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Item No. 1
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Horizon Treatment Services/ File No. 26-607

From Katherine Leahey Gerster <katherine.leahey@gmail.com>
Date Fri 7/3/2026 7:14 AM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address
and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

| write regarding the Horizon Treatment Services item returning to the Board on Tuesday, July
7 (File No. 26-607), and | ask that this letter be distributed to all five Members and included in
the record.

| urge the Board to approve the framework granting Horizon control of the Mahler Road site,
and to decide this matter on July 7. After months of engagement on this project, the choice
before the Board is no longer between sites. It is between deciding and delaying, and with the
July 8 reporting deadline, delay is not a neutral act. It risks the grant funding, and with it the
treatment capacity this county needs, or it returns the project by default to a location the
community contested for good reason.

The written record now before the Board contains several calls for further hearings, further
studies, and further evaluation of alternative sites. Whatever the intent behind each, their
combined effect is the same: to run out the clock. The Board has already done the work these
requests ask it to repeat. It conducted due diligence and purchased the Mahler property in
May. Concerns now raised about the site, sea level considerations, prior operating history,
cost, deserve to be weighed on evidence rather than assertion, and the proper way to do that
is for the County to place its due-diligence materials on the record and to formally review any
data submitted, as part of implementation. None of that requires postponing the decision

itself.

On the question raised about the state grant: relocating the award is a matter for the
Department of Health Care Services through a location amendment. That question has an
answer, and it should be obtained, not treated as a reason to stand still.

| also want to say plainly that Burlingame’s frustration with the notice failure is legitimate. Our
community experienced the same absence of engagement when this project was first sited,
and we know exactly how it feels. The County must commit to genuine, ongoing engagement
with Burlingame’s residents and businesses as this project proceeds. But the remedy for a
process failure is to fix the process going forward, not to miss the deadline. | would
respectfully urge that any approval on July 7 be paired with a concrete commitment to that
engagement.

Finally, for the record: support for resolving the site question does not resolve the questions
already raised about how this grant was awarded and about the operator’s record. Those
remain open and are being pursued through the proper channels, regardless of where the
facility is located.



A decision of this consequence should be made by the full Board, on the record, on Tuesday.
| urge you to make it.

Sincerely,
Katherine Gerster
Burlingame
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m Outlook

Public Comment,July 7 Agenda, File No. 26-607: Decide on Tuesday

From Christine Zanello <christinezanello@gmail.com>
Date Fri 7/3/2026 7:41 AM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Subject: Public Comment, July 7 Agenda, File No. 26-607: Decide on Tuesday

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

| write regarding the Horizon Treatment Services item returning to the Board on Tuesday, July 7 (File
No. 26-607), and | ask that this letter be distributed to all five Members and included in the record.

| urge the Board to approve the framework granting Horizon control of the Mahler Road site, and to
decide this matter on July 7. After months of engagement on this project, the choice before the Board
is no longer between sites. It is between deciding and delaying, and with the July 8 reporting deadline,
delay is not a neutral act. It risks the grant funding, and with it the treatment capacity this county
needs, or it returns the project by default to a location the community contested for good reason.

The written record now before the Board contains several calls for further hearings, further studies,
and further evaluation of alternative sites. Whatever the intent behind each, their combined effect is
the same: to run out the clock. The Board has already done the work these requests ask it to repeat. It
conducted due diligence and purchased the Mahler property in May. Concerns now raised about the
site, sea level considerations, prior operating history, cost, deserve to be weighed on evidence rather
than assertion, and the proper way to do that is for the County to place its due-diligence materials on
the record and to formally review any data submitted, as part of implementation. None of that
requires postponing the decision itself.

The written record now before the Board contains several calls for further hearings, further studies,
and further evaluation of alternative sites. Whatever the intent behind each, their combined effect is
the same: to run out the clock. The Board has already done the work these requests ask it to repeat. It
conducted due diligence and purchased the Mahler property in May. Concerns now raised about the
site, sea level considerations, prior operating history, cost, deserve to be weighed on evidence rather
than assertion, and the proper way to do that is for the County to place its due-diligence materials on
the record and to formally review any data submitted, as part of implementation. None of that
requires postponing the decision itself.

On the question raised about the state grant: relocating the award is a matter for the Department of
Health Care Services through a location amendment. That question has an answer, and it should be
obtained, not treated as a reason to stand still.



| also want to say plainly that Burlingame's frustration with the notice failure is legitimate. Our
community experienced the same absence of engagement when this project was first sited, and we
know exactly how it feels. The County must commit to genuine, ongoing engagement with
Burlingame’s residents and businesses as this project proceeds. But the remedy for a process failure is
to fix the process going forward, not to miss the deadline. | would respectfully urge that any approval
on July 7 be paired with a concrete commitment to that engagement.

Finally, for the record: support for resolving the site question does not resolve the questions already
raised about how this grant was awarded and about the operator’s record. Those remain open and are
being pursued through the proper channels, regardless of where the facility is located.

A decision of this consequence should be made by the full Board, on the record, on Tuesday. | urge
you to make it.

Very truly yours,
S. Christine Zanello
Hillsborough, CA 94010

christinezanello@gmail.com
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Thank you for Support for the Mahler Road Treatment Facility and Stewardship of State Grant Funds

From Susan Bardet <sbardet@gmail.com>
Date Sun 7/5/2026 2:31 PM

To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>; citycouncil@cityofsanmateo.org
<citycouncil@cityofsanmateo.org>; Michael Callagy <mcallagy@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear County Executive and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

I am writing to express my support for the Board’s efforts to relocate the proposed Horizon treatment facility from 101
N. El Camino Real in San Mateo to the County-owned Mahler Road property in Burlingame.

| appreciate the Board’s leadership in acquiring the Mahler Road site and believe it presents an outstanding
opportunity to expand critically needed behavioral health services while making effective use of County-owned
property.

| also respectfully encourage the Board to engage directly with the State of California to explore whether San Mateo
County can assume responsibility for administering the State’s approximately $25 million grant so that those funds
can be invested in developing treatment services at the Mahler Road site.

If the State is investing significant public funds to improve behavioral health services in San Mateo County, every
reasonable effort should be made to ensure those dollars are deployed where they provide the greatest long-term
public benefit. Relocating the project to Mahler Road would preserve the State’s investment while allowing the County
to move forward with a location that has received broad support from local governments and many members of the
community.

Thank you for your leadership and for your continued commitment to expanding access to high-quality behavioral
health services while exercising responsible stewardship of public resources.

Best regards,
Susan and Gordon Bardet
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File No. 26-607 — Horizon Treatment Services, July 7 Agenda Item

From Christina Norair Johnson <cnorair@gmail.com>
Date Sun 7/5/2026 8:58 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

| write regarding File No. 26-607, the Horizon Treatment Services item scheduled for July 7, and ask
that this letter be included in the record and distributed to all five Members.

| urge the Board to approve the framework directing Horizon Treatment Services to the Mahler Road
site on Tuesday.

| am a San Mateo resident and a parent of two children at Episcopal Day School, located
approximately 900 feet from 101 North El Camino Real. | have been engaged in this matter for
months, alongside hundreds of San Mateo residents who have shown up, submitted comments, and
participated in this process in good faith.

Failure to decide on Tuesday is not a neutral outcome. Without a decision, this project risks reverting
by default to 101 North El Camino Real — the site this community has contested for good reason.
Some of the parties now calling for more time, more hearings, and more studies understand this
dynamic perfectly well.

The new objections in the written record come primarily from a life-science developer with property
adjacent to Mahler Road and a hotel citing incident history from the site's prior use. Their concerns
deserve to be evaluated on evidence rather than assertion, and the proper place to do that is through
implementation, with the County's own due-diligence materials on the record. None of it requires
postponing the decision itself. The Board conducted due diligence and purchased Mahler Road in
May. That work does not need to be repeated because a developer's lawyers have requested it.

On the state grant: relocating the DHCS award to Burlingame has a specific, answerable mechanism —
a location amendment. That question should be confirmed and resolved, not treated as a reason to

stand still.

Approve the framework on July 7. Hundreds of San Mateo residents have remained engaged through
every step of this process, and we will continue to do so through implementation.

Respectfully submitted,

Christina Johnson



San Mateo, CA
cnorair@gmail.com




Item No. 1
iﬂ Outlook

Letter to SMC BOS - " Agenda Item One - Special Meeting Of The Board Of Supervisors Tuesday,
July 7, 2026

From jim lawrence <jtlawrence94404@yahoo.com>
Date Mon 7/6/2026 9:46 AM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

AGENDA ITEM ONE:

Good morning, President Corzo and members of the Board of Supervisors.

For the record, my name is Jim Lawrence, and on behalf of all San Mateo County residents, I
strongly urge you to approve the purchase of the Horizon Recovery Center.

Substance abuse and addiction do not discriminate. It affects our sons and daughters, our
neighbors, our coworkers, and our friends. Behind every person struggling with addiction is a
family that is suffering, often in silence, desperately hoping that help will be available when their
loved one finally decides they are ready for treatment.

Unfortunately, in San Mateo County, that help is too often unavailable, delayed, or simply
insufficient to meet the need.

Today, you have an opportunity to change that.

The purchase of the Horizon Recovery Center is not simply a real estate transaction. It is a
statement about who we are as a community and what we value. It is an investment in recovery,
public safety, public health, and human dignity.

We all know that untreated substance use disorders contribute to homelessness, mental health
crises, emergency room visits, incarceration, family trauma, and preventable deaths. We all also
know that treatment works. Recovery works. But recovery cannot happen if there is no place for
people to go.

As elected leaders, you are often asked to make difficult decisions involving competing priorities
and limited resources. Today, however, I believe the decision before you is clear. If we truly believe
that behavioral health deserves the same urgency and commitment as any other health crisis, then
we must be willing to invest in the infrastructure necessary to provide care.

Years from now, people will not remember the purchase price of this facility. They will remember
that the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors had the foresight and courage to expand



treatment capacity when it was desperately needed.

I respectfully urge you to vote yes on the acquisition of the Horizon Recovery Center and to
reaffirm that in San Mateo County, recovery, hope, and second chances matter.

Thank you for your leadership ........ ""As someone who has watched families struggle with addiction
and the lack of available treatment options, I believe this is one of the most important investment
decisions this Board can make."

Jim Lawrence
Board Chair, Fixin San Mateo County
Mobile: 408 590 0429
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1st Chance Sobering Station

From Kristina Anderson <kristinaanderson1968@gmail.com>
Date Mon 7/6/2026 12:51 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

As a former employee of Star Vista's First Chance Sobering Station, | understand the frustration of the
Police Departments and citizens alike. This County deserves a sobering station, and | wish to make you
aware that our sobering station operated smoothly and successfully without any major obstacles. The
problems with Star Vista were upper management related and not a reflection of the dedicated and
hard working employees that put aside their personal lives to ensure everything was functioning
properly. and community members were appropriately being served.

| loved my job and took it very seriously., encouraging our clients to consider abstinence in their future,
but to be realistic and to definitely, " Keep the car out of the equation”, and also to educate and inform
them about county services that are available to everyone, in order to reduce the number of intoxicated
drivers on the road.

| was disappointed to learn that the county was subcontracting with out of area Horizon instead of
opening our own Sobering Station, possibly staffed with local hires. I'm not sure if you understand that
when Star Vista closed its doors, they did so without paying some of us what we were owed. Many of us
would have welcomed the chance to continue to serve the community as we had for several years.
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July 7, 2026 agenda - Item One - Support

From Nancy Goodban <nancy.goodban@gmail.com>
Date Mon 7/6/2026 3:07 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

President Corzo, Vice President Mueller, and Honorable Members of the Board:

| am writing in support of Item 1 on tomorrow's agenda to support Horizon Treatment Center
replacing and enhancing the sobering station services in the same location that closed last year.

We badly need more community based substance abuse services to divert people from jail. As you
know, drug related bookings into the jail have increased significantly after the closing of the sobering
station. The jail is not the place to treat substance abuse problems.

Thank you for your leadership.

Nancy

Nancy Goodban

Redwood City
nancy.goodban@gmail.com
650-787-9859
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July 7 meeting

From Eric Isero <drisero@gmail.com>
Date Mon 7/6/2026 441 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

| am writing regarding the Horizon Treatment Services item returning to the Board on Tuesday, July 7,
2026, File No. 26-607. | respectfully request that this letter be distributed to all five Members of the
Board and included in the record.

| urge the Board to approve the framework granting Horizon control of the Mahler Road site and to
make that decision on July 7. At this point, after months of discussion and engagement, the issue
before the Board is not whether there may be other possible sites. The issue is whether the Board will
act now or allow delay to jeopardize the project.

With the July 8 reporting deadline, further delay is not neutral. It risks the grant funding and the
treatment capacity San Mateo County needs. It also risks returning the project, by default, to the El
Camino location that the community opposed for legitimate and well-documented reasons.

The written record includes requests for additional hearings, additional studies, and further review of
alternative sites. Regardless of intent, the practical effect of those requests is to run out the clock. The
Board has already conducted the work necessary to move this matter forward. The County completed
due diligence and purchased the Mabhler property in May. Concerns regarding the Mahler Road site,
including sea-level issues, prior operating history, and cost, should be addressed based on evidence,
not assumption. The appropriate way to do that is for the County to place its due-diligence materials
on the record and formally review any data submitted as part of implementation. That process does
not require postponing the decision itself.

As to the state grant issue, relocating the award is a matter for the Department of Health Care Services
through a location amendment. That question should be answered directly through the proper
process. It should not be used as a reason to delay action by the Board.

| also want to acknowledge that Burlingame’s concerns regarding lack of notice are valid. Our
community experienced the same lack of meaningful engagement when this project was first sited,
and we understand the frustration that creates. The County should commit to genuine and ongoing
engagement with Burlingame residents and businesses as this project moves forward. However, the
remedy for a process failure is to correct the process going forward, not to miss the deadline and risk
the project.



For that reason, | respectfully urge the Board to approve the framework on July 7 and pair that
approval with a clear commitment to continued community engagement, transparency, and evidence-
based implementation.

Finally, support for resolving the site issue does not resolve the separate questions that have been
raised regarding how the grant was awarded or regarding the operator’s record. Those issues remain
important and should continue to be addressed through the proper channels, regardless of the final
facility location.

A decision of this significance should be made by the full Board, on the record, on July 7. | respectfully
urge the Board to make that decision now.

Respectfully,
Eric Isero, DC
San Mateo Resident

drisero@gmail.com
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July 7 meeting

From Alicia Isero <aliciaisero@gmail.com>
Date Mon 7/6/2026 445 PM
To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Dear Clerk of the Board and Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors,

| am writing regarding the Horizon Treatment Services item returning to the Board on Tuesday, July
7, 2026, File No. 26-607. | respectfully request that this letter be distributed to all five Members of
the Board and included in the record.

| urge the Board to approve the framework granting Horizon control of the Mahler Road site and to
decide this matter on July 7. With the July 8 reporting deadline, further delay risks the grant funding
and the treatment capacity San Mateo County needs. It also risks returning the project, by default,
to the EI Camino location that the community opposed for legitimate reasons.

The Board has already conducted the necessary work to move this matter forward, including due
diligence and purchase of the Mahler property. Concerns regarding the site, cost, prior operating
history, or grant relocation should be addressed through the appropriate implementation process
and based on evidence. They should not be used to postpone the decision itself.

| also recognize that Burlingame’s concerns about lack of notice are valid. The County should
commit to meaningful, ongoing engagement with Burlingame residents and businesses as the
project proceeds. However, the remedy for a process failure is to improve the process going
forward, not to miss the deadline.

Finally, support for resolving the site issue does not resolve separate questions regarding the grant
award process or the operator’s record. Those issues should continue to be addressed through the
proper channels.

A decision of this significance should be made by the full Board, on the record, on July 7. |
respectfully urge the Board to act now.

Respectfully,
Alicia Isero

San Mateo Resident
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San Mateo Board of Supervisors Special Meeting July 7th, 2026, Please add to the Public Comments
for the Consent Agenda Items Item 15:

From Sabrina Granados <udderlyg@gmail.com>

Date Mon 7/6/2026 10:05 AM

To CEO_BoardFeedback <boardfeedback@smcgov.org>; CEO_SMCSUPSPEIER <smcsupspeier@smcgov.org>;
Noelia Corzo <ncorzo@smcgov.org>; Ray Mueller <rmueller@smcgov.org>; Lisa Gauthier

<lgauthier@smcgov.org>; David Canepa <dcanepa@smcgov.org>; Sherry Golestan <sgolestan@smcgov.org>;
Michael Callagy <mcallagy@smcgov.org>; John Nibbelin <jnibbelin@smcgov.org>

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Please add to the Public Comments for the Consent Agenda Items for the San Mateo Board of Supervisors Special
Meeting July 7th, 2026:

I come in the peace and love of Jesus Christ, as one of the People, Sui Juris, who holds all political power, as expressed
in the California Constitution Article 2, Section 1, and the US Constitution, Amendments 9 and 10.

I respectfully oppose proceeding with the combined presentments and blanket approval of the consent agenda items
in this special session.

The First Amendment protects the inherent and inalienable rights of free speech and petitioning government for
redress of grievances, while the Ninth and Tenth Amendments affirm that rights not enumerated are retained by the
people and powers not delegated are reserved to them or the states. These principles are reinforced in the California
Constitution, Article I, Section 1 (inalienable rights) and Article XI (local powers and duties of elected officials).
Bundling the special election call, site transaction framework, and other matters into one action severely limits
transparency and the Board’s ability to exercise careful judgment on behalf of the public.

Maxims of Law provide timeless guidance: ‘Silence does not imply consent’ when proper notice and opportunity are
lacking. ‘The law is the best interpreter of itself —yet a bundled process obscures clear interpretation and debate.
‘Power to execute is power to destroy’ if exercised without sufficient checks and public oversight.

This approach in a special meeting with restricted comment further distances the government from the people it
serves. It risks violating the spirit of accountability that defines our Constitutional Republic. I call upon you to reject
the consent agenda as presented, pull each item for full public and Board discussion, and fulfill your oaths to the
Constitutions. Restore transparency and honor the reserved God Given Rights of The People. Reject the consent
agenda combined items. We the People are thankful to Almighty God, as we pray and Appeal to Heaven, for your
redemption, and that all public servants and trustees choose the path of Rightness and Truth to Restoration of Our
Republic, for today and for all times to come.

Thank you.
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