important thing to consider 
is that the city of Watsonville has not yet received an application for this 
project, and when we do, the team will review the application, and we will be 
able to provide more concrete feedback, not only to the applicant, but also 
have a more robust discussion with the council once we have a full 
understanding of these projects. [Emphasis added] 

This is inaccurate. The application was submitted on October 24, 2023. 

Sources: 
City of Watsonville video of June 11, 2024 Council Meeting (1: 13:411 
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Homeless-Related Crime in District 1 in the Past Two Weeks 

District 1: Chronic Homeless-Related Crime -
Federal Post Office Vandalized 

Watsonville's Downtown Post Office vandalized by homeless person. The post office is next to 
City Hall, the Police Department, and the proposed Tiny Village site. 

11/18/2024 21:13 24W-0404l 200 Block of Main St 
11 / 18/2024 21:15 

RP reported a female shattered the 
post office window and made entry. 
Once the female made entry, she 
continued to shatter additional 
windows. Shortly after WPD arrived 
and detained a female who later 
verbally identified herself as (Al) 
Alma Delia Piceno 

459 - PC; Burglary; Felony 
594(A)(J)- PC; Vandalism:deface Property; 
Felony 

(Juvenile name withheld.) 
(Non-Victim/Non-Arrestee name 
withheld.) 
Arrestee - Piceno-Bclmontes, Alma 
Delia, 37 

J./ 
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Homeless-Related Crime in District 1 in the Past Two Weeks 

District 1: Chronic Homeless-Related Crime -
Walker Street Business Fire 

Based on neighborhood feedback, it is my understanding that this fire 
was started by a homeless person 
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Homeless-Related Crime in District 1 in the Past Two Weeks 

District 1: Chronic Homeless-Related Crime -
Homeless Violent Attack with Weapon Near 
Railroad (Unreported even though 6 police cars, 8 
police officers and a firetruck were on the scene) 

November 26, 2024: 8 Police Officers, 6 Police Cars, 1 Fire Truck on scene. No 
report report. No Pulse Point. No Police Blotter. No News. 
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Homeless-related Crime in District 1 in the Past Two Weeks 

District 1: Chronic Retail Theft -
Davis Auto Parts Break-in 

On November, 2024, there was a break-in at Davis Auto done by unknown 
persons. However, it was of a pattern that matched previous break-ins that 
were verifiably done by homeless people. 
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Historical documents relevant to the Zoning Administrator's improper procedure 

December 3, 2024 Letter from Catalina Torres 
Regarding Recusal of Jenni Veitch-Olson 

Description: 
December 3, 2024 Letter from Catalina Torres requesting Planning Commissioner 
Jenni Veitch-Olson recuse herself due to the conflict with with the Presbytery of San 
Jose and the Westview Presbyterian Church. 

Summary: 

The appellant, representing La Coalici6n del Distrito Uno Oeste para Familias, 
Seguridad y Justicia Social, requests Planning Commissioner Jenni Veitch-Olson 
recuse herself from decisions on Westview Presbyterian Church and the Tiny Village 
project due to conflicts of interest. These include her spouse's financial ties and 
leadership roles with the Presbytery of San Jose, the Presbytery's ownership of her 
residence, and potential due process violations. Recusal is urged to ensure legal 
compliance and public trust. 
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Catalina Torres 
121 2nd Street, Apt.# F 
Watsonville, California 

(831) 706-1429 
catraml 993@gmail.com 

December 2, 2024 

Watsonville Planning Commission 
250 Main Street 

Watsonville, CA 95076 

planning.commission@watsonville.gov 

cdd@watsonville.gov 

Re: Appeal (#PP2024-7954) of Zoning Administrator Approval of an 
Administrative Review Permit for a Low-Barrier Navigation Center: 
Request for Recusal of Commissioner Veitch-Olson on Matters Involving 
Westview Presbyterian Church and the Tiny Village Project 

Dear Chairperson Acosta and Members of the Planning Commission, 

I am the appellant and a member of a neighborhood coalition, La Coalici6n del Distrito 
Uno Oeste para Familias, Seguridad y Justicia Social. I am writing to formally request 

that Planning Commissioner Jenni Veitch-Olson recuse herself from participating in any 

deliberations, discussions, or votes concerning Westview Presbyterian Church and the 

Tiny Village project. This request is made in light of the following clear and significant 
conflicts of interest. 

A. Conflicts of Interest 

Commissioner Veitch-Olson has financial ties to the Presbytery of San Jose, which 

governs and provides resources to the Westview Presbyterian Church. Specifically: 

1. Spousal Employment: According to Commissioner Veitch-Olson's 2023 Fom1 
700 covering the time period from January 1, 2022 through December 31 , 2022, 
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Chairperson Acosta and Members of the Commission 
December 2, 2024 
Page2 

Planning Commissioner Veitch-Olson 's spouse, Robby Olson, earned between 

$10,000 and $100,000 from the Presbytery of San Jose. (See Attachment 1). 
Veitch-Olson's Form 700, covering the time period from January 1, 2023 through 
December 31 , 2023, lists no income from either Veitch-Olson or her husband's 
affiliations with the Watsonville Public House and/or the Presbytery of San Jose. 
(See Attachment 2). During the Special Planning Commission meeting that 
occurred on November 19, 2024, Veitch-Olson did mention that she has a job. It is 

unclear whether she generates any income from her work. 

2. Residential Ties: Commissioner Veitch-Olson resides at 126 Rogers, Watsonville, 
California [APN: 018-051-16]. According to the Santa Cruz County Recorder 's 
Office website, this property is owned by the Presbytery of San Jose, creating an 
ongoing financial relationship. 

3. Business Ties: Watsonville Public House is a qualified 501(c)(3) non-profit 
organization located at 645 Main Street, Watsonville, that opened in late 2023 to 
early 2024. According to the website of the Presbytery of San Jose, Watsonville 
Public House is a downtown brewery and pub that provides a welcoming space for 
the community, especially those uninterested or unwming to come to a traditional 
church. Revenues will support the mission purposes of the Presbytery of San Jose 
with a focus on the needs of South Santa Cruz County. The Executive Director 
(and Brew Master and Pastor) is Rev. Robby Olson. 

a. According to the California Secretary of State: 

1. Commissioner Veitch-Olson's husband, Rev. Robby Olson is the 
Chief Executive Officer of the Watsonville Public House. 

ii. The street address of the Watsonville Public House is 890 Meridian 
Way, San Jose, California 95126. This is the same address of the 

Presbytery of San Jose. (See attached Statement of Information CA 
Nonprofit Corporation). 

iii. Charles May is the Secretary of the Watsonville Public House, 
whose address is at 890 Meridian Way, San Jose. According to the 

Executive Presbytery of San Jose 's website, Elder Charlie May 
(Trinity, Santa Cruz) is on the Administrative C01mnission for 
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Chairperson Acosta and Members of the Commission 
December 2, 2024 
Page 3 

Watsonville. Reverend Dan Hoffman from the Westview 

Presbyterian Church is also on this Administrative Commission. 

iv. Erica M Rader is the Chief Financial Officer of the Watsonville 

Public House. She is the Stated Clerk of the Presbyteoi of San Jose. 

b. According to the Santa Cruz County Recorder 's Office, the property on 
which the Watsonville Public House, located at 625 Main St, Watsonville, 

CA 95076, is owned by the Presbytery of San Jose [APN: 01814231]. 

The Presbytery of San Jose has direct governance over the Westview Presbyterian Church 

and presents ru1 undeniable conflict of interest. This makes it impossible for 

Commissioner Veitch-Olson to participate in these matters without violating the law or 

jeopardizing the integrity of the Commission's process. 

B. California Government Code Section 87100 

California Government Code Section 87100 also supports the need for Veitch-Olson to 
recuse herself. The code states: . 

A public official at any level of state or local government shall not make, 

participate in making, or in any way attempt to use the public official's official 
position to influence a governmental decision in which the official knows or has 

reason to know the official has a financial interest. 

C. Due Process Concerns 

The relationship between Commissioner Veitch-Olson and her spouse raises serious 
constitutional concerns under the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, 
which requires impartiality in governmental decision-making. 

Given Rev. Robby Olson's leadership roles ru1d financial ties to the Presbytery of San 
Jose, a reasonable person could question whether Commissioner Veitch-Olson can fairly 

and impartially decide matters involving Westview Presbyterian Church. The 

Presbytery's ownership of her residence and her husband's business property (as well as 
church affiliation), and the Presbytery of San Jose's direct involvement in the Tiny 

Village project compound the appearance of bias. 
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Received 
Watsonville 

Historical documents relevant to the Zoning Administrator's improper proced&J~ Clerk 

May 29, 2024 Transcription of Call with MOCO 
and City of Watsonville 
Description: 
This is a transcription of a call with MOCO and Matt Orbach. 

Summary: 
This transcription mentions how political the matter was and how the Principal Planner was 
kept away from the project until the time of the call. 

Wilson noted that the County didn't know about the FEMA requirement "until a many months 
after it happened." 

Sarah Federico from MOCO stated: 

The agreement with dignity moves. I mean, this isn't your run of the mill 
permitting project. 

Obviously, there's a lot of things going on with this. r think that the city of 
Watsonville was asked to be on the mou, they declined. It's unfortunate, you 
know. We we don't want to talk about the politics, but if that truly is political, 
that the city of Watsonville is not even part of the mou, and they should be, and 
this should have been at a partnership that was established with the city of 
Watsonville, so that we could move this along easily and more streamlined. But 
no, it hasn't worked out that way, for all the reasons we sat here, and we've talked 
about over and over again. But I came into this project after I got hired in December. 
[Emphasis added) 

Orbach also stated: 

You know what city councils heard related to you know you presenting and saying 
you're gonna be constructing next month. There's kind of a disconnect between 
that and sort of you know what we've seen internally as staff, where you know, we 
technically, formally, we've only ever seen your initial submittal and so, and we 
provided a guidance letter, and we've not received a recent middle since then. So you 
know, Staff really isn't in a position to talk or present anything, because we only have 
what you originally submitted, which was in an on an entirely different parcel and in a 
different address, in a different configuration. I mean, it's not even remotely close to 
what we've been discussing recently. So, you can understand why city management 
feels like they're put in a bit of a predicament in terms of how to present information 
on this. [Emphasis added] 
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"Sorry my frustration is, all of this is outside is happening outside of 
our review process. And so this, this is why this has been really, 
really hair pulling. I've been asking questions about this project 
since last year, and it's been siloed. I don't know upstairs at the 
management level, and has never trickled down to the people 
who should actually be reviewing this until at this point this 
year. So it's just, it's it's hard cause we. What we do is review things 
like this. What we do is we provide feedback so that you can design 
these projects in ways that work. And it just has never gotten to us 
to conduct that level of review." [Emphasis added] 

- Matt Orbach, May 29, 2024 Recorded Call with Monterey County 
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WEBV'1"l' 

l 
00 : 00 : 00 . 100 --> 00 : 00 : 00 . 960 
Roxanne Wilson : I am . 

2 
00 : 00 : 01 . 760 --> 00 : 00 : 04 . 080 
Roxanne Wilson : I l ike be ing able to r efer back. 

3 
00 : 00 : 05 . 130 --> 00 : 00 : 13 . 019 
Sarah Federico : We ' ve been working wi th a lot of t hi s , the AI companions . 
This i s not AI companion . What we tu rned on . I just turned on the r egul ar 
cloud 

4 
00 : 00 : 13 . 280 - -> 00 : 00 : 16 . 680 
Sarah Federico : recording . So it's just like a raw transcript . But 

5 
00 : 00 : 17 . 270 --> 00 : 00 :19 . 989 
Sarah Federico : at the county we've been trying to use this test 

6 
00 : 00 : 20 . 230 - - > 00 : 00 : 27 . 500 
Sarah Federico : p r oduct called AI Companion, bu t i t onl y works . If o t her 
peop l e within ou r organi za tio n , the coun ty have i t 

7 
00 : 00 : 27.640 --> 00 : 00 : 29 . 240 
Sarah Federico : s o I can ' t record i t . 

8 
00 : 00 : 29 . 490 --> 00 : 00 : 32 . 419 
Sarah Federico : But a lot of times t he AI gets it wrong . So . 

9 
00 : 00 : 32 . 420 --> 00 : 00 : 36 . 819 
Roxanne Wilson : Wrong often, and i t ' s k i nd of fun , though, to read i t . 

10 
00 : 00 : 38 . 450 --> 00 : 00 : 43 . 999 
Sarah Federico : Just not terribly he l pfu l. Have you seen these on ot her 
mee tings? You ' ve been on Joey or Matt t hese AI 

11 
00 : 00 : 44 . 290 --> 00 : 00 : 47 . 300 
Sarah Federico : summaries , or read no t es and things . Yeah . 

12 
00 : 00 : 47 . 790 --> 00 : 00 : 49 . 139 
J oseph DeSant e : You )mow, and we had 
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13 
00 : 00 : 50 . 020 - - > 00 : 00 : 53.749 
,Toseph DeSante : Susie , we had the AI thing , and 

14 
00 : 00 : 55 . 790 --> 00 : 00 : 59 . 7 60 
Joseph DeSante : she mentioned that the AI takes script s , and then 

15 
00 : 00 : 59 . 800 --> 00 : 01 : 01 . 880 
Joseph DeSante : that is now public record . 

16 
00 : 01 : 02 . 360 --> 00 : 01 : 03 .920 
Joseph DeSante : and can be 

17 
00 : 01 : 04 . 260 -- > 00 : 01 :0 6 . 270 
Joseph DeSante : requested by the public . 

18 
00 :01 : 08 . 565 --> 00 : 01 : 09 . 120 
Sarah Federico : Oh ! 

19 
00 : 01 : 09 . 700 - - > 00 : 01 : 14 . 280 
Roxanne Wilson : That ' s why it ' s why the county doesn ' t allow Otter and 
all those other t hings. 

20 
00 :01 : 14 . 930 --> 00 : 01 : 21 . 410 
Sa r ah Federico : Oh , we ' re not allowed t o . We ' re not all owed to use it 
unless if I 'm having a meeting with Roxanne . 

21 
00 : 01 : 21 . 800 --> 00 : 01 : 31 . 1 90 
Sarah Federico : she and I can use it together , o r one of my teammates 
wil l have team meetings with Ro:<anne , and we "ll do i t. But i t ' s kind o f 
funny because i t 

22 
00 : 01 : 31 . 440 --> 00 : 01 : 33 . 940 
Sarah Federico : the AI makes some assumptions . 

23 
00 : 01 : 34 . 370 --> 00 : 01 : 35 . 190 
Sarah Federico : and it 

24 
00 : 01 : 35 . 700 --> 00 : 01 : 42 . 990 
Sarah Feder ico : i t part of i t ' s helpful. So then you start to figure ou t , 
we ll , maybe you need to t a l k a cer tain way when you ' re in these meetings 
with the AI , 
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25 
00 : 01 : 43.280 --> 00 : 01 : 48 . 420 
Sarah Federico : so that it r ecords it correctly because it i t ' s funny we 
had a conversation about 

26 
00 : 01 : 48 . 510 - - > 00 : 01 : 50.799 
Sarah Federico : Suntan Lotion and Spf 

27 
00 : 01 : 51 . 250 --> 00 : 02 : 01 . 250 
Sarah Federico: and the AI . The AI started talking about how we have t o 
prac tice good heal th , care , skin care , and all this stuff whi ch we never 
said . We never even use those words , but it was 

28 
00 : 02 : 02 . 200 --> 00 :02:05 . 630 
Sarah Federico : assumed by AI . But that ' s what we wanted t o say about 

29 
00 : 02 : 06 . 610 --> 00 : 02 : 11 . 350 
Sarah Federico : use Fdf , 50 or something , anyway . 

30 
00 : 02 : 11 . 350 --> 00 : 02 : 14 . 450 
Roxanne Wil s on : Is dignity moves gonna come , or is it Just us . 

31 
00 : 02 : 14 . 980 --> 00 : 02 : 16 . 279 
Sarah Fede rico : They're supposed to be here . 

32 
00 : 02 : 16.830 --> 00 : 02 :17 . 580 
Roxanne Wi ls on : Okay . 

33 
00 : 02 : 20 . 250 --> 00 : 02 : 23 . 509 
Roxanne Wilson : But Matt and J oey, do we ? 

34 
00 : 02 : 23 . 910 --> 00 : 02 : 32 . 286 
Roxanne Wilson : We ' ve been going back and 
engaging with Hcd . Hcd. Had sent out that 

35 
00 : 02 : 33 . 330 --> 00 : 02 : 41 . 430 
Roxanne Wilson : very unhelpful email , saying, we actually talked about 
it . We don't !:now . You probably need to talk to these people in our 
agency . 

36 
00 : 02 : 41 . 490 --> 00:02 : 43 . 690 
Roxanne Wilson : and originally we thought 
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37 
00 : 02 : 44 . 140 --> 00 : 02 : 54.839 
Roxanne Wilson : the sprinklers weren 't going t o cost that much, so we ' 11 
just pay for it , and then the church is open to doing the your . Upon your 
request , I forgot what it's called reciprocal 

38 
00 : 02 : 55 . 630 --> 00 : 02 : 57 . 709 
Roxanne Wilson : easements . I s that what it's called . 

39 
00 : 02 : 59 . 270 --> 00 : 02 : 59 . 920 
Sarah Federico : So the . 

40 
00 : 02 : 59 . 920 --> 00 : 03 : 03 . 449 
Roxanne Wilson : I s open to us , so that ' s great. We thought we had it . I t 
was done . 

41 
00 : 03 : 03 . 650 --> 00 : 03 : 16 . 920 
Roxanne Wilson : but n ow we don't have it , because we ' re finding out. '!'he 
sprinklers can cost up to 500 extra $1 , 000 , which we really don't have. 
We didn ' t have the 1 mill i on to lift the project up . So I am 

42 
00 : 03 : 17 . 140 --> 00 : 03: 23 . 949 
Roxanne Wilson : having our l and use people starting to review this , and 
maybe they can help provide some guidance to us as well . 

43 
00 : 03 : 24 . 330 --> 00 : 03 : 31 . 539 
Roxanne Wilson : But I think that it would be he l pful if we engage with 
tha t o ther department wi thin the agency 

44 
00 : 03 : 31. 640 --> 00 : 03 : 38 . 759 
Roxanne Wilson : of Heel . And see if they can help . I just don ' t want t o do 
i t and make . I don ' t want Watson to fee l Watsonvil le t o feel like 

45 
00 : 03 : 39 . 290 --> 00 : 03 : 41 . 980 
Roxanne Wilson : like I want to do it in partnershi p with Watsonville . 

·16 
00 : 03 : 42 . 240 --> 00 : 03 : 47 . 430 
Roxanne Wilson : Not like we ' re telling the State on what to know . 

47 
00 : 03 : 47 . 820 --> 00 : 03 : 57 . 820 
Roxanne Wilsorl:'so can you , when you get get check in with Susie ? Can you 
Just l et her know that I ' m asking that we do re - engage with the Heel . 
We're just running out of time . 
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48 
00 : 03 : 57 . 980 --> 00 : 03 : 59 . 110 
Roxanne Wi lson : and 

49 
00 : 03 : 59.980 --> 00 : 04 : 06 . 299 
Ro:i-:anne Wilson : I don ' t want , if it s t arts raining now, we ' r e at t he 
point to where we might actually be bu ilding when it's raining 

50 
00 : 04 : 07 . 090 --> 00 : 04 : 13 . 629 
Roi-canne Wilson : so . nd I don ' t want to do that , 
have a lot of issues and the JUSt the pressure 

51 
00 : 04 : 13 . 680 --> 00 : 04 : 15 . 150 
Roxanne Wilson : the -county got 

52 
00 : 04 : 15 . 340 --> 00 : 04 : 23 . 279 
Roxanne Wilson : the money last year , and 1t Just kind of looks like we ' re 
Just sitting on i co the population who is hoping co get served by this 
progtam . 

53 
00 : 04 : 27 . 160 --> 00 : 04 : 29 .560 
Roxanne Wilson : not to ment i on the St ate and t he i r 

54 
00 : 04 : 30 . 180 --> 00 : 04 : 35 . 109 
Roxanne Wilson : task force that 
,:-ome after us at some point . 

55 
00 : 04 : 37.130 --> 00 : 04 : 49 . 130 
Matt Or bach, City of Watsonville : Yeah , I mean, I you know, this did coroe 
up at l ast night ' s council meeting . We had a few neighbors show up an 
not have good things to say about the proposed project . Several Cit 
Counci l members e~-presse 

56 
00 : 04 : 49 . 280 --> 00 : 04 :54 . 980 
Matt Orbach, Ci ty of Watsonvi lle: dismay about how they 
been kept in the dark on this. So you know, I think 

57 
00 : 04 : 55 . 500 --> 00 : 05 : 09 . 02 4 
Ma tt Orbach, City of Watsonville : upstairs and our new city management , 
you know, Tama r a Vitas 1s getting gonna be put in a position where she ' s 
gonna have o present something to them . So you know, I would recorm,end 
def1n1 tely coordi nating with her . 

58 
00 : 05 : 09 . 760 --> 00 : 05 :13 . 349 
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Matt Orbach, City of Watsonville : And you know that can empty up us . But 
what ' s that? 

59 
00 : 05 : 13 . 720 --> 00 : 05 : 20 . 859 
Roxanne Wilson : Presented to the city council twice on this proJect , and 
•,1e · ve done probably like 4 or 5 community engagement sessions . Now . 

60 
00 : 05 : 22 . 155 --> 00 : 05 : 22 . 929 
Roxanne Wilson : So 

61 
00 : 05 : 23 . 320 --> 00 : 05 : 36 . 770 
Ro:,anne Wilson : the neighbors have valid points . I went on a walk wit 
them . Ancl they showed me what their experience was , and actually thei 
probl em e;:isted before we even came right. 

62 
00 : 05 : 36 . 930 --> 00 : 05 : 44 . 260 
Roxanne Wilson : There are issues of people Jumping chat fence , walkin 
down the neighborhood to get to loves and fishes . 

63 
00 : 05 : 44 . 270 --> 00 : 05 : 45 .7 00 
Roxanne Wilson : the 

64 
00 : 05 : 45 . 720 --> 00 : 06 : 03 . 94 9 
Roxanne Wilson : the stuff that was go ing on with the Salvation Army , 
where people were kicked out every morning , and f ol ks were just lingering 
all over the neighborhoods like , it ' s unfortunate , because that preceded 
us . But we're getting a lo t of the pushback , because that's been their 
real live experience with homeless services . 

65 
00 : 06 : 0 4 . 360 --> 00 : 06 : 19 . 700 
Ro:-{anne Wilson : So we ' re doing everythi ng we can to try to he l p rel i eve 
some of that pressure from the community. We ask , dignity moves to 
include a a new wall or a new fence , so that we can fix that fence 
hopping issue , and keep peopl e 

66 
00 : 06 : 19 . 870 --> 00 : 06 : 25 . 290 
Roxanne Wilson : off of that that small , narrow stceet. It ' s not Cherry . I 
don ' t know wha t the name of that street is. 

67 
00 : 06 : 25 . 520 --> 00 : 06 : 29 . 560 
Ro,:anne Wilson : It ' s lil,e right across from the park . You know what I ' m 
talking about. 

68 
00 : 06 : 29 . 850 --> 00 : 06 : 30 .14 0 
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Mat t Orbach , City of Watsonville : Yep . 

69 
00 : 06 : 30 . 850 --> 00 : 06 : 31 .1 69 
Roxanne Wilson : s o the . 

70 
00 : 06 : 31 . 170 --> 00 : 06 : 32 . 300 
Matt Or bach, Ci t y of Watsonville : Al i . I don ' t t hi nk it has it . 

71 
00 : 06 : 32 . 300 --> 00 : 06 : 34 . 080 
Roxanne Wi lson : Yeah, the li tt l e a l ley thing . 

72 
00 : 06 : 3 4.4 60 --> 00 : 06 : 38 . 61 9 
Roxanne Wi lson: So that ne i ghborhood i s the one t hat ' s pushi ng back the 
ha rdest on it . 

73 
00 : 06 : 39 . 590 --> 00 : 06 : 50 . 089 
Roxanne Wilson : And once t hey showed me what t hey were experiencing . I 
totally get it . So we ' re goi ng to try to diver t people and make them take 
regu l ar roads and no t hop t hrough 

74 
00 : 06 : 50 . 430 --> 00 : 06 : 52 . 250 
RoY.anne Wilson : pr i vate property . Yeah. 

75 
00 : 06 : 52 . 250 --> 00 : 06 : 58 . 080 
Matt Orbach , City of Wat sonville : I wasn ' t , you know, trying to discuss 
the merits of the proj ect , or anything . I just from a s ort of aesthetic 

76 
00 : 06 : 58 . 730 --> 00 : 07 : 25 . 390 
Matt Orbach, Cit of Watsonville : Pr perspective . You know what cit 
councils heard related to you know you presenting and saying you · re gonna 
be constructing next month . There's kind of a disconnect between that and 
sort of you know what we've seen internally as staff, where y ou know, we 
technically, f ormally, we ' ve only ever seen y our i nitial submi ttal and 
so , and we provided a guidance letter , and we ·ve no received a recent 
middle since then . So you know, Staff really isn ' t in a position to talk 

77 
00 : 07 : 25 . 390 --> 00 : 07 : 50 . 139 
Matt Orbach, City of Watsonv i lle : or present anything, because we onl ~ 
have what you original y submitted, which was 1n an on an ent1rel 
different parcel and 1n a different address , 111 a different 
configuration . I mean , it ' s not even remotely close o what we've been 
discussing recently . So , you can understand why city management feels 
like they "re put in a bit of predicament 1n terms of how to present 
1nforma ion on this . Given those 2 conflictin 
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]8 
00 : 07 : 50 . 390 --> 00 : 07 : 58 . 1 10 
Hatt Orbach, City of Watsonville : faxes . So I Just wanted t o make yo 
aware of that. So that ' s once again . This 1s that ' s in the 
s realm where you ' re in the you know the plan . 

79 
00 : 07 : 58 .110 --> 00 : 08 : 21 . 900 
Roxanne Wilson : Unl1m1ted 1n 1t . I mean, it ' s similarly, what what I did 
not sa is that we were constructin . What I did say is that we wer~ 
did pass che county had pat approved our agreements , so we were moving 
forward . I was hoping we would have at least had a permit at this by this 
point , but I do recognize that when we move the par cel that c hanged some 
things . 

80 
00 : 08 : 22 . 378 --> 00 : 08 : 29 . 939 
Roxanne Wilson : It' s multifaceted . any different par nPrs , you know , 
11 ke the church i s no involved in these discussions, but it ' s he1 r 
roperty . 

81 
00 : 08 : 30 . 240 --> 00 : 08 : 38 . 860 
Roxanne Wilson: So it "s i t ' s an unfortunate thing . And and when peopl_ 
are really upset , sometimes they "re Just like misund-2rstanding, misenng . 

82 
00 : 08 : 39 . 059 --> 00 : 08 : 43 . 029 
Roxanne Wilson : or Just filling in the blanks when they don ' t hear 
certain things . 

83 
00 : 08 : 43 . 809 --> 00 : 08 : 49 . 289 
Roxanne Wilson : So we do p l an on doing a communi ty input sess i on again on 
June 10th to update . 

84 
00 : 08 : 49 . 339 --> 00:08 : 52 . 1 39 
Roxanne Wilson : But I really would like for us t o have 

85 
00 : 08 : 52 . 829 --> 00 : 09 : 08 . 51 9 
Roxanne Wilson : this part done so . We can present it to the community . I 
hate going to the community empty handed . It just causes more of that 
type of narrative , you know, like , we don ' t know what ' s going on . And 
it ' s li ke , yeah , we don 't know what ' s going on , e ither . 

86 
00 : 09 : 08 . 520 --> 00 : 09 : 29 . 230 
Matt Orbach , City of Watsonville : Well , when you say so when you say clone 
I think that ' s where you know Joey and I have taken in last meeti~ 
brought up , you know, up t o this point it ' s been a very piecemeal siloed 
approach to reviewing this from the city ' s perspec ive . This is not gonna 

m' l I un 
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be done until we get a resubmit, all f o rmal resubmittal that we can 
review with all the city departments t o ensure 

87 
00 : 09 : 29 . 230 - - > 00 : 09 : 58 . 231 
Matt Orbach , City of Watsonville : that this complies with . You know al l 
the public work s tandards , the building codes , you know . It ' s it's real ly 
not much p lanning related . But you kn ow, we need to do that full review 
from a ll city depar tments before we c an deem this complete . And you know 
I I ' m not probabl y seeing that happening before June 10 . th At this p oint 
given, you l:now what I heard at the last meeting about , you know, no t 
even knowing which exac t modular units you were gonna use , and having not 
looked at, you know, fire access and things like that . I mean , there ' s 

88 
00 : 09 : 59 . 070 --> 00 : 10 : 00 . 39 9 
Matt Orbach, City of Watsonville : It seems like . 

89 
00 : 10 : 00 . 5 60 --> 00 : 10 : 00 . 8 79 
Roxanne Wilson : To do ? 

90 
00 : 10 : 00 . 880 --> 00 : 10 : 01 . 230 
Matt Or bach, Ci ty of Watsonville : Really away . 

91 
00 : 1 0 : 0 1 . 640 --> 00 : 10 : 02 . 050 
Matt Or bach , City of Watsonville : So I. 

92 
00 : 10 : 02 . 050 --> 00 : 10 : 10 . 259 
Marissa Brown : I do want t o talk abou t fire a ccess. Sorry I was l ate , and 
I realized we don ' t have ticket anymo r e . Song. We had 

93 
00 : 10 : 10 . 470 --> 00 : 10 : 12 . 72 0 
Marissa Brown : an initial meeting wi t h 

94 
00 :10 : 13 . 590 --> 00 : 10 : 20 . 249 
Marissa Brown: wi th mos t of this group , and that was one of the 1st 
things on our list was discussing fire access. 

95 
00 : 10 : 20 . 730 --> 00 : 10 : 25 . 059 
Marissa Brown : because what we were p resent ed with was an ex i sting site 
that had 

96 
00 : 10 : 25 . 200 --> 00 : 10 : 27 . 720 
Marissa Brown : a fire access land that did not meet 

97 
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00 : 10 : 28 . 250 --> 00 : 10:30.409 
Marissa Brown : state requirements or Cal. 

98 
00 : 10 : 30 . 730 --> 00 : 10 : 32 . 719 
Marissa Brown : C CFC . Requirements . 

99 
00 : 10 : 32 . 890 --> 00 : 10 : 34 . 110 
Marissa Brown: and 

100 
00 : 10 : 34 . 130 --> 00 : 10 : 37 . 319 
Marissa Brown : we didn · t hear~ t ,...h_a_c ___ A~ s-"" 

101 
00: 10:37 . 730 --> 00 : 10:40 . 899 
Marissa 

c!.02 
00 : 10 : 41 . 390 --> 00 : 10 : 44 . 190 
Marissa Brown : we we depend o 

103 
00 : 10 : 44 . 740 --> 00 : 10 : 51 . 269 
Marissa Brown : you guys as much as anyone to help guide us to what can be 
done on this sit 

104 
00 : 10 : 51 . 440 --> 00 : 10 : 53 . 929 
Harissa Brown : when there ' s not a proper turnaround that meets 

105 
00 :10 : 54 . 050 --> 00:10 : 55 . 550 
Marissa Brown : CFC guidelines . 

106 
00 :1 0 : 56.550 --> 00 : 11 : 03 . 665 
Matt Orbach, Ci ty of Watsonville : And once again, when we get a formal 
Lisa middle , we can provide you with that guidance. I'm not sure who is 
in the meeting. 

107 
00 : 11 : 03 .950 --> 00 : 11 : 04 . 520 
Marissa Brown : So . 

108 
00 : 11 : 04 . 520 --> 00 : 11 : 05 . 779 
Matt Orbach, City of Watsonville: Last me<:ting , so . 

109 
00 :11 : 05 . 780 - - > 00 : 11 : 10 . 511 
Marissa Brown : Okay, yeah . I' m not sure why you weren't on this call that 
we had I think it was 
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110 
00 : 11 : 11 . 480 --> 00 : 11 : 13 . 0 1 7 
Marissa Brovm : March or Ap r il 

111 
00 : 11 : 14 . 120 --> 00 : 11 : 15.580 
Marissa Brown : but we? 

112 
00 : 11 : 17 . 000 --> 00 : 11 : 25 . 060 
Marissa Brown : I think we are looking f or guide guidance ahead of going 
in for a formal resubmittal, because if a turnaround . 

113 
00 : 11 : 26 . 070 --> 00 : 11 : 29 . 020 
Marissa Brown: a specific s i ze of turnaround is required . 

114 
00 : 11 : 29 . 130 --> 00 : 11 : 34 . 149 
Marissa Brown : Or if this 12 foot fire access lane needs to become a 20 
foot lane . 

115 
00 : 11 : 34 . 400 --> 00 : 11 : 37 . 280 
Marissa Brown : then that has the potential to 

116 
00 : 11 : 38 . 660 --> 00 : 11 : 40 . 899 
Marissa Brown : impact this site layout 

117 
00 : 11 : 42 . 070 --> 00 : 11 : 43 . 330 
Marissa Brown : drastically . 

118 
00 : 11 : 43 . 720 --> 00 : 11 : 49 . 160 
Marissa Brown : Yeah . So we would not want to move f o rward and document 

119 
00 : 11 : 49 . 890 --> 00 : 11 : 53 . 780 
Marissa Brown: a permit set is essentially what y o u ' re asking for . I 
believe. 

120 
00 : 11 : 54 . 910 --> 00 : 12 : 03 . 829 
Marissa Brown : With all o f o u r consultants, and , you know , identify where 
t he e l ectrical is going , where where a ll the ut ili ties are coming from , 
and then f ind out that 

121 
00 : 12 : 04 . 160 --> 00 : 12 : 05 . 8 1 9 
Marissa Brown : the site doesn't work 
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122 
00 : 12 : 06 . 250 - -> 00 : 12 : 07 . 860 
Marissa Brown : because o f fi re access . 

123 
00 : 12 : 10 . 050 --> 00 : 12 : 29 . 21 9 
Roxanne Wilson : I thinlc that that · s been the struggle with everyone, i 
cha we had . There was the initial submission we got . They got back 
letter that said, all of these things need to be addressed . And they ' re 
:rying to configure and say, is this , okay? Is this okay? J>.nd I think 
:hat that ' s why it feels piecemaled , if you prefer 

124 
00 : 12 : 29 . 380 --> 00 : 12 : 31 . 859 
Roxanne Wilson : for them t o come back with a whole . 

125 
00 : 12 : 31 . 890 --> 00 : 12 : 38 . 189 
Roxanne Wilson : a whole proposal . It does seem like that may prolong it , 
but I could be wrong . I'm not a designer , so . 

126 
00 : 12 : 38 . 190 --> 00 : 12 : 42 . 509 
Matt Or bach, City of Watsonvi l le : I thi nk a lot of this is , maybe you 
guys aren ' t in this indust ry directly . But . 

127 
00 : 12 : 42 . 510 --> 00 : 12 : 43 . 230 
Roxanne Wilson : Not . 

128 
00 : 12 : 43 . 230 --> 00 : 12 : 49 . 659 
Matt Orbach , Ci ty of Watsonville : What you ' re proposing is what 
deve l opers and p r operty owners try t o do on eve ry single project is that 
they try to reach out to individual departments . 

129 
00 : 12 : 50 . 0 60 --> 00 : 12 : 55 . 899 
Mat t Orbach , City of Watsonville : Ge t this answe r, and then they' 11 say, 
well that a person approved it . You need to approve it this and that , and 
so our l ine always is . 

130 
00 : 12 : 56 . 010 --> 00 : 12 : 59 . 869 
Matt Orbach, Ci ty of Watsonville : pu t all your p l ans together into a f ul l 
submittal , and we will review it . 

131 
00 : 12 : 59 . 870 --> 00 : 13 : 00 . 779 
Marissa Brown : Yeah, that' s about . 

132 
00 : 13 : 00 . 780 --> 00 : 13 : 06 . 219 
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Matt Orbach , City of Watsonville : And then you can address all of i t at 
once . And because these things a re a l l interrelated . So , answering one 
quest i on . 

133 
00 : 13 : 06.220 --> 00 : 13 : 06 . 850 
Marissa Brown : It i s not . 

134 
00 : 13 : 06 . 850 --> 00 : 13 : 07 . 280 
Matt Or bach , Ci ty of Watsonville : Going t o answe r . 

135 
00 : 13 : 07 . 860 --> 00 : 13 : 08 . 78 0 
Matt Orbach, City o f l<latsonville : Questions . 

136 
00 :13 : 09 . 150 --> 00 : 13 : 16 . 430 
Ma riss a Brown : Yeal,, for sure . And we agree . That ' s how we typic ally 
wor k. We don ' t try to do t h i ngs piecemeal. But we . 

137 
00 : 13 : 16 . 630 --> 00 : 13 : 26 . 159 
J-!arissa Brown : I guess I'm tcying to understand . Are you tal king abou t a 
permi t submit t al? Or a re you talking a pre-application submittal because 
they ' re 2 different things? They' re 2 different levels of deve lopment . 

138 
00 : 13 : 26 . 620 --> 00 : 13 : 28.010 
Matt Or ba ch, Ci ty of Watsonville : So l i ke we s ti l l talk . 

139 
00 :13 : 28 . 440 --> 00 : 13 : 29 . 650 
Joseph DeSante : Can we go ahead ? 

140 
00 : 13 : 30 . 530 --> 00 : 13 : 33 . 080 
Joseph DeSante : Given the t i meframes , we don ' t have time 

141 
00 : 13 : 33 . 760 --> 00 :13 : 35 . 200 
J oseph DeSante : f or pre apps . 

142 
00 : 13 : 35 . 290 --> 00 : 13 : 43 . 440 
Joseph DeSante : There have been many conversations to the point is , t he 
original floo r p l an has changed out . We don ' t know . 

143 
00 : 13 : 43 . 570 --> 00 : 13 : 48 . 760 
,Joseph DeSante : St ill , don ' t have confi rmation . If i t ' s goi ng to be 
sprinklered o r not , we don ' t have the type of housing uni t s proposed . I 
think . 
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144 
00 ;13 ; 48 . 760 --> 00 ; 13 ; 49 . 150 
Marissa Brown : Ri ght . 

145 
00 ;13 : 49 . 150 --> 00 : 13 : 51 . 059 
Joseph DeSant e ; And I spolce about i s . 

146 
00 :13 : 51 . 080 --> 00 : 13 : 52 . 990 
Joseph DeSante ; we need a 

147 
00 :13 : 53 . 330 --> 00:13 : 55 . 019 
Jos eph DeSante : while i t could be deferred . 

148 
00 : 13 : 55 . 640 --> 00 ; 14 : 01 . 980 
Jos eph DeSante : We needed . The city o f Watsonvi lle needs an understanding 
of wha t t his pro ject looks l ike in its t otality . 

14 9 
00 :14 : 02 . 730 --> 00 : 14 : 11.000 
Joseph DeSante : How many uni ts is the r e medical services? I s there food 
services? Is there? Where ' s the water? Where ' s t he sewer? Whe re's the 
electrical . 

150 
00 : 14 : 11 . 330 - - > 00 : 14 : 16 . 339 
Joseph DeSante : How high is this raised? How is it going t o be raised? 
How are we dressi ng with Fema? Are we doing 

151 
00 :14 : 16 . 620 - -> 00 :14 : 24 . 160 
Joseph DeSante : separate proj ects on 5, Terry or main o r t he other 
parcel . There ' s mul tiple parcels . 

152 
00 :14 : 24 . 480 --> 00 : 14 : 47 . 480 
Joseph DeSante : How long does this last? Does the Monterey County on this 
project f or the 1st 2 years , till the funding runs out . And then, after 
that , what occu r s on the next day? Does this p r oject need t o go away? 
Does the project type go c hange , you know? When does the county of Santa 
Cruz take it over? Do t hey take it ove r? What d oes that l ook like ? What ' s 
the totality of t he projec t? I s it f o r 5 years no t to exceed . You know 
there ' s so many 

153 
00 :14 : 47 . 740 --> 00 : 14 : 49 . 880 
Joseph DeSante: vari ab l es that will 

154 
00 : 14 : 51 . 450 - - > 00 : 14 : 52 . 480 
.Joseph DeSante : d i ct a te 
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155 
00 : 14 : 53 . 560 --> 00 : 15 : 01 . 330 
Joseph DeSante : how the code is applied to this project , and there are so 
many ambiguity , so much amb i guity cu rrently that 

156 
00 :15 : 02 . 180 - - > 00 : 15 : 06 . 310 
Joseph DeSante: we can ' t explain the project to council or to the publ i c . 

157 
00 : 15 : 06 . 660 --> 00 :15 : 08 .390 
Joseph DeSante : Because there is no answer 

158 
00 : 15 : 08 . 410 --> 00 : 15 : 11 . 520 
Joseph DeSante : I got . Yeah, I don't . I don 't l:now any of t hose answers . 

159 
00 : 15 :11. 520 --> 00 : 15 : 11 . 880 
Marissa Brown : You know . 

160 
00 :15 :11. 880 --> 00 :1 5 : 16 . 519 
Joseph DeSante : All of those answers need to be p r ovided befo r e Staff can 
adequately look at . 

161 
00 : 15 : 16 . 520 --> 00 : 15 : 17 . 030 
Marissa Brown : Okay . 

162 
00 :15 : 17 . 090 --> 00 : 15 : 18 . 260 
Joseph DeSante : Projec t , from. 

163 
00 : 15 :18 . 260 --> 00 : 15 : 19 . 829 
Matt Orbach , City of Watsonvi ll e : Some of the . 

164 
00 :15:1 9 . 830 --> 00 : 15 : 20 . 270 
Marissa Brown: Si de . 

165 
00 :15 : 20 . 270 --> 00 : 15 : 28 . 130 
Mat t Orbach , City of Wat sonvi lle : Appl i cation . By the way, so t hi s 
wou ldn ' t be a new application . I mean , you ' d j ust be addressing all those 
comments in the l etter that you rece i ved back l ast year. 

166 
00 : 15 : 28 . 130 --> 00 : 15 : 28 . 679 
Marissa Brown: But it is . 

167 
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00 : 15 : 28 . 925 --> 00 : 15 : 31 .130 
Matt Orbach, City of Watsonville : Sti ll part o f that. It ' s not a separate 
thing . 

168 
00 : 15 : 3 1 . 360 --> 00 : 15 : 32 . 767 
Ma ri ssa Brown : Ri ght . But I guess 

169 
00 : 15 : 3 4 . 190 --> 00 : 15 : 38 .1 79 
Marissa Brown : t he the thing that I see as mos t 

170 
00 : 15 : 38 . 360 --> 00 : 15 : 42 . 549 
Marissa Brown : impactful t o the site d esign is fire a ccess . 

171 
00 : 15 : 43 . 430 --> 00 : 15 : 47 . 199 
Marissa Brown : So c ur rently on this site . This s i te does n o t have 

172 
00 : 15 : 48 . 430 --> 00 : 15 : 56 . 67 9 
Marissa Brown: CFC guide line approve fir e access . So we wou l d . That ' s 1 
thing that we need to talk about n ow that will i mpact 

173 
00 : 15 : 5 7 . 390 --> 00 : 15 : 58 .77 0 
Marissa Brown: the site . Design. 

17 4 
00 :1 6 : 01.770 --> 00 : 16 : 02 . 260 
Marissa Brown : Okay? 

175 
00 : 16: 03 . 050 --> 00 :1 6 : 03 . 950 
Marissa Brown : Sadly . 

176 
00 : 1 6 : 03 . 950 --> 00 : 16 : 04 . 4 30 
Joseph DeSante : Awesome , I g uess . 

177 
00 : 16 : 04 . 430 --> 00 : 16 : 04 . 890 
Marissa Brown : Impact . 

178 
00 : 16 : 04 . 890 --> 00 : 16 : 08 . 369 
Joseph DeSante : Response t o that is , if we don 't have the . 

179 
00 : 1 6 : 09 . 510 --> 00 : 16 : 14 . 470 
Joseph DeSante : What I think I know so far is that we need t o have unit s 
for 34 people . 
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180 
00 :16 : 14 . 650 --> 00 : 16 : 23 . 969 
Joseph DeSante ; We haven 't picked out the modulars . Whether or not they 
have en suites , whether we need t o pr ovide medical, whethe r we need t o 
provide these other services . How do you know how large 

181 
00 :16 : 24 . 04 0 --> 00 : 16 : 26 . 190 
Joseph DeSante : your housing 

182 
00 : 16 : 26 . 210 --> 00 : 16 : 29 . 029 
Joseph DeSante: area wi ll be to malte the a ccurate 

183 
00 : 16 : 29 . 310 --> 00 : 16 : 31 . 139 
Joseph DeSante ; determination of how much 

184 
00 :1 6 : 31 . 630 --> 00 : 16 : 37 . 930 
Joseph DeSante : we need? We need to. You need t o pi:esent something , and 
t hen Staff could l ook at it and say, you might not meet 

185 
00 :16 : 38 . 400 --> 00 : 16 : 39 . 410 
Joseph DeSante: le tter 

186 
00 : 16 : 40 . 000 --> 00 : 16 : 42 . 44 0 
Joseph DeSante : fire, code access , but 

187 
00 : 16 :4 3 . 060 --> 00 : 16 : 48 .490 
J oseph DeSante : you might have access here . You mi ght be able to do 
something . Her e . I s it spr:inklecl? 

188 
00 :16 : 49 . 007 --> 00 : 16 : 52 . 879 
,Joseph DeSar,te : Maybe you have to do a dry star,d pipe . You kn ow there ' s 
the re' s 

189 
00 : 16 : 53.540 -- > 00 : 17 : 01 . 610 
Joseph DeSante : ways there ' s prescript i ve . And then there ' s performance 
based codes . You know, the fire code that they're all either prescrip tive 
and o r performance . 

190 
00 : 17 : 01 . 690 --> 00 : 17 : 03 . 909 
Joseph DeSante : You c an ' t do anythi ng performance . 

191 
00 : 17 : 03 . 910 --> 00 : 17 : 04 . 579 
Marissa Brown : Ri ght . 
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192 
00 : 17 : 04 . 589 --> 00 : 17:06 . 809 
-1oseph DeSante : Prescriptive until you have a plan and . 

193 
00 :1 7 : 06 . 810 --> 00 : 17 : 10 . 510 
Marissa Brown : Yeah, and we do have a plan . We we do have a test fit . 

194 
00 : 17 : 10 . 599 --> 00:17 : 15 . 829 
Marissa Brown : We based it on a certain type of unit . These are not en 
sui tes . We have separate . 

195 
00 : 17 :17 . 339 --> 00 : 17 : 19 . 579 
Marissa Brown : restroom shower units 

196 
00 : 17 : 22 . 010 --> 00 : 17 : 25 .939 
Marissa Brown : di gnity moves is getting pricing f rom, I think , 3 othe r 
vendors 

197 
00 :17 : 26 . 260 --> 00 : 17 : 28 . 069 
Mariss a Brown : whose uni t s are smaller . 

198 
00 : 17 : 28 . 590 --> 00 : 17 : 33 . 330 
Marissa Brown : So I do you know the what? What we presented on the 19 . th 

199 
00 : 17 : 33 . 600 --> 00 : 17 : 34 . 100 
Joseph DeSante : A. 

200 
00 : 17 : 34. 375 --> 00 :17 : 35 . 750 
Marissa Brown : I know that there's a 

201 
00 : 17 : 36 . 168 --> 00 : 17 : 42 . 509 
Marissa Brown : ei-!it separat i on distance that we need to solve , for which 
we have . We just haven't republished a a test a test fit . 

202 
00 : 17 : 42 . 640 --> 00 : 17 : 50 . 730 
Marissa Brown : We since we i ssued the revised test fit on the 25 , th 
which accommodated a 10 f oo t rear ya r d . 

203 
00 : 17 : 51.659 --> 00 : 17 : 52 . 529 
Marissa Brown : Cl earance 

204 
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00 : 17 : 52 . 570 --> 00:17 : 57 . 869 
Marissa Brown : for zoning . We have since heard that that ' s not required . 
We can do the 5 foot setback 

205 
00 : 17 : 58 . 650 --> 00 : 18 : 00 . 860 
Marissa Brown : at the rear . So 

206 
00 : 18 : 00 . 910 --> 00 : 18 : 06 . 009 
Marissa Brown : I , from my perspective , we are getting kind of piecemeal 
information as well 

207 
00 :18 : 06.360 --> 00 : 18 : 14 . 500 
Marissa Brown : we cannot answer , like half of you r questions were process 
related that are outside of our scope , and it a r e honest l y , not even 

208 
00 : 18 : 14 . 830 --> 00 : 18 : 19 . 429 
Marissa Brown : necessarily i n dignity , move scope . Theytr:e questions 
about how long the site ' s going t o be used . 

209 
00 : 18 : 21 . 160 --> 00 : 18 : 23 . 480 
Marissa Brown : you know, we ' ve heard as little as 2 years 

210 
00 : 18 : 23 . 980 --> 00 : 18 : 24 . 715 
Marissa Brown : we 

211 
00 : 18 : 25 . 990 --> 00 : 18 : 31 . 070 
Marissa Brown : have presented a pathway for you guys to accept 

212 
00 :18 : 31 . 760 --> 00 : 18 : 33 . 870 
Marissa Brown : a l A h fire rated 

213 
00 :18 : 34 . 080 --> 00 : 18 : 37 . 290 
Marissa Brown : protection as a demis i ng wall be t ween uni t s . 

214 
00 : 18 : 37 . 620 --> 00 : 18 : 41 .7 20 
Marissa Brown : We ' ve heard clearly that that's not accep table . So we are 

215 
00 : 18 : 42 . 000 --> 00 : 18 : 48 . 520 
Marissa Brown : talking about sprinkling the site . Now , if there is an 
alternative to not sprinkl ing the site . 

216 
00 :18 : 48 . 900 --> 00 : 18 : 50 . 480 

197 Attachment 5 
21 of 266

Attachment 15: Page 264 of 512



Marissa Brown : we should t alk about t hat . 

217 
00 : 18 : 51 . 080 --> 00 : 18 : 55 . 000 
Roxanne Wilson : There's an intere sting thing back in Janua ry , I think 

218 
00 : 18 : 55 . 130 - - > 00 : 19 : 00 . 110 
Roxanne Wilson : Susie did email me sayi ng that sprinkl e rs were not 
necessary . 

219 
00 : 19 : 00 . 490 --> 00 : 19 : 04 . 660 
Roxanne Wilson : So something has c h anged , and I don ' t know what it i s . 

220 
00 : 19 : 0 4 . 660 --> 00 : 1 9 : 1 5 . 51 9 
Joseph DeSante : So that so l et me jump in there , l et me jump i n there . I 
I p r ovided tha t i nformation to Susie back in t he day when th i s proj e ct 
1st came across my desk , and there was a bill Ab. 42 

221 
00 : 19 : 15 . 540 --> 00 : 19 : 19 . 560 
Joseph DeSan te : that provi des provi s i ons to not p r ovide sp rink l ers f o r 

222 
00 : 1 9 :1 9 . 590 --> 00 : 19 : 21 . 039 
Joseph DeSante : thi s type o f u se . 

223 
00 : 1 9 : 2 1 . 210 --> 00 : 19 : 23 . 230 
Joseph DeSante : That is why Hcd . 

224 
00 : 19 : 23 . 330 --> 00 : 19 : 25 . 859 
Joseph DeSante : Was reached out to is because 

225 
00 : 19 : 26 . 080 --> 00 : 19 : 30 .1 99 
Joseph DeSante : the project did n ' t comp l y with a l l of the requirement s of 
A, B 4 2 . 

226 
00 : 19 : 30 . 200 --> 00 : 19 : 31 . 290 
Roxanne Wi l son : Maybe 42 , t herefore . 

227 
00 : 1 9 : 3 1 . 290 --> 00 : 19 : 32 . 630 
Joseph DeSante : Or eat . 

228 
00 : 1 9 : 32 . 870 --> 00 : 1 9 : 42 . 454 
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Joseph DeSante : A, B 42 eliminates the sprinkler requirements . They , this 
project , as designed, currently doesn ' t meet that requirement , the t he 11 
prescriptive r equ i rements . 

229 
00 : 19 : 43 . 470 --> 00 : 19 : 49 . 420 
Joseph DeSante : I t doesn' t meet that . So you don ' t meet t hat legislat i on 
legislative waving of the sprinkler . 

230 
00 : 19 : 49.420 --> 00 : 19 : 52 . 340 
Roxanne Wilson : I s it because the uni t s are so c l ose to e ach other . 

231 
00 :19 : 52 . 340 --> 00 : 19 : 54 . 899 
Harissa Brown : They? We don ' t have the 6 foot separation . 

232 
00 :19 : 56 . 430 - -> 00 : 19 : 58 . 660 
Roxanne Wilson : Okay, that makes a lot of sense . I t clears i t up from . 

233 
00 : 19 : 58 . 660 --> 00 : 20 : 06 . 549 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : Real qu i ck . So yeah, the who l e six- f oot 
separation can be addressed by selecting a certai n type of vendor 

234 
00 : 20 : 06 . 730 --> 00 : 20 : 10.569 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : where I don ' t have to have sprinklers in 
the in those units . 

23 5 
00 : 20 : 10 . 830 --> 00 : 20 : 15 . 989 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : So , f or example , white ar t i s one of the 
weekend you said part of t he 6 . th But 

236 
00 : 20 :1 6 . 050 --> 00:20 : 17 . 070 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : preparation 

237 
00:20 : 17 . 450 --> 00 : 20 :18 . 300 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : goal. 

238 
00 : 20 : 18.610 --> 00 : 20 : 20 . 630 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : I guess that ' s kind of an option . I f 

239 
00 : 20 : 20 . 900 --> 00:20 : 24 . 799 
Carlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : Gens l er and Baby moves , wants to move 
fo rward with t ha t i mplement . 

240 
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00 : 20 : 25 . 225 --> 00 : 20 : 32 . 879 
Marissa Brown : I don ' t . I don ' t think i t ' s quite that straightforward . 
Ab , 42 applies to all vendors , and 

241 
00 : 20 : 32.960 --> 00 : 20 : 36 . 269 
Marissa Brown : it does specifical ly require a 6 f oot separ ation . 

242 
00 : 20 : 36 . 780 --> 00 : 20 : 39 . 739 
Marissa Brown : The draft versi on o f A . B, 42 

243 
00 : 20 : 39 . 750 --> 00 : 20 : 42.450 
Marissa Brown : a l l owed f o r either 

244 
00 : 20 : 42.480 -- > 00 : 20 : 44 . 400 
Marissa Brown : a 6 foot separation 

245 
00 : 20 : 44 . 870 --> 00 : 20 : 47,120 
Marissa Brown : or a lA h fire rating . 

246 
00 : 20 : 47 . 925 --> 00 : 20 : 48 . 490 
Marissa Brown: o r 

247 
00 : 20 : 49 . 030 --> 00 : 20 : 53 . 280 
Mariss a Brown : 24 , 7 firewatch dedicated firewatch, staff . 

248 
00 : 20 : 53 . 280 --> 00 : 20 : 54 . 085 
Ca rlos Nuno - Santa Cruz County : Right . 

249 
00 : 20 : 54, 890 - - > 00 : 20 : 57 . 1 90 
Marissa Brown : That is not the 

250 
00 : 20 : 57. 300 --> 00 : 21 : 06 . 959 
Marissa Brown : final versi o n of A. B 42 that we can apply . I know we 
talked last week about firewat ch being an option that would eliminate 
need f o r 

251 
00 : 21: 08 . 35 7 --> 00 : 2 1:12 . 340 
Marissa Brown : t he fire! The the 6 f oot separation! 

252 
00:21 :12 . 470 --> 00 : 21 : 13 . 190 
Marissa Brown : But 
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265 
00 : 22 : 06 . 700 --> 00 : 22 :10 . 830 
Marissa Brown : Go through the process of designing the site with 
assumptions 

266 
00 : 22 : 12 . 000 --> 00 : 22 : 15 . 520 
Marissa Brown : on l y to find o ut during your permit review 

267 
00 : 22 : 15.530 --> 00 : 22 : 18 . 650 
Marissa Brown : the site wi ll not wo rk as designed . 

268 
00 : 22 : 18 . 690 --> 00 : 22 : 27 . 740 
Marissa Brown : we would not have time t o go through that t wice . So that ' s 
why we prefer t o come at this with a pre-application. Understand 
everything upfront that's required. 

269 
00 : 22 : 27 . 780 --> 00 : 22 : 30 . 099 
11arissa Brown : so that we know what we ' re designi ng to. 

270 
00 : 22 : 30 . 330 --> 00 : 22 : 34 . 089 
Joseph DeSante : And that ' s so . That's my point . And and I, I agree . 

271 
00 : 22 : 34 . 710 --> 00 : 22 : 37 . 969 
Joseph DeSante : and Staff will obviousl y review this 

272 
00 : 22 : 38 . 280 --> 00 : 22 : 43 . 840 
Joseph DeSante : as timely as we can . But my statement of not doing the 
free app is . 

273 
00 : 22 : 44.140 --> 00 : 22 : 45 . 490 
Joseph DeSante : pick a floor plan . 

274 
00 : 22 : 45 . 780 --> 00 : 22 :50 . 941 
Joseph DeSante : Tell us this is what we ' re gonna go with . Does it work? 
And we can . We can move it f orward . 

275 
00 : 22 : 52.130 --> 00 : 23 : 07 . 140 
Joseph DeSante : I I thinlc there's a l ot o f questions , you know, befo r e 
the meeting last week , Susie told me . Okay, they ' re gonna sprinkle it . 
Roxanne ' s found money . We ' re gonna sprinkler it . And then we h cl a 
conve rsation at t hat meeting that maybe we ' re not gonna sp rinkler i t. And 
so there's a lot of back and f orth , and . 
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276 
00 : 23 : 07 . 1 40 --> 00 : 23 : 08 . 840 
Marissa Brown : Yeah , I ag ree . 

277 
00 : 23 : 08 . 840 --> 00 : 23 : 12 . 849 
Joseph DeSante : I thin!: we j ust need to picl:. We need to pick . We need to 
pick something and then 

278 
00 : 23 : 1 2 . 960 --> 00 : 23 : 15 . 319 
Joseph DeSante: run, run wi th it . 

279 
00 : 23 : 15 . 770 --> 00 : 23 : 25 . 689 
Joseph DeSante : You know, s t aff could assist 50 , 000 or 500 , 000 for the 
sp rink l er sys t em . I spoke t o Jim Di az , who ' s t he fi re ma r shal after our 
conve rsation las t week 

280 
00 : 23 : 25 . 880 --> 00 : 23 : 27 . 069 
Joseph DeSant e : and asked t hem . 

28 1 
00 : 23 : 29 . 240 - - > 00 : 23 : 31 . 789 
Joseph DeSante : They ' re gonna have t o provide p l umbed wate r 

282 
00 : 23 : 31 . 970 --> 00 : 23 : 32 . 989 
Joseph DeSante : to the si t e . 

283 
00 : 23 : 33 . 020 --> 00 : 23 : 34 . 640 
Joseph DeSante : My ques t ion to him is . 

284 
00 : 23 : 3 4. 830 --> 00 : 23 : 36 . 860 
Joseph DeSante : can you r un a dedicat ed S, 

285 
00 : 23 : 36 . 890 --> 00 : 23 : 38 . 230 
Joseph DeSante : a . Shared 

286 
00 : 23 : 38 . 400 --> 00 : 23 : 41. 889 
Joseph DeSante : potable wat er sprinkler water line and tee of f 

287 
00 : 23 : 42 . 430 --> 00 : 23 : 43 . 110 
Joseph DeSante : at 

288 
00 : 23 : 43 . 820 --> 00 : 23 : 48 . 939 
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Watsonville 
City Clerk 

December 3, 2024 Planning Commission 
Meeting 

SUMMARY KEYWORDS 
planning commission, zoning approval, low barrier navigation center, administrative review permit, 
public comments, conflict of interest, project compliance, state regulations, emergency shelter, housing 
navigation , supportive services, legal analysis, non-conforming use, public records, entitlement review 

SPEAKERS 
Mary Wagner, Catalina Torres, Lucy Rojas, Marta Bulaich, Matt Orbach, Brando Sencion, Peter Radin, 
Justin Meek, Ilia Bulaich, Peter Radin, Jenni Veitch-Olson , Dan Dodge, Roxanne Wilson 

Peter Radin 00:00 
_ found in the center of the device prior to speaking, then press and hold the same button to turn the 
audio device off. Please share the audio devices. Also, for recording purpose, if you wish to address 
the Planning Commission, please fill out a yellow speaker card found in the podium and place it in the 
box at the podium. Make sure to state your name before speaking. And you're limited to three 
minutes. And with that, let's conduct the roll. 

Garbled. -----

GARBLED 00:52 
I'll go ahead and do rollcall. All right. OK. 

GARBLED 1:06 
Acosta, Dodge, Radin 

PeterRadin 01 :1· 
Present. 

Unclear 
Rojas 

Lucy Rojas 01 :17 
Rojas, here 

Unclear 
Sencion 
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Brando Sencion 
Here. 

Unclear 
Meldahl 

Vaness Meldahl 
Here. 

Unclear 
Veitch-olson. 

Veitch-Olson 
Here. 

Unclear 
We have quorum 

Peter Radin 01 :29 
Thank you. Now I will entertain a motion to excuse the absent planning commissioners. Do we have a 
motion to that effect? 

GARBLED 

Brando Sencion 
I'll second. 

Peter Radin 
Okay, so the motion has been moved and seconded. All those in favor of the motion. We need to call 
the roll. 

Unclear 
Sure. All those in favor, Aye? 

Unclear 01 :57 
Aye. Aye. Aye. 

Peter Radin 1 :53 
And now let's have the Pledge Allegiance to the Flag. And I'm inviting new Planning Commissioner and 
our outgoing Planning Commissioner, to lead the Pledge. 

Vanessa Meldahl 02:28 
Pledge recited. 
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Peter Radin 02:34 
I will move now to Item 3 on the agenda, which is presentations and oral communications. The time is 
set aside from members of the general public to address the Planning Commission on any item not on 
the agenda for tonight, which is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Planning Commission. No 
action or discussion shall be taken on any item presented, except that any Commissioner may respond 
to statements made or questions asked or may ask questions for clarification. All matters of an 
administrative nature will be referred to Staff. All matters relating to Planning Commission will be noted 
in the minutes and may be scheduled for discussion at a future meeting or referred to Staff for 
clarification and report. Any Commissioner may place matters brought up under oral communications 
on a future agenda. All speakers are asked to announce their name in order to obtain a record for the 
minutes. 

So do we have anyone from the public who would like to address items not on tonight's agenda? 

Seeing no one, we will now turn to the Commissioners and invite them to share any oral comments 
they would like to make. And the minutes will show that Commissioner Dodge has arrived. 

Any oral communications from the Commission? Okay? Seeing none. We can move to public 
hearings, and the matter before us is a resolution of the Planning Commission of the City of 
Watsonville, denying an appeal of Zoning Administrator approval of an administrative review permit for 
a low-barrier navigation center located at 118 First Street, 5 Cherry Court, and 120 First Street (APNs 
017-172-32, 31, and 35.) And __ approval by the Zoning Administrator of administrative permit and 
finding the project exempt from review under California Environmental Quality Act, CEQA. pursuant to 
guidelines, Section 15268. We'll begin process with a presentation from the City Staff. 

Matt Orbach 4:59 
Thank you. Vice Chair, Radin. 

Jenni Veitch-Olson 05: 10 
Yes, Commissioner, Veitch-Olson 

Jenni Veitch-Olson 05: 17 
Thank you. I understand that the City has received a letter from the Appellant, Appellant alleging that I 
have a conflict of interest in this item. I have worked with the City Attorney's office, and I do not believe 
that I have a conflict. In fact, many of the allegations in the letter are factually inaccurate. Specifically, 
neither my husband nor I have ever received any income from the Applicant, Monterey County, or 
Westview Presbyterian Church. While my husband has previously been employed by the Presbytery, 
our family has not received any income from __ from 2022 and has never received any income from 
Westview Church. Nonetheless, I do not want my presence to provide any basis for litigation or further 
appeals for this item. I also understand that I could have personal liability for any determination that the 
conflict exists and that I can be named in the lawsuit regarding the Commission's decisions. Out of an 
abundance of caution, for these reasons, and because I want to avoid any indication that I, or the City 
have acted improperly in these proceedings, I will be recusing from this item. Thank you. 
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Peter Radin 06:36 
Thank you, Commissioner Veitch-Olson. And now we will turn to Staff for the presentation. 

Matt Orbach 07:00 
Commissioner Radin and Planning Commission. Is this loud enough for you if I hold this up to the 
mouth. 

Peter Radin 
Hi, it's a little faint up here. 

Matt Orbach 07:04 
All right. So I'm here tonight. My name is Matt Orbach, Principal Planning, serving as Interim Acting 
Committee Development Director. I am here tonight to present the Appeal of the Zoning Administrator 
approval, the Administrative Review Permit for the low-barrier navigation center located at 118 First 
Street. 

So the project before you tonight, the deal was the deal this joint project between the County of 
Monterey and County Santa Cruz. County of Monterey received an encampment resolution funding, or 
ERF grant, of almost 8 million dollars from the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development or HCD to provide funding for the Recurse de Fuerza Village program. The program 
meets the development of 34 individual non-congregate, low-barrier services shelter beds and 
provision of housing navigation and supportive services to people living along the Pajaro River for a 
two-year period. This is in relation to the levee replacement project. So timeline of events here for this 
project, in October 2024 sorry, October 24, 2023, the City received an initial submittal from the 
Applicant, County of Monterey, for this project. It was a very rough conceptual plan with essentially just 
rectangles on a satellite image. At first, Staff treated the project as an emergency shelter, which is a 
use regulated under the Watsonville Municipal Code. However, it was very incomplete, so Staff 
provided guidance letter requesting more information in order to further review the project. Between 
November 2023 and June 2024 was when I was brought in, building official Joey de Sante was brought 
in to meet with the Applicant and go over the Guidance Letter and go over what we had requested from 
them. That review included a span of several months, and included review of state laws related to 
many different potential uses for the site, low-barrier navigation centers, emergency shelters, as well as 
the FEMA flood line, regulations, building codes, and fire codes. 

Those meetings informed the selection of modular unit types by the Applicant, as well as the site layout 
and the location of the low-barrier navigation center on the site. 

Then on July 11, 2024, the City received a second submittal that included responses to the City's 
original October 2023 guidance letter related to the emergency shelter requirements, as well as 
references to state laws regulating low-barrier navigation centers that should be applied. Because the 
project over the those couple of months had changed significantly and since the initial submittal, the 
Staff response letter requested that the Applicant submit a new administrative review permit 
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application that identified all parcels included the project area. Initially they had only identified one 
parcel location. 

10:02 
And also we asked that they specify whether the project was in fact an emergency shelter and identify 
this use __ . _And on August 23 2024, Staff received the third submittal of a new application with 
all of the relevant information and attachments included. This was the first chance the City had to do 
with full review with all City departments, including public works, police, fire and we also shared the 
apP.lication with Caltrans. This application was reviewed for compliance with state law related to 
low-barrier navigation centers for state identified as use in their letter, and it was determined that the 
project complied with four criteria located in Government Code section, 65662 which I will _. 

So on September 20, 2024 the Administrative Review Permit was approved by the Zoning 
Administrator. In that letter, we also requested additional information that should be submitted at the 
time of the building permit submittal, and then on October 2, 2024, we see we received an appeal letter, 
and that is why, 

11 :13 
So, what is the low-barrier navigation center? 

It is defined under state law as a housing-first low-barrier, service-enriched shelter focused on moving 
people into permanent housing that provides temporary living facilities while case managers connect 
individuals experiencing homelessness to income, public benefits, services, shelter and housing. 
Under the definition, low-barrier means practices to reduce barrier to entry, and may can include 
including, but not limited to, the presence of partners, pets, storage, possessions, and privacy. 

AB 101, which was assigned into law 2019 in commencing with, Governing Code Section 65660, 
pertains to low-barrier navigation center regulations. And it does the following things: provide statutory 
changes necessary to enact the housing and homelessness related provisions of the Budget Act of 
2019, including streamlining the approval of low-barrier navigation centers. It also provides a "by right" 
process and expedited review for low-barrier navigation centers in certain types of zones. It also 
prohibits local governments from requiring a conditional use use permit or other discretionary approval 
of low-barrier navigation centers in mixed use zones with certain operational standards. 

12:33 
As a "by right" use, the only entitlement requirement for the low-barrier navigation center is an 
Administrative Review Permit, and per the Watsonville Municipal Code, the purpose of an 
Administrative Review Permit is to assure, prior to the establishment of an otherwise principally 
permitted or "by right" use, that the provisions of the code other appropriate state and local regulations 
are met. 

There are no provisions of the Watsonville Municipal Code related to low-barrier navigation centers 
specifically. So, the only regulations applicable to the project are those in Government Code Section 
65662. 
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13:06 
As mentioned before, per this Government Code Section, low-barrier navigation center development is 
a use "by right" in areas for mixed use and non residential zones, permitting multi-family uses. If it 
meets the requirements of this section, in a to d below, and a local jurisdiction shall permit a low-barrier 
navigation center if it meets the following requirements. 

So those four requirements are: 

(1) It offers services to connect people with permanent housing through a services plan that identifies 
services staffing. 
(2) It is linked to a coordinated entry system so the staff and interim facility can or staff who co-locate in 
the facility may conduct assessments and provide services to connect people with permanent housing. 
(3) It complies with Chapter 6.5 (commencing with Section 8255) of Division 8 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code which covers housing-first programs and then 
(4) It has the system for entering information regarding client stays, client demographics, client income, 
and exit destination through the local Homeless Management Information System or HMIS. 

No other standards or criteria can be applied in the consideration of an application for low-barrier 
navigation center. For example, the City is not the authority to review the site design, parking , fencing, 
any other uses on the property, such as the existing church as part of the entitlement application review 
for the low- barrier navigation center project. 

However, public safety requirements, such as fire code, building code and order standards can be 
applied during the building permit review process. 

14:45 
So then I'll give a little overview of the application review and analysis as conducted by the Zoning 
Administrator. I'll go to the four points by one with and give supportive evidence, the supportive 
evidence that was used to support the Approval. 

The first point that the services connected housing. The project is required to comJ;!I}". with the Lead Me 
Home Monterey and Santa Benito Continuum of Care "Operational Standards for Emergency Shelters" 
and the County of Monterey Homeless Services "Good Neighbor Protocol." Services staffing will be 
provided by several agencies, including CSUMB, Community Health Engagement, HomeFirst, and 

Communiy Action Board. 

15:25 
2 . It is linked to a coordinated entry system. 

The low-barrier navigation center will participate in the local Coordinated Entry System as required by 
the Lead Me Home Monterey and Santa Benito Continuum of Care "Operational Standards for 
Emergency Shelters." 
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3. It complies with Chapter 6.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. 

Chapter 6.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code requires the incorporation of core components of the 
housing-first approach to housing programs. So the housing-first requirement by all programs receiving 
ERF Frants, as I mentioned this prior $8 million was awarded. The $8 million low-barrier navigation 
center required to comply with this section 6.5 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. In addition, 
housing-first required by the Lead Me Home Monterey and Santa Benito Continuum of Care 
"Operational Standards for Emergency Shelters." 

16:22 
And just so you know exactly how that's defined. 

"Housing First" means the evidence-based model that uses housing as a tool rather than a reward for 
recovery, and that centers on providing or connecting homeless people to permanent housing as 
quickly as possible. Housing First providers offer services as needed and requested on a voluntary 
basis, and that do not make housing contingent upon participation in services. 

The fourth is it has systems for entering information into the HMIS system. The Lead Me Home 
Monterey and Santa Benito Continuum of Care "Operational Standards for Emergency Shelters" 
require all emergency support programs, including low-barrier navigation centers, to enter participant 
data into the Homeless Management Information System managed by the Coalition of Homeless 
Service Providers (CHSP), and programs must follow the Coalition of Homeless Service Providers, 
HMIS policies and procedures. 

So based on the compliance with those four criteria, the Administrative Review Permit application was 
approved on Friday, September 20, 2024. That clears the Applicant to submit a building permit 
application. In the determination letter I mentioned previously, it can be included feedback from all the 
city departments, including planning, building, public works, fire, and police. City requested additional 
or clarifying information to be submitted with the building permit submittal related to fencing, 
landscaping, ingess/egress, striping, fire requirements, occupancy, allowable openings, senior 
accessibility locations, electric service pathways, alignment with the upcoming Caltrans improvements 
along 1st Street/CA-129 as well as the on-site surveillance system. 

18:05 
As I mentioned, on October 2nd, City Staff received an appeal application from Catalina Torres 
requesting that the Planning Commission overrule and rescind the Zoning Administrator's approval of 
Administrative Review Permit. The Appellant contends that the approval was "defective and improper," 
based on 15 reasons identified in the letter. 

I just did a quick paraphrase here. It's all in the Staff Report analysis, but the claims range from 
withholding information from City Council, making false statements to City Council, improperly 
accepting the application, not considering existing uses and conditions in approving the application, 
improperly conducting information meetings for adjacent residents, improperly withholding documents 
in the Public Records Act requests, making false statements related to completeness of the application, 
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failing to require special use permit for the church as a prerequisite for the project, not responding to 
the legal analysis from the neighborhood attorney, and improperly approving the application by 
considering the project as an emergency shelter, not identifying requesting qualifications for the entity 
responsible for managing the low-barrier navigation center, improperly submitting a building permit 
submission to Caltrans prior to approving the ARP application, failing to adopt the animal policy of the 
low-barrier navigation center, failing to require a Good Neighbor Policy, and failing to consider offsite 
issues at 150 Second Street. 

In terms of the appeal process, in order for the Zoning Administrator's Approval of the Administrative 
Review Permit to be overturned, the Planning Commission must find that the action taken by the 
Zoning Administrator was taken erroneously and was inconsistent with the intent of the zoning district 
regulations that regulate the proposed action. 

So in this case, the proposed action is actually regulated by Government Code Section 65662, not the 
Watsonville Municipal Code. So the Planning Commission is limited to consideration of whether the 
Zoning Administrator erred in the application of the four criteria related to approval of low-barrier 
navigation centers located in Government Code Section 65662. 

20:12 
So going through the items on the on the appeal reasons, items 1, 2, 5, 6,and 7, can be removed 
because they're not related to the action taken by the Zoning Administrator. Item 3 can be removed 
because Staff is required to take an application with the payment of fee even if they're incomplete, and 
that's honestly they're usually incomplete __ . 

So for the remaining two, numbers 4 and 8 related to the consideration of existing use and conditions 
on the property and the failure to require a special use permit for the Church as a the prerequisite 
project. Government Code 65662 does not identify any requirements related to the existing uses on a 
project site or on adjacent properties. The only use related requirement is that the site be zoned for 
mixed use. The downtown core zoning district is a mixed use zone in which multi family residential 
uses are principally permitted, so the low-barrier navigation center is allowed by right. Existing uses on 
the three parcels, nonconforming or permitted, cannot be considered as part of the project analysis or 
approval. 

And the second half of the list, items 9, 13, 14 and 15 are also departments under the Government 
Code Section 65662, and number 12 related to the civilian building permit submission Caltrans, we 
don't have a building permit submission yet, so that's not correct. 

The remaining ones 10 and 11. 10 can be removed because this is a low-barrier navigation center not 
an emergency shelter as defined in the government code. And the remaining ones the City did not 
identify or request qualifications for the entity responsible for managing the low-barrier application 
center. The Government Code Section 65662 does not give the City the authority to request or analyze 
the qualifications of the services providers. Rather, we just have to assure that the a~plication has 
identified the service Ian and services staff. 
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So, in summary, the information presented in the appeal letter does not warrant overturning or 
rescinding the Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP 2023-6297 because it does not demonstrate the 
action was taken erroneously, whether it was inconsistent with the intent of Government Code Section 
65662. And with that, Staff recommends Planning Commission deny the appeal and uphold the 
approval the Administrative Review Permit for a low-barrier navigation center located at 118 1st Street 
and find the project exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15268 With that I give it to Vice Chair. I don't think I see the 
County tonight. Okay, okay, great. 

Peter Radin 23:24 
Thank you, Matt. So I will now turn to fellow Commissioners and suggest that they pose questions that 
are technical in nature. 

Brando Sencion 23:38 
I have a quick question. Can you go back to the first page? Um, so Staff has to require a special use 
permit for the Church as a prerequisite for the project. Can you clarify that a bit more? I think I missed 
it, but want clarification on that. 

Matt Orbach 24:08 
The intention of the Appellant was that the so the Church is a legal nonconforming · use on property 
meaning that it was never permitted when it was originally established, and so the intention of the 
Appellant is that it is required, with the addition of the low-barrier navigation center, to now come back 
in and get a special use permit before the City can improve the low-barrier navigation center on the site. 
But that's not basically a nonconforming use can continue to perpetuity, unless it is expanded or 
enlarged, and this is establishment of a new use of a property not an expansion of the church use. So 
therefore Staff's posision is that that's not the case. 

Lucy Rojas 24:55 
Thank you. Um I wanted to ask um and this is related to the items noted in the appeal letter. So is the 
Staff Report that we're reviewing ___ is that available to the public? 

Matt Orbach 25:06 
The staff report that went out in the Agenda Package? Yes, yes, 

Lucy Rojas 25: 17 

Okay, the reason I was asking was because I really appreciate all of your work, the way in which the the 
appeal these two slides with the response, it was a little confusing to follow, and I was going to suggest 
that you go through each one like it is in the report. I think, because there's so many members of the 
public here, I think it'd be helpful, really helpful for me to go through each one and hear Staff's response 
and analysis, because this is really the crux on we're going to decide. So I just wanted to suggest that, 
because I don't know if everyone has seen what's available to the public or not, but just to be really 
clear, I was following in terms of who said these don't apply, and these don't apply, so if we could go 
through each one, I think it would be very helpful. 
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Peter Radin 26:04 
And might I suggest that as we go through the individual line items, we pause with each one and then 
have the technical questions that relate to that item asked. Otherwise, it's going to be a jumble, which I 
think will be more difficult for us to deal with as a Commission and audience, probably. So is that 
something we can? 

Matt Orbach 26:28 
Yeah, it will be a bit of repeating, because there's __ response in several of these. Because really, it 
looks like this appeal is just criteria in Government Code Section. So when I mentioned that they were 
removed, they were because they weren't related to the four requirements. But I'm happy to go through 
them in a moment, so I don't have the full list of the non paraphrased ones .. I'll go back to this one. 

So number one. 
City Staff improperly withheld critical information from certain City Council Members regarding 
collaboration by Staff with county government officials as to the siting of the project at Westview 
Presbyterian Church location. 

Staff analysis was that this comment is not related to the entitlement review process and is does not 
identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning Administrator. Therefore, this is not grounds for 
modifying Zoning Administrator's approval of ARP #2023-6297 and Staff also disagrees with this 
characterization. 

Peter Radin 27:30 
Another technical point that actually applies to a number of __ is the appeal itself casts these 
individual items in the context of the entitlement review process. And so I'm interested in the working 
definition of the "entitlement review process." I have a bit of a grasp, but I would like some reassurance 
that I understand it. Perhaps others may benefit because I think that the definition of the entitlement 
review process is actually part of the evaluation of the relevancy of various items that are mentioned 
here. We have an unfortunate kind of a "he said, she said," scenario in these cases, because unlike 
most appeals in the court system, the aRpeal here we don't really have a way of certifying the facts, so 
we have dueling facts. And I just think that an easy way to basically dispense with some of this would 
be to define in the entitlement review process, the extent these fall outside of that, then they are no 
longer a concern. So because it's asserted that it's part of the entitlement review process, and if we can 
show the entitlement review process is more telescoped than what I think this implies, then I think it's 
helpful. 

Matt Orbach 28:58 
Okay. So the entitlement here is the Administrative Review Permit. It's a ministerial approval, which 
means it's generally done at a staff level where an application comes in, it's for a "by right" use that 
should you know comply otherwise to code and so Staff verifies that whatever relations applied to it are, 
in fact, you know, in compliance with the checkboxes and then the permit is issued. And so that 
process, in this instance, stretched out much longer than it would usually, from October 2023 to 
September 2024. Basically, because it was it ended up being more like a normal entitlement submittal 
for a project that goes to multiple project designs. Usually with an administrative review permit, there's 
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not site design considerations, there just stuff that was addressed under the emergency shelter portion 
of the code. The way that this was originally viewed. Had this been originally as a low-barrier 
navigation center, and __ Government Code 65662, you just have to check these four boxes, we 
wouldn't be where we are today. 

Peter Radin 30:09 
So the entitlement review process is defined by time, and it's also defined by specific steps within the 
process, so things can be going on concurrently. For example, the allegations that information was 
withheld, things like that. I mean, is that part of the environmental review processes even tied into that, 
or is that just a concurrent event. ___ ? 

Matt Orbach 30:37 
I believe, from the wording that was submitted with the application . This reference same actually 
pertains to the previous city manager in relation to correspondence with the Applicant, County of 
Monterey and County of Santa Cruz, prior to even submitting the application. So. 

Peter Radin 30:58 
Thank you. That helps me and I hope it helps couple others too. So we have we exhausted the 
Commissioners' questions about item 1. 

Matt Orbach 31 :14 
Okay, so for number two: Staff imQroperly made false by statements to the City Council and the QUblic 
regarding predicating involvement by Staff with the state grant aQ lication for funding the Rrojects. 

It's the same response to number one, which is that it is not related to the entitlement review process 
and does not identify any actions erroneously taken by the Zoning Administrator. Therefore this is not 
grounds for overruling the Zoning Administrator's approval for ARP 2023-6297. This is another one that 
I believe is referring to just conversations at the City Manager level related to projects. 

Peter Radin 31 :57 
Okay, seems to be here clear on that. So to three, please. 

Matt Orbach 31 :57 
OK. Number three: Staff improperly accepted the application. This is because the application was 

defective due to significant omission of important information. City Staff Snalysis. City staff is required 
to accept entitlement applications, which are then reviewed for completeness. The project went 
through several rounds of review and received several incomplete letters before the application was 
deemed complete and project application approved. This is common practice for entitlement 
applications which are generally incomplete or require time changes to comply with development 
standards and other regulations at the beginning of the review process. 

Peter Radin 32:37 
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Any Commissioner want to follow up with that? Okay, now we move to number four, which I think is an 
important one in terms of the grand scheme, if we can really understand that, it advances the process, 
okay? 

Matt Orbach 32:51 
So for number four: Staff can improperly approved the application without examining and determining 
the existing uses and conditions on the project site and surrounding environment. The analysis is the 
project site is zoned downtown core which an area zoned for mixed-use. 
Therefore, ____ surrounding the provisions of Government Code § 65662 apply. Government 
Code § 65662 does not include any requirements related to the use on the project 
site or surrounding environment. 

Peter Radin 33:13 

Matt Orbach 33: 13 
Five. Staff improperly conducted, defective informational meetings for adjacent residents and 
businesses by erratic and incompetent noticing and scheduling. The analysis was the same, like kind 
of not related to the entitlement review process. It's not identifying any actions erroneously taken by the 
Zoning Administrator. I will just point out that with this Government Code Section, there are no 
requiremewnts for public meetings related to so and it's referring to actions taking up the council city 
manager related to proactively reaching out to ___ , even though that was not required under the 
state law. 

Peter Radin 34:07 
Number six 

Matt Orbach 34:08 
Staff improperly withheld critical public documents from the City Attorney or Attorney representing the 
neighbors in the vicinity of the Church violating the California Public Request, sorry Public Records Act. 
The analysis was this was not related to the entilement review process, and does not identify any 
actions erroneously taken by the Zoning Administrator. Public records reqeusts are __ and are not in 
the purview of the Zoning Administrator as _____ _ 

Lucy Rojas 34:30 
Question I was wondering was a request? Was there a public records act request in this matter? Was 
there a records act request in this matter 

Matt Orbach 34:50 
I believe there were several. 

Lucy Rojas 34:44 
And those were dealt with in that process? 
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Peter Radin 34:52 
Is the allegation directed to the city clerk, or is it directed at the planning staff? 

Matt Orbach 34:58 
Well, I mean, given the context of the appeal, it should be directed at the Zoning Administrator. But as I 
mentioned, that's not under the purview of the Zoning Administrator. So, you would have to ask the 
Appellant. 

Justin Meek 35:12 
And to follow up with the question about this is handled by the City Clerk's office, my understanding is 
these all public record requests are addressed, and I can speak to the interest that it was __ 

Peter Radin 35:28 
But I was wondering whether the allegation that there was lack of cooperation between two divisions of 
City Hall or whether it was directed at the City Clerk. 

Justin Meek 35:41 
But yeah, request requests come in. They are typically assigned to corporate divisions or departments 
that are responsible for something like ___ , GARBLED. 

Lucy Rojas 36:01 
Is is there an appeal or grievance process for the CPRA process that this the person that submitted this 
complaint, that you referred to, because that would be the appropriate process to __ to them which 
are, right? 

Justin Meek 36:18 
I can't speak to that. GARBLED. --------

Lucy Rojas 36:38 
Could we make that request of Staff or the appropriate city department that if there is, if there is a 
process by which somebody can submit a complaint about a CPRA request that they refer to that 
process? 

Justin Meek 37:16 
___ City attorneys are better equipped to __ 

GARBLED 

Peter Radin 37:14 
City attorney joined the meeting at ___ . GARBLED 

Mary Wagner 37:30 
Sorry. Apologies. OK 
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Justin Meek 38:05 
So why don't you go ahead and repeat your question for the City Attorney. (GARBLED) 

Lucy Rojas 38: 12 
My question is so one of the complaints that's that came in the appeal letter mentions that the staff 
improperly withheld critical public documents from attorney through the CPRA process. So my 
question is that it's clear to me, based on Staff response, that an appeal of the CPRA process is not 
appropriate under this ___ tonight. So my question is, is there a process that this the person that 
sent this this letter, this complaint, could be referred to. Is there an appeals process for people who will 
think that the CPRA process was not affected appropriately? If if that that's already happened. 
GARBLED. 

Mary Wagner 38:58 
Thank you, Commissioners. And first, may I apologize to the Commission and public for being late due 
to circumstances beyond my control? Thank you for your indulgence on that. You are correct. This 
isn't the appropriate forum to air a Public Records Act, um, concern. It is my understanding that all the 
records that were responsive to requests were provided , but if the person who made the request 
believes that there are documents that were ina~propriately withheld, the Public Records Act itself has 
a process that can be followed. I don't have the statutory reference for you right now, but it likely to 
rep-=-o'-'-rt __ 

Lucy Rojas 39:38 
___ the act we should be provided to the person that sent the letter. Thank you. That helps my 
question. 

Mary Wagner 39:43 
Sure. Okay, thank you. 

Peter Radin 39:49 
So are we picking up a seven? 

Matt Orbach 39:51 
Yes. so number 7. Staff improperly made false public statements alleging that the application does not 
exist for the project, which led to public misdirection. Staff analysis that this not related to the 
entitlement review process and does not identify any action erroneously taken by the Zoning 
Administrator. Same response as the previous items. Um, for a little context here, I believe this is 
referring to public statements made by Interim City Manager Vides at the time about, I think, and there's 
something lost in translation here. I think what she was trying to say was that we had not received a 
resubmittal of an application, not that one didn't exist. Because between October 2023 when we see 
two or three page initial submittal, and July 11, 2024, there were no official submittals. There were a lot 
of meetings, and a lot of conversations about project design, what the type of use was, but there was 
not an official submittal that could be shared that was reliable. 
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Peter Radin 40:51 
So if we move to eight, may I suggest you spend some time on this, because I think that time spent on 
this particular point is going to resonate. And I think that that it will serve us well as we proceed. 

Matt Orbach 41 :23 
Absolutely. __ And have the slide open. OK. 

So number 8. Staff imQroperly failed to guide the Applicant to obtain, b~ necessity, a special use permit 
for the Church as a predicating step for the entitlement of the project. 

And the analysis was that the low-barrier navigation center is a use "by right" per Government Code 
Section 65583.2(i), quote "use by right means that the local government's review may not require 
conditional use permit, planned unit develoP.ment permit, or other discretionary local government review 
or ai:?_Qroval that would constitute a 'project' for QUrposes of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
Therefore, no special use permit may be required by the City as a predicating step in the entitlement ot 
the project. 

And so to expand on what I said earlier on nonconforming __ uses the slide deck. This is the section 
of the Watsonville Municipal Code that deals with nonconforming uses. It states that the nonconforming 
use may only be increased in size or intensity or modified in location or character through the granting 
of a special use permit after making findings that such expansion or modification will not adversely 
affect adjoining roperties and those findings required by this other conception. So Westview 
Presbyterian Church, as I mentioned previously, is a legal nonconforming use meaning that it was 
established prior to the current zoning that is not being increased in size or intensity or modified in 
location or character as part of the P.ro sed project. So they continue to and nothing in the Government 
code section, regulating low-barrier navigation centers, triggers review of the legal nonconforming 
churches. This is the establishment of a new use on our ro erty that the church owns. It is not the 
church use that is existing there today exRanding. 

Peter Radin 43: 16 
To boil it down to something simple. Is the question a change in the Church use, or a change in the 
Church property? And I think that that may be where some of the disagreement arises, and I 
understand that the city's position is that the use has remained the same, hasn't intensified, it hasn't 
expanded, it has not changed, vis-a-vis the Church. 

Matt Orbach 43:43 
Yes. 

Peter Radin 43:44 
But the Appellant takes the position and will have them speak for themselves, of course, but just to 
clarify at this moment, the Appellant takes the position that just by the nature of the low-barrier 
navigation center being placed on the same set of parcels, that it inevitably results in a more 
intensified use or change in use of the property. And so that's where the rub is so to say, 
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Matt Orbach 44:14 
Yes. I will point out, though on along the lines of it being a Rrerequisite, that even if it were the case 
that the nonconforming use needed to be brought into compliance with the issue of a special use 
permit, that would not not preclude the approval of a low-barrier navigation center on the site r;2er 
government code. So that, if that were to be found to be an issue, it would be dealt separately from this 
a()proval. 

Peter Radin 44:37 
And it would fall upon the use of the Church, it might affect the use of the Church. There would be 
some sort of enforcement effort, potentially, or something like that. But that would not then extend to 
the low-barrier navigagtion center. 

Matt Orbach 44:48 
Yes, it wouldn't need to be done prior to the aRproval. 

Peter Radin 44:50 
Because that is an important point. I think, if I'm incorrect with the Applicant, is that the entire parade is 
held up, in the opinion of the Appellant, the whole parade is held up until the special use permit is 
delivered. And that would be a different treatment. 

Matt Orbach 45:19 
So that's my understanding ___ _ 

Peter Radin 45: 19 
And again, I want to encourage the Appellant, there's the opportunity to do so to correct any of this 
characterization to be made as part of this walking through the fifteen steps here. So is there any 
request for clarification on item 8? 

Matt Orbach 45:52 
So I believe we're on 9. 

Staff improperly failed to respond to the legal analysis presented by the neighborhood attorney. This is 
the same response comment is not related to the entitlement review process and does not identify any 
actions erroneously taken by the Zoning Administrator. 

frhis item is related to a letter that the City received on July 29, 2024 from William R. Seligmann, 
Attorney that covered several issues. The inapplicability of SB 4, which is the colloquially used "God's 
Backyard Bill" that allows for housing development on church sites, which we're in agreement that was 
not being used in this case. So skip over that. And then it also covered the what we just covered in 
number eight, which was that they contended that there needed to be a special use Qermit issued for 
the Church prior to given the apRroval of a low-barrier navigation center. This letter was received. It 
was read. It was considered, and I included in the analysis of the staff was doing the project at the 
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time. It also did not demand a response in the wording of the letter. The final sentences. "I hope this 
information is helpful to your consideration of this project. If you have any questions, please feel free to 
contact m"e so there seems not taken under consideration as part of the project to clearly look at the 
government code sections whether or not the existing use needed to be addressed as part of this 
Rro·ect. 

Peter Radin 47:22 
And is it that line and thinking that resulted in that letter being omitted from the initial agenda package? 

Matt Orbach 47:27 
Yes, the issues raised in the letter were addressed in the Staff Analysis in the staff report already, so we 
didn't feel the need to address it separately. 

Peter Radin 47:49 
Can we go back on the slides to the enumerated list? Okay? 

Matt Orbach 48:02 
Okay, so number 10. Staff improperly approved the application without determining the size, location 
capacity, and character of the project that would be used as an emergency shelter as defined and 
regulated in the Watsonville Zoning Code. 

The analysis here is that the low-barrier navigation center is not regulated under the Watsonville 
Zoning Code because it is not emergency shelter. This is the topic of many conversations. A lot of the 
analysis during that occurred during the period between October 2023 and July of 2024, the 
requirements of Government Code Section 65662 which regulate low-barrier navigation centers, do not 
allow consideration of the size, location or capacity of low-barrier navigation centers. However, the 
size, location, capacity and character of the project were clearly stated in the ARP application materials 
that were received and reviewed by the City Staff prior to project approval, and the City did provide 
guidance for the Applicant on the information that she submitted as part ofadministrative review 
process for review at that time. 

Peter Radin 49:01 
So as two ships passing through the night, where the Appellant takes exception to the distinction you're 
making between an emergency shelter and a low-barrier navigation center, is that what's going on 
there, they're saying that this is an emergency shelter? 

Matt Orbach 49: 18 
That seems to be contention of this comment, and I would understand the confusion, given that this has 
sort of shifted in title over time. You know, the original application did say transitional housing, the 
City's guidance letter for emergency shelters, because that was the one section of the Watsonville 
Municipal Code we have that applies to housing of this --- housing for the unhoused. And then 
throughout the meetings that we had with them, you know, we explored lots of different housing types, 
transitional housing, supportive housing, low-barrier navigation centers. And then when we asked them 
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for clarification, they went with low-barrier navigation center. So that's how it was reviewed after we 
received the third submittal in August. 

Peter Radin 50:06 
To 11 please. 

Matt Orbach 50: 10 
Staff improperly failed to require that the application specify the entity responsible for managing the 
emergency shelter and providing the qualifications of said operator. 

So Staff analysis, Government Code Section 65662(a), only requires that the project have a services 
plan that identifies services staffing. The application materials identified, identify the Community Action 
Board as a provider of services staff. So this is one where the government code language is pretty 
vague. It just says that they have to submit the staffing plan and identify the provider which they 
were identified in the grant application. 

Peter Radin 50:46 
So this might be an entree to ask the question, if you could explain the relative responsibilities as you 
understand them - DignityMoves, County of Monterey, Community Action Board. Can you give some 
color on that? 

Matt Orbach 51: 10 
I think that would be a fair question for the Applicant when they get up here. I, I, I sort of rememben 
what I read in the in the original grant application. But for an appropriate answer, you should ask the 
Applicant. 

Peter Radin 51 :20 
Because, again, I do think it's vague when you say responsible for managing, because I think that CAB 
was listed as providing staffing. But that kind of begs the question as to who is the ultimate where does 
the buck stop with respect to managing the facility and and then, are we the appropriate authority to 
decide whether or not the manager is appropriate or not? And I would ask, perhaps, when the 
Applellant's make their pitch, if they might address that. Okay. 

Matt Orbach 51 :58 
I believe that the as I'm this, I don't know how you would title that, but the different groups involved have 
different responsibilities. So there's one group, I believe, the CSUMB group, that is does outreach to the 
folks on the levee, on the front end of identifying folks to get into the facility. Then you have the CAB 
group that does the management on people on site that does Medicare, medical, health side and 
things, another one that deals with employment. So there's multiple groups that are involved in this 
project. ____ GARBLED. 

Lucy Rojas 52:30 
Vice Chairman, I wanted to also point out to you that in the Grant AP.plication that we have a copy of 
page 13 of 18, there's a complete staffing list for the project. 
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Peter Radin 52:42 
Yes, you know, and I think that that's useful information in general for background, but I am wrestling 
with the role of the Planning Commission vis-a-vis the operation of the facility. Is that, and we're kind of 
in the land use business, and certainly there's some overlap with that. You see that in the context of the 
licenses and things like that, but in this one, I'm just a little bit shaky as to, you know, what role we have 
and how much influence we should have over that, and that's why I would suggest that Appellant 
address that with us. 

Matt Orbach 53:25 
Okay so number 12. 
Staff improperly submitted a building permit submission to Caltrans in July 2024, prior to approving the 
Zoning Clearance Occupancy Permit Application. 

As part of the application review s as far as the application previously, City Staff reached out via email 
to Caltrans staff to inform them of the proposed work along state route 129 and inquire about whether 
they had questions and concerns that could be addressed during the future building permit process, 
because the project frontage is in the Caltrans right away, and consultation with regional agencies is a 
normal part of the development review process. ________ - there was already a public 
works project slated to be done in ______ . Just want to make sure how this potential of each 
project would fit within those plans. So we reached out, got that response, and they provide a little bit of 
feedback that can be taken into consideration when we receive that building permit applicaiton. 

Peter Radin 54:21 
How would the public interest be compromised or negatively or adversely affected if a building permit 
were submitted to Caltrans prior to approving of the application? I'm a little confused about the reason 
that this is included among 15 complaints. I mean, is, am I missing something? 

Matt Orbach 54:45 
I'm not sure. 

Peter Radin 54:47 
Another question for the Appellant. 

Matt Orbach 54:49 
The main comment was an encroachment permit would be required to do work, essentially, all that 
Caltrans said and like you, I don't know how even if we had a building from the application design at the 
time, how that would be __ _ 

Peter Radin 55:03 
I mean, the timing of it was a curious aspect. There must be something special about the timing. And 
again, they'll have a chance to address that. 

Matt Orbach 55: 15 
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I think there was some confusion at the time about whether or not this submittal in July of 2024 was a 
building permit application versus entitlement of Administrative Review Permit application from October 

2023, just simply because of the length of time that had transpired between those two dates. So that 
might be another one that's just usually due to the extended timeline. 

Peter Radin 55:39 

Number 13 

Matt Orbach 55:41 

Staff improperly failed to evaluate the animal policy of the emergency shelter, including the density of 
domestic animals and/or farm animals that will reside on the Church property. (Chapter 1 of Title 6 of 

Watsonville Municipal Code) 

Staff Analysis: The animal policy of the emergency shelter cannot be considered under the review 

requirements in Government Code § 65662. That's not one of the four criteria that the City can look at 
as part of its review. 

Peter Radin 56:07 

Questions about 13? 14 please. 

Matt Orbach 56: 11 

Staff improperly failed to require an adequate good neighbor policy. The analysis is that a Good 

Neighbor Policy is not one of the review requirements in Government Code 65662, however, the project 
is required to comply with the County of Monterey Homeless Services Good Neighbor Protocol, which 

was submitted as part of ARP application documentation. So even though it wasn't required, they did 
submit the Good Neighbor Policy that they would abide by and require to abide by. 

Peter Radin 56:40 

But your position, the city's position is, is that there was no requirement for the city, right? The fact that 
it was done in a different point is extra __ 

Matt Orbach 56:53 
Yes. Staff improperly failed to consider issues pertaining to Loaves & Fishes institutional operation at 

150 Second Street. The analysis for Loaves & Fishes institutional operation on Second Street is not 

part of the project and cannot be considered under under the review requirements in 

Government Code § 65662. 

Any questions? ___ Okay, all right. Well, thank you, Matt, for going through that. I know that you've 

been through it a lot. Thanks for helping bring us and the audience on the nature of some of the 

complaints. At this point for clarification for the City Attorney is the presentation necessarily limited to 
five minutes, if the if the Planning Commission decided to expand the presentation time of Appellant 

and Applicant more time would that be appropriate? 

Mary Wagner 58:00 
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Yes, the Planning Commission has the discretion to do that. 

Peter Radin 58:07 
It just seems to me, and I don't know about my fellow Commissioners, but it seems to me that there's a 
lot of meat on the bones, and I just don't want to sacrifice, you know, the interest of, sort of false 
emphasis on five minutes. We take a lot of time ourselves and have the Appellant feel that thye're 
under pressure, or have to, you know, set aside some of their points in order to address points that 
we've requested. So I'd be interested in allowing a little bit more time to both sides, if that's something 
acceptable to you all. 

Dan Dodge 58:47 
I thought that was an extremely long and necessary to be able to go through items specifically 
addressed. I'm glad that for the members of the public, thank you. Then we're able to do that, but I'm 
in favor of giving the Applicant 15-20 minutes. Is that what we're asking and we're asking for another 
hour? 

Peter Radin 59:24 
Well, I think, I think it's in our discretion, but I think that if we were to move to 15 minutes per side, I 
think that would make a big difference in terms of their ability to communicate where they stand and 
what some of their points are. Points, you know, really get to ___ exchange information in five 
minutes __ _ 

Dan Dodge 59:48 
I want to honor the respect time and members of the audience that have come here to speak tonight. 
This is a public hearing. I mean it's partially for the public too. 

Peter Radin 59:59 
But I think that you know their presence here indicates that they do regard this as an important matter, 
and so I wouldn't want to presume and speak to the audience, but my assumption is that they agree 
that both sides should be heard . I was thinking 15 minutes per side. What if we did that? 

Lucy Rojas 1 :00 
Make a motion to provide 10 minutes to each Applicant and Appellant. 

Brando Sencion 1 :00 
They need five, they take five. 

Peter Radin 
We're not asking them to fill the time, but we also, I just it's like a game show. I don't want to hear the 
buzzer go off in mid sentence. So I'll entertain a motion. 

Peter Radin 1 :00 
Okay, so motion and seconded for expanding the timeline for both the appellant and Applicant of having 
up to 10 minutes, okay, so with that, I would ask. 
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Mary Wagner? 58:00 Vote? 
Oh, I'm sorry I didn't see any objection, but I think we should, for purposes of our record, make your 
drive pattern worthwhile. Take a vote. So all those in favor, aye. Opposed. Motion passes. We have 
an abstention. Very good. So like to ask the Appellant to take the podium please. 

Catalina Torres 1 :01 :32 
Members of the Commission, my name is Catalina Torres 

NO VOLUME WHATSOVER 

My name is Catalina Torres, and I am a resident of the city as well as the leader of a neighborhood 
coalition that opposes the establishment of a homeless shelter at the Westview Presbyterian Church 
site. After learning about the proposed shelter, many neighbors expressed their concerns, viewing it as 
poor planning and unjust unjust to our community - District 1. 

Peter Radin 1 :02:30 
I'm having a little bit of difficulty hearing you, perhaps you can get a little bit closer to microphone. 

We'll give you an extra 30 seconds, 

Do you want me to start all over? 

so I am a resident of the city as well as the leader of a neighborhood coalition that opposes the 
establishment of a homeless shelter at the Westview Presbyterian Church site. After learning about the 
proposed shelter, many neighbors expressed their concerns, viewing it as poor planning and unjust to 
our community - District 1. 

I collected signatures for petitions and have formed a coalition of neighbors who have felt threatened by 
homeless individuals. We have spoken at City Council and community meetings to express our 
concerns about this project. The City Staff delayed our access to public documents and failed to 
provide several key documents altogether. We obtained legal advice from a reputable land use 
attorney who provided an analysis to the City Staff highlighting procedural issues with the proposal. 
City Staff did not respond to the legal analysis and also failed to include it in the Agenda Package 
provided to you. 

Due to the city's handling of this matter, two distinct issues have become intertwined. These issues 
pertain to the conditional use status of the church and the regulations governing the navigation center. 
The primary and the most important issue for the Commission is the Church. It is a nonconforming 
conditional use that does NOT currently have a use permit. Due to the changes associated with 
establishing the shelter, the city's zoning code requires that a use permit be required for the Church to 
establish a legal area on the property for the shelter. The Zoning Administrator did not require the 
Church to take that action, which constituted a violation of the City's Zoning Code. As a result, the 
zoning approval was issued in error and should therefore be revoked. 
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Marta Bulaich 1 :05:07 
Members of the Commission. 

My name is Marta Bulaich, and I'm a member of the neighborhood Coalition appealing the Zoning 
Administrator's permit approval. I want to provide information that has been withheld from you by Staff 
that is relevant. 

Staff asserts numerous times in the Agenda Report that your decision-making is controlled by 

Government Code Section 65662 related to low-barrier shelters. 

Staff then asserts that it preempts local authority and that none of the provisions of your City's zoning 

code apply to the project. The entire structure of your Agenda Report is written with that assumption. 

Please be aware that Staff's assumption is unreliable and should be challenged. 

Staff's manipulation on this matter has created assertions that should be rejected. For example, on 

page 3 of the Agenda Report, Staff states the Commission can only consider issues identified in the 

Appeal. But then Staff states that this means that the Commission can only consider four criteria of 

low-barrier shelters that are in Government Code 65662. That is nonsensical. 

Staff's claim that Government Section 65662 completely preempts your zoning code is simply false. 

The Commission has properly received the Appeal and has every right to consider the issues in it. 

The Appeal and related Rebuttal documents that I sent to you this afternoon should be the controlling 

guide for your decision-making. . 

There is another serious issue to resolve this matter. Staff says that a low-barrier navigation center is 
not shown as a use in the Watsonville zoning code, and that means that, then that Watsonville has no 
regulations for low-barrier shelters. Staff then claims that this means that the only regulations that 
apply are Government Code 65662. This analysis is wrong. The Downtown Watsonville Specific Plan, 
which you approved, states that any use not shown in the related table 6-3 is allowed by right and is 
regulated by that code. Also, regardless of the low-barrier navigation center issue, the parcels are 
governed by the rules for churches, zince there is a church on the property. This afternoon, you also 
received another document from me. It demonstrated how the Zoning Administrator misled the Council 
and the public, not the City Manager alone, but the Zoning Administrator, Suzi Merriram. You can see 
all the documentation in that document. It is 402 pages. It is not a "she said he said." It is actual 
quotes from city managers as well as the Zoning Administatror. Even Matt Orbach was kept out of the 
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loop and in his conversations with Monterey County, he emphasized how he was siloed from this 

project. Thank you . 

Ilia Bulaich 1 :08: 19 

Members of the Commission. My name is Ilia Bulaich, also a member of the neighborhood coalition. 

There are several points that I wanted to follow up and respond to. 

One of them is, is that, again, the properties are zoned in your Downtown Specific Plan, and in that 

area that it states that any use not shown in that table, then is in is allowed by right and is regulated by 

the Downtown Specific Plan rules and then all other allowable parts of your regular zoning code. 

The basis on which Staff is claiming now that Government Code 65662, is only thing that governs there 
is already in dispute. There's another issue that needs to be resolved. Staff explained to you that well, 

when Staff withholds public documents from somebody who is an affected neighbor of a land use 

proposal, that Staff does not have to comply with the document request. So thent think about it, Staff is 
telling you now that Staff doesn't have to let affected neighbors know what's happening, and then the 

affected neighbors then can't figure out what's happening, and they can't figure out how to do a 
functional, meaningful response, then there is no recourse, and there's nothing that can be done, and 

that that's because of this dubious, nebulous concept they presented to you, that there is a entitlement 

review process as to how they have tried to artificially define to you. 

Be aware that there is no legal basis for Staff to be trying to shove and guide and channel you into 

complying with their artificial, constrained definition there, particularly when and it completely cripples 

any type of functional participation in the process to figure out what's going on and then meaningfully 
participate in providing input so that the project can't end up being conditioned and evaluated properly 

for controlling the impacts on that. And then there was a discussion about the nonconforming use 

issue. I'd like to point out something. Staff is also giving you a manipulation and falsification on how to 

evaluate a nonconforming use. 

Keep in mind something. That when you have a property present that is going to be evaluated, your 
use permits specify where the use is on the property, which area it occupies, the nature of the use, and 

specific particulars. The conditional use or a non conforming use, is interpreted by its location, 

presence on a property. A given use is not confined to a specific building, the use it can be distributed 

across the property, the building, everywhere. That's where that should be interpreted. Thank you. 

Peter Radin 1 :09:35 
Thank you. I'd like to ask the Applicant to the podium to address the Commision. 

Roxanne Wilson 1: 12:04 

Good evening. My name is Roxanne Wilson, and I'm the County Homeless Services Director for the 

County of Monterey. Thank you so much for this opportunity to speak on behalf of Recurso de Fuerza, 

often referred to as RDF, or the Tiny Village. RDF was intentionally designed to meet the definition of a 

low-barrier navigation center in compliance with Assembly Bill 101, Senate Bill 2 and Senate Bill 1395. 
Participants of this program will have access to 24-hour staff, housing navigation, connections to public 
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benefits, medical care, jobs, _, document, replacements, mental health and substance use disorder 
services. These wraparound services will will be offered to support the ultimate goal of moving them 
into permanent housing. Clients can choose to be entered into the Coordinated Entry System in either 
County. Actually the Coalition, the continuum of care for Monterey County is two counties, so 
theoretically, they can be housed within one of three counties. Case managers and service 
coordinators will be trained on evidence-based practices for client engagement, including, but not 
limited to motivational interviewing and housing-first philosophies. Client information, their outcomes 
and demographics will be tracked in the Homeless Management Information System of both counties. 
For the clients in the surrounding neighborhood is of the utmost importance. Key features of the site 
are security, fencing, 24-hour surveillance, ADA ramps, private rooms, flood resistance and fire 
sprinklers in each unit. Clients can be offered most of what they need within the walls of the program, 
which includes a pet relief area, showers, food service and storage. This is unlike most of the 
programs that you currently have in the City of Watsonville, and because the amenities are limited to 
program participants, foot traffic by outsiders in and out of the property will be minimal, and yes, must 
be approved by program staff. I want to emphasize that RDF is not a traditional shelter, as it has been 
named several, several times throughout all of the documents that you have read. It is not a warming 
shelter. It is not a drop in center. It is a service enriched ___ low barrier navigation center. At its 
core, RDF offers much more than temporary shelter. It provides a supportive environment paired with 
critical services. It will offer a chance for individuals to move beyond mere survival. It will help them 
rediscover and rebuild the life skills that they had to adapt or abandon while living unsheltered, and will 
reacclimate clients to living indoors. During the month of August through December of 2022, the __ 
outreach team mentioned one of the slides earlier, had identified 57 people between river miles two and 
five who said that they wanted assistance with resolving their homelessness. Since then, we've had a 
couple of storms, one major flood, and a few encampment cleanups, and we have yet to provide the 
help that they have asked for. This has been an ongoing issue for people who are living alone on the 
levee. Due to the complications created by jurisdictional boundaries, services are often inconsistent 
and ineffective, which is why both counties agreed to establish a partnership and properly serve this 
population . Through this partnership, the County of Monterey has identified nearly $8 million dollars in 
state funding and is leading the development of the site, and Santa Cruz County plans to take over the 
project after the sunset of the __ . This is what partnership looks like. Two counties that are 
structurally and culturally set up quite differently, put everything aside to meet the common goal, which 
is to help the people who asked for it. Earlier. there was a question about the relationships of all of us. 
As you can see, we have quite a few people here, so DignityMoves is what is called the development 
management agency. They are responsible for coordinating all of the teams, the surveyors, the 
contractors, and they are kind of the central point of the entire group that's working on this project. 
Community Action Board is replacing HomeFirst. So inside of your packet, I believe you received the 
application that the County of Monterey has submitted to the state, and we had listed HomeFirst as this 
service provider, but since then, we have moved to a local service provider with extensive experience in 
working with Watsonville residents and also working with this population. We're here today because 
the City Staff had approved the county zoning, the county's Zoning Clearance Application, and that 
approval is being appealed. And while I do absolutely feel for the frustrations of the Appellant, I also 
don't want to dismiss the fact that 57 people asked for help two years ago, and this is a project that is 
intended to help them. I think it's really I want to emphasize that this project is not for people who want 
to remain homeless. This project is for people who want to resolve their homelessness. This is not the 
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people that this the folks that are so passionately disparaged by. This is a whole this group of folks 
wants help, and I feel like as two governments, three governments, including the City of Watsonville, 
this is an opportunity for us to report that to them. And further, the Appeal, in itself, does not disqualify 
this project by as a "by right" use. RDF has met the statutory requirements of low-barrier navigation 
centers, which is why I respectfully ask that this Appeal be denied. Inside of your packet you also 
should have received a letter from the State of California. We have engaged them. The Housing 
Community Development Housing Accountability Unit has reviewed all of our applications. They are 
very familiar with this project. They are ones who funded this project, and they also agree that this 
appears to be a low-barrier navigation center. So that is actually the end of my comments, because I 
was prepared for five minutes. But if you guys have any questions, I'm here to answer them. Thank 
you. 

Peter Radin 1: 18:30 
Thank you . Any questions, any questions? 

Roxanne Wilson 1: 18:38 
Thank you so much. 

Peter Radin 1: 18:41 
Oh I see my colleague has raised his hand. Thank you. 

Dan Dodge 1: 18:43 
Is the Microphone on still. Good evening. Thank you for taking the time to address this evening. We 
sat through a very long presentation that was to be able to inform members of community ___ of 
Appellant, trying to keep my terminology here correct. Our argument to do that. Can you said that? 
Well, for those people that haven't been sitting through this whole process and such like that, Monterey 
County became involved. There was sort of an impetus, and after the after the Pajaro floods hit the 
area, or just as a project in motion before the floods? 

Roxanne Wilson 1: 19:38 
So historically, every year, the County of Monterey does an encampment cleanup along the Pajaro 
River. And a few years ago, there was a little bit of contention because we didn't clean up folks on the 
Watsonville side. This led to litigation, which I'm not familiar with, but you can direct that ____ I 
have reached out to both this County of Santa Cruz and the City of Watsonville when it when I first got 
to the County of Monterey, because I came from the nonprofit sector, and I let them know that we were 
planning on doing a cleanup, and I wanted to coordinate service, outreach, all of those things before we 
had done so. So that was in at the end, I don't want to see the month, but specifically the end of fall of 
December 2022 and during those conversations of coordinating the cleanup, we had discovered that 
there's probably a better way for us to do this, and that's when I deployed the __ outreach team for 
them to go and figure out if there was even an interest for people on the levee for us for services, and 
find out why we weren't engaging with services and heavily on applications. For us the levee broke 
March, the year after. 

Dan Dodge 1 :20:54 
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Received 
Watsonville 
City Clerk 

EMAIL EXCHANGES DATED JUNE 26, 2024 WITH SARAH FEDERICO AND 
DAN HOFFMAN RE LAST CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

In these emails, Monterey County stated that the Building Permit 
Application would be filed in July 2024. This coincides with the letter 
Orbach sent to Caltrans on July 24, 2024. Ergo, Orbach misled the 
Planning Commission about the nature of the Caltrans letter. Caltrans' 
July 24, 2024 letter to Orbach is also included. 

RE_ last city council meeting.msg ! Download 

RE: Last city counc il meeting 

FS 
Federico, Sarah </O=EXCHANGELABS/OU =EXCHANGE ADM INISTRATIVE GROUP 
(FYDI BOHF23SPDLT)/CN= RECI PIENTS/CN =48C93D00569047EEBC8061D90C185CBF-5FDF2E93-1 D> 

To: Dan Hoffman <dhoff1 610@hotmail.com> 

Hi Pastor Dan , 

C3J Show email CT X 

Wed 6/26/2024 1:29 PM 

Nice to hear from you1 We are still working on the building permit with the updated schematic for the site as we JUST selected a Modular Uni t Provider to build the 
Village. Right now, we are all working together and the only hold up is that we just finalized which type of modular unit we would use for our project and the Modular 
Provider has to update the construction plans with the product type for submission to the City. If we have any issues though after we submit for the permit, we wil l let 
you know. Thank you so much for being so thoughtful. • 

Dates to Remember 

Building Permit Application: July 2024 
Site Development: September 2024-December 2024 
Sile Opening: January 2025 

So, once we get the building permit from the City, then we will know exactly when the site will need to be prepared for the Village to be constructed. Then we will work 
with you to obtain the "Right of Entry" agreement to develop the Vi llage. We estimate the site will be unavailable to the church for use starting in September 2024. 
don't think it will be any sooner but that could change. We will let you know if it does. 

As always, please feel free to reach out anytime. 
Hope you are well and please call anytime! 
Best, 
Sarah 
925-330-8242 

-----Original Message-----
From: Dan Hoffman <dhoff161 0@hotmail. com> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2024 12:39 PM 
To: Federico, Sarah <FedericoS@countyofmonterey.gov> 
Subject: Last city council meeting 

[CAUTION : This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. J 

Sarah, I pray you are well! Is there any update on our timeline for the tiny houses? Is there an update from the last city Council meeting? 
One of my leadership members was asking if there were certain individuals that were holding it up from the city? Because he is well-connected here in town. 
Thank you and bless you, 
Pastor Dan 
Sent from my iPhone 

f--. Reply r' Forward 
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CAl ffORNIA STATE; 1RANSPO R1AT!ON AGENC Y 

California Deportment of Transportation 

CALTRANS DISTRICT 5 
50 HIGUERA STREET I SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401 -5415 
[805) 549-3 101 I FAX /805) 549-3329 TTY 711 
www dot,ca.aoy 

GAVIN NEWSO M . GOVER NOR 

IJ:tltrang· 

July 24, 2024 SCR/129/l l .3 

Mott Orbach, Principal Planner 
City o f Watsonville 
250 Main Street 
Watsonville, CA 

RE: Westvlew Presbyterian Church Building Permit Submission 

Dear Mr. Orbach: 

The California Department o f Transportation (Caltrans) appreciates the opportunity to 
review the Build ing Permit Submission for the Westview Presbyteria n Church, whic l1 
provides 34 non-congregate modular units used as a low-barrier housing navigation 
center. Coltrans supports local development that is consistent with State p lanning 
priorities intended to promo te equity, strengthen the economy, protect the 
environment, and promote pub lic health and sa fety. We accomplish th is by working 
with local jurisdictions to achieve a shored vision of how the transportation system 
should and con accommodate interregiona l and local travel and development. 
Caltrans offers the fo llowing comments in response to the Build ing Permit Submission: 

l . Please be aware that any future work. that is completed in, on, under, over, or 
affecting the State highway right-o f-way is subject to a Caltrons encroachment 
permit and must be done to our engineering and environmental standards and at 
no cost to the State. The cond itions of approval and the requirements for the 
encroachment permit ore issued at the sole d iscretion of the Permits Office, and 
nothing in this letter shall be implied as limiting those future conditions and 
requirements. For more information regarding the encroachment permit process, 
p lease visit our Encroachment Permit Website at: 
https://dot.co.gov/programs/traffic-operations/ep. 

2. Al l future work w ill need to conform to the Caltrons Encroac f1ment Permits Manual, 
Chapter 600. Additional utility installation requirements, which may apply, are found in 
Chapter 17 of the Project Development Procedures Manual. Devia tions to Caltrons 
Encroachment Permit Policies may requ.ire on exception. This requirement and 
process wi ll be outl ined by the District Permit Engineer in the pre-submittal 
conference. 

"Provide a safe and ,eloble lronsportolion network lho l serves oil people and respects lhe environment" 
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Matt Orbac h, Principal Planner 
July 24, 2024 
Page 2 

3. All future documents will be subject to add itional evaluation and approval at the time 
of their review. As part of future evaluation, issues involving or impacting the Sta te 
righ t-of-way may require additional mitigation due to pertinent issues such as c ul tural 
resources, hydrology, water quality, etc. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the proposed project. If you 
have any questions or need further clari fica tion on the items discussed above, please 
con1ac t me a t (805) 835-6543 or email Jacob.m.Hemandez@dot.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob Hernandez 
Transporta tion Planner 
District 5 Local Development Review Coordinotor 

"Provide o sate and reliable tTonspor1otion network. I hot serves on people and respec ts the environment" 
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