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. S OSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CM’I’II'LL GI' BILEOMN VAL LEY ' Plenning, Bullding and Code Enforcamant
200 East Senta Clar Sireat

San Joaé, TA 95113-1905

tel (408} 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6056

Webelts; wawnw sanjosecagovplatning

ZONING PHOTESTAPP LICATIDN

A -, L =t e =
FILENUMBER COUNGIL
DISTAICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDAESSAF PFl-DF' ERTY B

PROTESTED | 29D %ﬁ,&ﬂ?‘{){,\/_m C&moh&“ ¢ A 4500?

ASSESSORS FARCEL NUMBER(S)
A4 -0V~ 0

REASONOFPROTEST
See Attachment A

I pratest lhe proposad rezoning because

Use separate sheet ifnecessary

The prapenty in which | own an undivided inferest of af least 519%, and on behalf of which this prolestis being filed,
ls situated ab: (dagcribe proparly by address andAssassn.-‘s Parcal blum.be-r}

1222 Shamcock B, ¢ am \ A GS0%
4\4- 0\ -033

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (it Santa Clara County)

The undlvided inletest which | own In ke propenty described nihe slatemant above is a:

E( Feelnlarest fownership)

I:I Leasehald interast which expires on

|:| Ciher: (explialn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AM APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoidig ProwmskpmEsApplostion Rew, B0




Fagez

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slgned by ONE or more owners of an undivided inlerest of al lsast 51% In tha kot or parcel for
which such prolest is filed, such interest belng not meraly an sasemeant. Atenant under a lease which has a
ramalning arm ol sn years or longer shall be desmed an “owner® for purposes of his protesl. Whenthe owner of
an eligible prolest slte s a lagal anliliy olher ihan a parson or parsans, the protest pelifion shall be signed by the
duly awthorized officsr () of such lagal enlily. Whan such lagal enfity is 2 homeowner's assoclation, the prolesi
pelition shall be slgned by the duly auhorzaed officer(s] of such associallon, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
mombrers of the association,

PRINTNAME - - DAYTIME
Joanne, Sewce do TeLerHONE# S0/ 403~ bS50}
ADDRESS ) ClTY STATE IPCOD
1223 Shamvocle Gyive — Cavpbell CA dspp®
B L]
SIGHNATURE {Notarized DATE
(Notarized) (AP L Sow) 6 f 0 Al22) 0
PRINTNAME (W DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLURE [Natarlzad) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCORDE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NARE DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarfzed} DATE

Lise separate haet i neceseany

PLEASE CALLTHE APFOINTMENT DESK AT {40B) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATIOM APPCINTMEMT.
Prnieg ProtasLpmaEAn Ralkan R G20




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

]
COUNTY OF Swﬁﬁfl @QEM-{LJ } ES,

On 4 @, FH L before tne, Motary Public, persenally appeared

D NG DTl AE , who proved to me on the basis of
saﬁsﬁ evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the vwithin instrimnent and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execubed the same In higfherftheir authorized capacityfies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entty upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exenited the ingtrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF FRRTURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregning
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES

. (A Comminlon # 1733374
WITMESS my hand and official seal. RentiRM | otary @ublic - Callfomia !

/(_QC&L@/{ ; " $ona Claro Counly
o Comm. Bxpies 4 20,2011
7 @"' = {5eal) L—mﬂm—ﬂ‘

NMotary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
yoosm
COUNTY OF )
O before me, _ . Notary Publir, personally appeared

— who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) {sfare subacribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir suthorized capacity(les), and
that by hisfherfthelr sigmatirre]s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persens) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laivs of the State of California that the forepoing
paragraph is true and comect,

WITHNESS miy hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

Notary Poblic

20194370.1



Resideintial

gervice. Ag such, the City’s intended anmexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant ta Government Code § 56375 3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning comparas with my property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the propesed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zening. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what exdsting legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to vinderstand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor acclrate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
popudlation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor eorrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

a. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nobice Requirements, MNohice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended ¢the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Flanning
Cominission’s recormmendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CHY O ! :
| SAN JOSE ‘ CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVTAL OF SILICORN TALLEY Planning, Bullding and Coda Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San Jossé, CA 95113-1905

tel (A08) 535-3555 fax {408) 292-6055

Wehslta: www, sanjoseca.goviplanning

i3

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
: PLAN By

REZONING FiLE NLIMEER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING - N
PROTESTED 1236 Shamrack Derivi

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
‘ - i = p /- 023

See Attachment A

REASCONOF PROTEST

| protest tha proposed rezoning becauss

Use saparate shaa! if necessary

The praperty In which | own an undividad interast of at leas! 51%, and on behalf of which this protestis beind filed,
|s situatad at: {deseribe properly by address and Assessor's Parcal Number)

/a5 Shampro-k Drive
M -~ /-2 23

and |s now zoned R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undlvided In’tﬁi‘aﬂ which [ own in the properly deserlbed |nihe slalemani above |3 &
m Fee Interast {ownershig)
[] Leasshold Interest which expires on

|:| Other: (axpialn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,

Zonngiofast pmeEApplarion B, AI0M




Page: ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owneis of an undivided interest of at Isast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such profest |s flled, such Interesl being not merely an easement. A tanant under a lsase which hasa
remaining larm of ten yaars or longer shall be deemead an “owner' {or purposas al lhis protest. When lhe awner of
ar allgible prates! sila is a lepal enlitly other Lhan a parson or persons, the protast patillon shall be signed by lhe
duly autharized officer{s) of such legal enllfy. When such legal enlily is a homeowner's associalion, the protesl
petiion shall ba signed by the duly aulhorized officar(s) ol such asgociation, or, in ou hereol, by 51% ofthe
members of ihe associalion.

PRINTNAME 7 h o {65 5 D&V !‘ < ?QELﬂ%NE#40fo53Jf77!
ADDRESS 1225 Shamrocik Drmwﬂawm/@/fmﬁﬂ 25‘35”5?5 ¥e
SIGMATUHE[NutaereVﬁ Y \730 @W DATE? 25— o

PH'NTNAMW hﬁr"ﬂ% A, D&U{j ?2:;1#-%”5#4@(? 733 8778
" 1235 Shamrock D C??,a;mobﬂf [ STA@A G500

SIGNATURE (Notatized /@ M ﬁ /(Q D‘“‘& 22 =0

PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
FRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCDDE
SIGMATURE [Motat1zed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ANDAESS cry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarzed} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS iy STATE ZPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed} DATE

UJse separate shesl ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zookng ProkstpmBsMppicaion Ry, 2w




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
b oss
COUNTY OF W O/@L(_{L.# )
%g:i ;@i a0/ Q hefore me, /{mﬂf@l‘htary Public, personally appeared

. who proved to me on the basia of
satisfactory eﬁdmm—m be the personfs) whose name{s] lgfare subsadbed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefihey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that biy hisfher/their sipnatire{s) on the instiment the personds), or the endty upen hehalk of which the
personis) acted, axecuted the fnstrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corrack.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. l MM l IHHH I
lmln Clarp :nunw
el Qm@e/ L By ]
{Seal}

Motary Public

STATE OF CALIFORENIA 1
Y s
COUNTY OF M M&W )

Cn Dd, Ips Shefore me, otary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instriiment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same In hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the personds), or the entity upen behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instnirmert.

I cerfify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragrapl is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. Holay m'wﬂm

LQLM/% 53 (Seal) L"""""m"wmmm oot

Muotary Fublie

203943701



Residential

service. As such, fhe City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
tzban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, tatf Analysjs of Prezoning ] fficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are cuirently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal vses
would become legal nan-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Reyiew of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not cLurent
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification dafe, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor cotrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

b. Public Hearing Natice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice ag well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF

| SAN JOE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPIMTAL OF SILEDON VALLEY Plenning, Bullding and Cade Enforcemant
2fH East Santa Clara Sireet

San Jasé, CA OST13-1805

tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408} 2926055

Wakialte: wwixsanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMEE COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE —.—
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER —

e A Shdmyne £ DAVC (AMpAl (AGI0R
ABSESSOR'S PAHCELNUMBER(S) 4| 4 -p) - _O 5 JIOQ ] ;

REASONOF PROTEST

| prolest the proposed razoning becauss

See Attachment A

Use separate shoatl ifnecessary

Tha property in which | own an undlvided Interest of i lzast §1%, and on behalf of which Lhis protest is baing filed,
Is situatad ab: (describe proparly by address and 4ssessar's Parcel Numboer)

7200 Srpomire L Dnve Camploeit CA 48008

Yid— gi— g5

and s now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County}

The undivided intarest whish | own in the property described in the statement above is a:

@Fe& Interest [vwnership)

[] vLeasshold intarest which sxpires on

D Ciher:{explali)

PLEASE CALL THE AFPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
 Zyrig P, prEsthprEation Rev, B2/R006




Page? ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Thils form miusi be signed by ONE or mare owners of an undivided inferest of al leaet 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such profest s filed, such Inlerest being nol meraly an ensement. Afenant under a lease which has a
ramalning tarm of ten years or longer shall be deemad an "owner for purposes of itls protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest slte is 2 legal entlily other than a person or persons, ihe pralest petition shall ba signed by the
duly authorized officar(s) of such legal enlity, When such legal entity is & homeowners assacistion, the profest
patiion shall be slgned by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclatian, or, it lisu thereal, by 51% of tha
membars of the association.

Y PHIMNmi_iﬁdmék Qﬁlﬁ@fﬁm\’qﬁ) e e TR, “H0. 00
ADDRESS lzgl Sh&m m Dﬁ JE EIW' ‘STA& %%;

PRINTNAME il DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notar(zed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

. |TELEPHONE #

ADDRESS - CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notatized) . DATE
PRIMTNAME ' . DAYTIME

TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS Gy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME CAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmyY STATE ZIPCQDE
SIGNATURE (Notatlzed) DATE
PRINTHNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE

SIGNATURE (Netarlzed) DATE

Use saparate sheat if necassary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zounilng ProleaLPNEST A opFarks) Ry BIZEI0H




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

: } BB
COUNTY OR M .{‘,LMA«_ }

On qlﬁ [ {ﬂ before me, h&"'l wa" , Motary Public, personally appeared
) J@{Eﬂﬁa L M , who proved to me on the basls of

satsfactory evidencedo be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledped Lo me that hefshefthey executed the same inhisfher/their authorized capacity({ies), and
that by higfherftheir signatire(g) on the instriment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persorys) acted, executed the instroment. '

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. :

M. 5, LUCIO
h Commisilon # 1798417

WITHESS my and official seal, Natary Public - Calllomig

$anle Clara Counly

STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
. : o1 Bs
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, , Motary Publie, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s] isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
ackngwledged to me that hefshefthey execited the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that By hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the perzon(s), ot the entty upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, execufed the instrument.

I certify imder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is krue and correct,

WITNESS my hand and offieie] seal.

(Seal)

MNotary Public

20194370.1




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qué]ify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficlent. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the propased zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Net has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand ard
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viplates CEQA Environummental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"}. the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information. of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required o make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

(Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. blic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requit ts. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused fo grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF SAN JOSE

CANTAL OF SILEON VAriey Flanning, Building and Cocde Enforcement
a0 East Santa Clara Slrapt

San Josa, CA 95113-1905

1o} {a09) 635-3565 fax (40B) 292-6056

Wehsile: weav.saniaseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD & ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN BY

AEZONING FILE MUMBER

N a0

K [orsme e o B LRI WAY | CAMPBELL  CAd(s0k
SSESSORS PARCELNUMBER
x ASSESSOR C MBER(S) L!Cf@*'{?fﬂ féé)

REASOMOFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning becauss _See Attachment A

Use separatesheetif necessary

The properly In which | own an undividad Inlerest of at leas! 519%, and an behall of which this protest [s being Rted,
Is siluated al: fdescribe propery by address and Assassors FParce! Number)

(4T _ERIN WAL , cAmpRE (L . cAqivad
Y4~ olo- 68

. and s now zonsd 11-8 Dlstrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided ilarasl which | own In the properly described in Ihe slaterent aboveisa:

x m Fee Inleresi {ownership)

[] Leasehold Inlerest which expires on

] other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESHK AT (40B) 535-3655 EQR AN ARPLICATICHN APPOINTMENT.
Zoikiy ProiesL pmESEp pfcaion R, 8122008




ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must bs signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in lhe lot or parcel for
which sueh prolest is filed, such inlerest baing not merely an essemant. Atenant under a lease which has &
remaining term of len years o longer shall be deeamed an "owner* far purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an allgible protesl site is a legal enliiiy alher than a person or persens, the prolest petillan shall be signed by ha
duly authorized ofilzer(s) of such logal antily. When such lagal enlity is a homeowner's association, he protest
pelition shall ba signad by he duly eothorized officer{s} of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% afthe
membiers ofthe assaciation.
,{ -—
PRINT NAME DAYTIME o
J[ ANWEA P TeErHONE R (Lo 8757 ({2
ADDRESS CITY STATE " ZIPCODE
(047 Epil WAL CChmptE G Qoo
SIGNATURE {Nolarlzed) DATE
O U 07 />7/22/2
PRINT NAME i DAYTIME ot '
TELEPHOWE#
ADDRESS CIry STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHMATURE {Natarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notar[zed) DATE
PRINTHAME CAYTIME
TELEFHOWE#
ADDAESS CTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
FRINT NAME CANTIME
TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIFCODE
SIAMATURE {(Motar zed) DATE
FRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADORESS CImy STATE ZPCODE
SIGHATURE fMotarized) DATE
LIse saparata shoet if nacassary

FLEASE CALLTHE APPQINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOIMTMENT.
Zasing PacHaLOMESIAREISRoN Rol. BZ2008




STATE OF CALIFORMNIA )
=8

county or Dt (lana )

On 9- 2 T -0 before me, ML chetle Ak aoem < E-Notary Public, personally appeared
- Joawn Adan A . who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence o be fhe person(& whose name(s) isfare-subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefehedthey-executed the sarme in hisfhes/thedz authorized capadity{ies), and
that by hisfhesfheirsignaturefs) on the inshrument the person(s), or the enlity upon hehalf of which the
persomig) acied, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Statz of California that the foregoing
paragraph is ke and correct,

MICHELLE A TONOWICT

WITNESS my hand and official seal. - ozt S Commission # 185183 K
ke ik Nalary Publle - Galifornlg g
M ‘ ) Samta Clara Counly X
: im,%%ggﬂ s dun . 2013 F
totary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
2
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

— » who proved to me on the bas(s of
satisfactory evidence-ta be the person(s) whose namefs) isfare subscribed bo the within instroment and
acknowledged o me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their slgnature(s) on the msbrument the person(g), or the entify upon behalf of which the
persans) acted, exemuted the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph is inee and correct,

WITNESS vy hand and official seal,

(Seal)

MNotary Public

201943710.1




Residential

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
IniHated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezening of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Profest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursiiant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which i3 commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prez Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambri Proper

(Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be arnnexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 ity policy
(concerning de-anmexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not banefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and i€ has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Rezidential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6)-

4 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

goning. For example, it has not explained ot analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efe. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Reviey of Prezoning Viglates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conditcted in compliance with the California Environmental ;
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San fose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Repoit (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
cextified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and iz not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new informaticn of substantial importance & the
Prezoning fhat was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes m
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). Assuch,a
stupplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in oxder to include new
ieformation since fhe certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor correcHons or changes. Spe Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

B. Public Hearing Nofice Viclated City and State Notice Requivemernds, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Plarming & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 30 property owners
hased on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s appraval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF

‘SAN JOSE ciry OF san sosE

CAVITAL OF SILO0N YALLEY Flanninyg, Bullding and Code Enforcemant
200 East Santa Clara Sireet

San Joaé, CA BP5113-1805
tal (40F) 535-3555 fax (A0B) 292-6055
Webs(ta: www.san]oseca.aoviplanning

ZONING PHOTESTAPPLICATION
i

FILE NUMBER COUNGIL
DISTRICT

GQUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
BY.

REZONING FILE MUMBER

ADDAESS OF PAOPERTY BEING
¥lromsten  Jp 5 b ERM) LIPS CAmMPREL CA | TH 00K

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNL)

L)f 070 1 1 MSEW##%%L %ﬁ@ﬁﬁ%

REASOMN OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

| protast the propased rezoning because

Use ssparateshestif necessary

The property iin which | oven an undivided Interest of atleast §1%, and on behalf ol which this protest is baing flled,
Is siluated al: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

¥| L /055 L (,wf!'( CAmMPREL ¢ .(M} 9500%
Y 4] 40 /0 4

and is now zonsd 1R1-8 Distriet, {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described In the slatement abiove is a:

X Fevinterest fownarship)

[ Leasehold interesl which expires on

[] other:(exptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AP FOINTMEMNT.
ZonmFInkesLpmAL AP plizlon Ry, WER00E
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

remainirig term of tan years or longer &
an sligible protest site fs a legal enthtly
duly awsherized officar(s) of such sgal
pefition shall be signed by the duly am

"This form must be signad by ONE or more ownets of an undivided fmerest of at least 51% in the tol or pareel far
which such protest Is lited, such interest baing not merely an easement. Ajenant under a lsase which has a

hall ba deemed anh "ownerfor purposes of this pratest When the owner of
olhar than a persan or parsons, the protest petilion shell be slgned by the
enfily, When such legal anilty 1s a homsowner's asgoclation, the pratest
horized ofilcer(s) of such essocistion, or, in leu hereof, by $1% oftha

members of the agsociation.
PRINT NARME DAYTIME Lo~

F VA AE /YL Z i Hﬂﬂ?‘r TELEPHONE # Y0535
ADDRESS STATE ZIPCODE

RS L) AV O AMPRELL. A 25007

SIGNATURE (Notar <7)/) ). M DATE 2 25
' DA o
PRINTHAME 77, ool ot ovione

ADDRESS CmyY STATE ZIPCODE
S|GNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Gy BTATE APCODE
SIGMATLIRE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CIY STATE FIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAY TIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CmY SIATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE

Use separata shoet fnacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLIGATICH APFOINTMENT.

Ziwing ProdesLpmBSMpplealan Ay, HaR008




STATE QF CALIFORNIA

]
COUNTY OF SM«.QJK @ﬂﬁ{&/ ; ”

On 85 before me, mn “ﬂ?ﬂlb@ Motary Public, personally appeared
b wha proved to me on the basis of

satisfactoryevidence-to be the personfg)jwhose name)) isfase subscribed to the within instriment and
acknovdedged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in bstherftheir authorized capa:it}r[iggj, and
that by-hisfher/their signaturelef on the instrument the person(8), or the entity upon behalf of which the
p-ersm\(‘% acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify vnder PENALTY QF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

[+]
WITNESS my hand and officdal seal. commislan ' 1733376

B\ Notary Public - Callfornla g

K.Q(_M 77 W i “?;T santa Clara County
L (Seal) My Comm, Expites Ay 20, 2011

Motary Public
S5TATE OF CALIFOENIA }
}ooes
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, , Motary Public, personally appearad

- who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose names) isfare subscribed to the within instroment and
arknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by histherftheir signature(s} on the instrument the pecson(s), or the entity vpon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY 1under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragtaph is ttue and coerect.

WITIESS my hand and official seal,

(Seal)

Motary Tublic

20194570.1



Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Tnsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Ner has i provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezening Viplates CEOA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Angust 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not carrent
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.}. As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
hased on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, fhe Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’'s approval. As such, the Planning
Cominission’s recommendation is riull and void and the City Coundil's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.020(B).
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cAl*lTAL OF Sllm‘\! VALLEY Flanning, Sullding and Coda Enforsement
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San Josd, CA9BE113-1905

tel (408} 535-3555 faor (408) 262-6055

Webslte: wiww.sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER . . . COUNGIL
DASTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE ——
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

\ﬁ,, ;ESET%SFPHOFEHWEEING f 'ﬁ é _? ﬁ f k} WY
ASSERSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
iy -p - 0F 2

REASOMOFPRCTEST
| protest the proposed rezaning because See Aftachment A

Llse seperate shest if nacassary

The praperty in which | own an undivided interest of st least 51%, and on behall ofwhich this protest is belng filed,
13 sluatad at: {dascribe pm by add?ss and Assessor's Parcal Number)

* 1667 EX
i pt— 092

and is now zoned R1-8 Distriet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interast which | own 0 the property described In the skalement abovs I8 a:
Fea Interest (ownsrship)
]:l Leasshold intaresl which explres on

] other: fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-2555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zondng P st prinBsAppacaLon Aey, G720
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must ba signad by ONE or more awners of

an eligible pratest sila is a legal entitiy other than & persan or parsons,
duly authorized officer(s} of such legal entily. When such legal antily
pofiifon shall be signad by the duly authorized officer(s) ol such assooiation,
mambers ollhe associalion.

an undivided interest of at least 51% In the lot or parcet far
which such prolest is filed, such interest baing not merely an gasement. Adenanl under 6 leasa which has a
remaining iorm of fen years or longer shall be deemad &n vawner* far purposes ofthis protest When the owner of

ihe protest petiion shall be signed by the
Iz & homaowner's assoclalion, the protest
or, in lisu Ihersof, by 51% of the

Foa’
PRINTNAME ¢ . 4’6 DAYTIME ]
Mﬂbm ki TerepHonEs [ O3 430 als
ADDRESS . CITY STATE 25%?:-[15
104 Grin W, riphel] 45

SIGNATURE (Notarized) % I mmz? 25" Jo
PRINTNAME S DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SI@MATLRE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDPESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Motarlzod) DATE

Lzeseparale sheet il necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FORH AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoring FinkesLpmBEAapleation Rey. &22008




STATE OF CALIFORNLA

}
COUNTY DFM @/QMHL/ :I =

‘k/ 29, 20 before me, IO‘?{/" Notary Public, personally appeared
» who proved to me on the bagis of

gaticfaciory evidenceto be the per%n hosa name isfavasubrcribed to the within instrument and,
acknovdedged to me that hef&heﬂhcy executed the same in histherfthedr authorzed cap amty[’b@ ained
that by hisfherfiiretr signaturelpyon the instrument the person{g); or the entity upon behalf of which the
person[ﬁ}’acted, execubed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS oy hand and official seal.

Detni 1 Dy e

» A anla Ctara County

il S o
Motary Public L/

STATE OF CALIFQRNIA )
] s
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Motary Public, petsonally appeared

 who proved b me en the bagis of
satistactory evidenceta be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within insrument and,
acknowledged 1o me that hefshefthey exenited the same in hisfherftheir authorized capaciby(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s} on the instrument the person(s), or the entify upen behalf of which the
perscn(s) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERIURY under the Jaws of the Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph Is true and correct,

WITWESS my band and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20104370.1
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuart to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff i ezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For exampie, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
woudd became legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property,

3, Environmental Review of Prezaning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Singe its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time: the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in trban service ares, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

6. blic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Avgust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requiremenis. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the defeiral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Cornmission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PFIOTEST AP PLICATION

COUNGIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

FILEMNUMBER

REZOMING FILENUMEER

A{JDHESE CIF F‘FI OoP EFlT"fr BEING

PROTESTED ID?‘I Evin WW Camphell, CA . Gfo0f

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Yl4 — 8l ey3

REASON OF PROTEST
See Attachment A

| protast the proposed rezoning becauses

Use saparate shest ifnacessary

The property in which | own an undlvided Interest of at |sast 51%, and on babalf of which this protest s belng flled,
is siiuatad at: (dascHbe prnperty by addrass and Assesser's Parcal Nimber)

1679 Erin Woy  Complell (. 9500¢
Hy 0]~ pf]
and is now zoned R1-8 Distrlet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intarest which | own in Ihe properly described n lhe slatemenl above Is a
E/ Fee lnterest [awnership)
[[] Leasehold intarest which explres on

|:| Cither: {axglafn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zutdieg ProlesLpmEs Pppdetion Baw. 62/2008
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

tiuly auihorized oficer(s)

This form must be slgned by ONE or mora oviners of an undivided inlerest of at taast 51% in tha [0l or parcel {or

which sueh protestis fled, such interest being not merely an easement.
rermaining tarm oflon years or longer shall be deemed an "gwner® for purposes of Ihis prolsst. When the owner of
an eligible pratesl site is & legal entilly other than & parson or persons,

petillon shall be signed by tha duly authorized ofllcar(s) of such agsocialion, ar,
members of the association.

Adenant vnder a leass which hasa

the protest pelilion shell be slgned by the
of such lege entlly. When such lsgal entily 18 a homeowners assoclation, tha prolest
in ligat Ihereol, by 51% of the

PRNTINE Seer REY PATTON ienones 482010428
ARDRESS (079 Eviqg Wy Qilf&d f CSETE 1406 §
SIGNATURE (Notarized) H ﬂ ,ﬂ ;3 - DATE 9 / W/.’MW
PRINTNYE ppenic ' Vi L apan po e 408, 20%. 7635
AODRESS 153 4 Erip hlf;u(gf Camiphell TE  devox
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) %' h:p DATE /7¢
PRINT NAME f DAYTIME _&? = 2
ADDRESS CITY TELEPHDNEiTATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

ADDRESS CIY TELEPHDNEimTE 7IPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

PRINTNAME CAYTIME

ADDRESS CITY TELEPHDNEgTATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notat|zed) DATE

FRINTNAME DAVIIE

ADDRESS ~ GITY TELEPHDNE?TM'E ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use saparale shastil necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) §35-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION AFPCINTMENT.,

Zevng Protaz1 pm B phcatior R, BRE00G




STATE OF CALIFORNLA

)
} 58,
COUNTY OF g__@g& @ ﬁaq
% %;}; ) aﬂi hefure me, KQMMW Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me cn the basis of

g2 hsfaE{ory eﬂﬁﬁmre-m ae ers:m{s} whose name(s) Jm’ are sitbscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon hehalf of whidi the
personds) acted, execitted e instroment.

I certify under PENALTY DF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragtaph is true and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES

WITHESS miy hand and official seal, Commiselon # 17333746
§f] Molary Fublle - Calllornla
Sanla Clara Counly =
A U’&'LE/ Uﬂ@ My Cornen, Explres ADi 20, 2011
Notary Puhlie
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

E5.

COUNTY OF % M)Qi Qﬂﬂ @2

¢
Séﬂ]‘{,a ) F Ert), me }\QM Motary Public, personally appeared

a e , who proved to me on the basls of
sabisfactory ev‘idence-g he the pmsun{s} whobe namefx) ff}" are subscribed to the within Instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exerubed the game in hisfher/their authorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the insument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

f\_@yhand and offHcdal geal.
i Notary Pulklic i ;

DIANE M. JAMES
% Cammisslon # 1733374
Molary Public - Calllomila !
ganto Claie County
Wy Conmm. Expine Apr 20, 2011

201%4379.1
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Sta i zoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor hag it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not pravided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conferming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environmental Review of Prezoning Viglates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Californiz Environmental
Quuality Act ("CEQA®). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Flan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Augiist 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc ). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent BIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, en addendum to the EIR is
requited to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
(al. Code Regs § 15162.

a4, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25¢h public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despile repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Councdil's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF 5AN JOSE

CAUITAE OF SILECCN SALLEY . Flanning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Streat

SanJoss, CA95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 Fax {408) 202-65055

Wahslte: wwivsanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PHOTEST AP PLICATION

COUNCIL

DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL . DATE
- PLAN -

FILENUMBER

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOF PROPERTY B EING \

PROTESTED \O a4 ‘f:\rw\k f)ruj (/\ﬂmrh@\l QT ffg@"j@

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

41402026

REASONOQFPROTEST
1 prolest Ihe proposéd rezoning because _>eC Altachment A

Usa separateshaat if necessary

The propety nwhlch ! own an undivided Inlerest of at leagt 519, and on bahall ofwhich Whis protestis baing filed,
I5 siluated &t: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

WA Evin Wasl Coumeboll  ca 95
SISTRYE ‘

and is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivideg inlarest which | own in the propetty described In the statement above is a:

Fealnteres! (wnership)
D Leasahold interest which explres on

D Dthar: {explalin)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTHWENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
01w ProkesLpnmebiARplos ki Ry, Br22 00s
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This form musl be signed by ONE or more owners ol an undivided Inlerest of at |sast 51% in 1ha [of or parcel far
which such protest is fled, suchinlsrest being net meraly an sasemenl. &isnant under 2 leasewhich has a
remalning lerm often years or longer shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of this protest. Whan ihe owner of
an eligible profest sile is a lzpal entiliy ofher than & person or persons, tha protest pelition stall be signed by the
duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such legal endity. When such legal entily is a homeowner's association, the protest
patilion shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such associalion, or, In lisu thereof, by £1% of the

meimbers of the associefion.
::NT:AME \A]E;hn‘\il 1, Gl — ?QEP“EDNE; ;Ef o8 - EZE(?#C&'.’ ;}W
oAy Evin Wau Caspbel Ca __as00
SIGNATURE (Npteylzed) DATE q] .’,léll P

PRNTNAVE  {(100(E PEM N é/()é 856 2974

S 0y ERly Moy A CATBENL 75
SIGNATURE (Notarized) - \ DHTE?/Z L// /0

PRINT NAME / //) \ == [DAYTIME
. |reLePHONE# .

ADDRESS I , Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Nutatized) (/ k / _ DATE
PRINTNAME — 7 DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatlzed) DATE
PRINT MAKME ey TIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CImY STATE AP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE

Use separate shad ifnacessarny

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.
Zrnlng Fantp ik IRES Ao plicsaitn Ry, Bzv2ios




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counTy oF A Mk y

On 1 (Ut before me, h('J L , Notary Public, personally appeared

- , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the personfs) whose name(s)dgfare subscribed to the within instrurnent and
acknowledged to me that hefehe/they executed the same In higflegitheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his#igrRheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instniment.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Siate of Ca]:.fonua that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

M. 8, LUCIG
) Commlssian & 17948411
Motary Public - Callfornia g
fantg Clara County =
2322

WITNESS miy hand and official seal.

{eal)
/ﬂﬁtar}r Puﬂl.u:
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
] s
counry or_Sauke Closg )
w6
On C[ A k‘a‘ 2010 before me, ﬂh&hﬁl le lﬂl oo » Notary Public, persenally appeared
Nicole vl AL , wheo proved 1o me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the p-arsun'{sj whose name}sj isfase-subscribed to the within instrament and
acknowtedged to me thathe/shefthey executed the same indgfher/ihetr authorized capacityies), and

that by hirfherftheir signaturefgy on the insmiment the personds), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persomgs) acted, execoted the instriment,

I cerify imder FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is fmae and correct. ; ol

KIGHELLE ANTONOWICE
Commisslon # 1651839
Molary Publlc - Calllornla z

Sanla Clara County &

WITWESS m}rhand and official seal. ST _

Motary Public

IP437T1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING FPROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property fo R-1-§ Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts;

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Strearnlined Arnnexation Without Protest. The
rezoning i proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unineorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Joze.

2, Prezoning Direcly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambri Pr

Owmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possikilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recetved preliminary support from
City of San Joge staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners” inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivorcal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3, Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the conirary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria et forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(6).

4. Sta lysis of P ing is Insiifficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoming. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me fo undesstand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

S, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not cuirrent
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning thaé was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minar corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

a Public Hearing Notice ¥iolated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for ¢he City Council's approval. As such, the Plarming
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signad by ONE or more owners of an undivided inlerest of at [sasl 5{% in the lol or parcsl lor
which such protest is liled, such interest belng nol merely an eassment. A tgrant under a lsase whichhas e
remairing larm of tan yesrs or longer shall be desmad an “awner” for purpoess of ihls protesl. When ihe owner of
an allgibla pratest site is a legal entilly othar ihan a person or persons, the protsst palilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized oificer(s) of such legal entily. When such lsgal entily is a homeowner's asseciation, the profest
patition shall be signad by the duly aulhorized oflicarfs) of such assactaticn, or, in lieu thereol, by 51% of lhe
members of the associalion.

PRINTHAME Hﬁﬂ@ﬂj g ﬁﬁj.{?uuﬁ*—f _ TeLeptone# 7% <3 27-5¢a
S conchonr] Us, nghel OB e

SIGNATURE (Notarized) / ,{ 53 M@aﬂm [JME9 Ja

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
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PRINTMAME DAYTIME
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SIGNATURE {Nofarfzed) ) DATE
PRINT HAME DANYTIME

TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Maotarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHCNE #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE FIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS G STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE

Usa separata shest If necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zailiey Finlssk pmESAppioatlon Ra. E22038




STATH OF CALIEORNIA )]

COUNTY OF_ bz Clore )

e

on_ F-27-10 before me’;‘i{.ck&[‘fﬂ-/"rﬂf“ , Watary Public, personally appeared

Alan F Palcunas § Kovem P Palcucas | wha proved to me on the basis of
sabisfactory evidence-to be the pers;:rn{s} whose name(s] sefare sabscribed to the within instrumenk and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeruted the szme in ddafher/their authorized capacibyfies), and
that bysisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enlity wpan behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the nstroment. -

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califorria that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct.

" MICHELLE ANTONDWICZ
Commizston # 1051629

WITNESS my hand and official seal. -

<) Holary Fabllc - Calllernla
7 NGkt Sanla Clara County =
Fielidte 5 L e )
taotary Public
STATE OF CALIFDRENIA ]
] s
COUNTY OF )
O before mey, __ Motary Public, personally appeared

. whao proved o me on fhe basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscribed to the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacitpifes), and
that by hisfher/their signature{s) on the Insrument the pergonfa), or the entity upon hehal of which the
personfs) acted, exeruted the instrumment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the lawe of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is lrue and correct.

WITNESS vy hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Publie

20184 5740.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council fo deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C1¢-010) (“Prezcning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference fo the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined *“nrban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approxdmately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Joze.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Froper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which directly cantradicts the stated desire of
bath the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1584 city policy
(concerning de-nnnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated Seprermber 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
packet into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference ta be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will 1t in Armexation that fit My Pr

property will not henefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The Cify of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a sireamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Governinent Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. aff s of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor hasit pravided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Purther, it has niot provided sufficlent analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me o understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compHlance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
Ceneral Plan Environmental Impact Report {"EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIE was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc. ). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to indude new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR i3
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs §15162.

é. Public Hearin ice Vi i tice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral fromn Cambrian 36 property owners
hased on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be stgned by ONE or mors owiers of an undivided Inlerest of al least 519 in the lot ar parcel for
which such protest is lited, such interesl being not merely an easement. Alanant under alsase which hesa
remalning erm of ten years or longer shall be deemad an “owmer” for purposes of Ihis protesi. Whan e owner of
an eligible protest site is 2 legal enliliy other 1han & person or parsons, the prolest patilion shall ba signed by tha
duly authorized ofiicer(s) of such legal antity. When such legal arlily is & homeowner's associalion, the protesi
paiilion shall be signad by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereol, by 1% of the
members of tha associalion.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1

counry or AR CLAdL

Cn 61 {IM/J {ﬁ' beforg me, Hﬁ wﬁ , Notary Public, persenally appeared

- who proved to me on the basls of
sabisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) fsafe subsorbed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hdﬂie@exemmd he game in histher{e authorized capacliy(ies), and
that by hisfher,@gnamre[s] ot the Inshrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs) acted, executed the instrument.

N et

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the Stile of Californda that the fureggj{ng
paragraph i6 iree and correct. '

M. 5. LUCIC
. Commizslon # 1796411

WITNESS my hand snd officlal seal. sania Clara Counly

LCOmm, 221012

blic
STATE Of CATIFORMIA 3
] =%
COUNTY OF ]
{n before me, __, Naotary Fublic, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
gatisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(5) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s} on the insrument the person(s), or the entily upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrement,

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the Jaws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragrapl is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

2009437 |
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to RB-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Districk upon annexation fo the
City af San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” anmexation (pursuant to Government
Cade § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 pareels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Dire ntradicts City of Camphbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Reguests. The Prezoning it the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 ciy policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed ir the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our eity. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbefl.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Wil] Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services recejved from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently pravide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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gervice. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criferia set forth in Government Code § 56373 3(b}(6).

4, Staff Analvsis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed undes my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of Hoor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

h. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Fnvironmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR. was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the BIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As stch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

A. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reauirements. Motice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property ownets
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval, Assuch, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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G PROTESTAPPLICATION

S

ZONIN

FILENUMBER COUNGIL
DISTRICT )
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL pate 22 -/¢
FLAN o
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOF PROPEATY BEING
PROTESTED : T713 DYp

ASSESSORSPARCELNUMBERS) (15, . 4 , 0 1’2

REASON OF PRGTEST
Qee Attachment A

| protest the proposed razoming bacause

Use soparats sheet if necessary

The proparty in which | swin an undividad Inlerest of atleast 51%, and on bahall of Wwhich ihis prolast |= being filed,
is siluated at: {(descrlibe properly by adilress and ASs0§90r's Parcal Number)

57 Sydnac Dri v g1 9. o -0/l 2
CAn_ﬂ-f_bU-«"n of 95008

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inleresl which ! own nthe properly described In the staternent ahoveis a:

R’ Eoalntersst (ownershin)

|:| Loasehold Interest which axpiras an

|:i Other: {explalt)

PLEASE CALLTHE AP POINTMENT DESK AT {406) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPOINTMENT.
Znedoeg ProlesLpmESRpplicion R BEFR008



Page2

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form musl bs slgnad by ONE or mare OVAes of an undivided intargst of at lsast 51% In tha ot or percal for
which such protest is fllad, such interesl peing nat meraly an gacement. Alenant under aloase whichhas a
remaining tarm of fen years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" lor pUIPOSES ol this protest. When 1he ownear of
an eligible pratest site is a lagal entity glher than a parson or persons, the protesl palition shall be signad by 1he
duly authorized offlceris} of such legal antily. Whan such legal anlily 15 & homeowners associallon, lhe protest
putilion shall be signed by the duly authorized oflicer{s) of such associallon, ar, in fieu thargo!, by 51 = of tha
membars of lhe agsooialion.

PRINT NAME DAYTIME  qd 5« 2ae~iold
MARPLow € FRANK TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS . CITY STATE. ZIP CODE
819% Qudne” riue Cmm_phm GE q 5o B

SIGNATURE (Ngtar C . = : ; DATE O
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notar'zed) l DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notarizad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIyY STATE ZIP GORE
SIGNATURE {Notarizet) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notat1zed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Use saparats sheet il nacessary

PLEASE CALLTHE AFPOINTMENT DESK AT {(308) 535-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoikng PowELprmESiApplcbn Fret, GIEMO0E:




STATE OF CALIFORNIA . ]

] b5
COUNTY OF % MMA—-—’ )
Gn_,wg-@% aa);;'ﬂf() before me, M?ZI %ﬁmﬂﬁumr}r Public, personaily appeared
1

L » who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory efadence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed ko the within instrument and
ackngwledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herfthair signatore(s) on the instrument the persomfs), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instmment.

I certify vnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califoania that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct, '

CommNsien # 1783376

WITNESS miy hand and official seal. ; '-'- ] Nodory Fublic - Gﬂllhlmu
J ¥/ dan'o Clora Counfy
Kﬂ k? M'HOthn Bﬂll#ﬂﬂ HII
L2zl s j g P L e — (Seal)
Notary Poblic
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ) =s
COUNTY O )
Cn befote me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

» who proved o me on the basis of
satlsfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subrcribed to the within Instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph {3 tnie and correct.

WITHNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

20194370.1
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ATTA ENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Districé upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Profest. The
Prezoning is proposed in eonjunetion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursutant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Direct] ntradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Qwners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly conéradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councdilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-innexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexafion of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our eity. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.”

A Prezoning Will Result in i i1l Mot Benefit My I*

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the praoposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resultin a dowmgrade of my cuirent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meefing the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Govermment Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analvgis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed hotw the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
propeity’s existling zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
dengities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaliate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Vielates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Yrezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not ctirrent
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have bean known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infragtructure etc.), As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Publie Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Plannirng Commission Attgust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based con this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning js premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120,020(B).
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204 East Santa Clara Sireat
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ZONING PHOTESTAPPLICATION

TCOUNCIL
DISTRICT

FILE NUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PHDPEF!T‘( EEING
M- |ProTESTED

Eff’ A A
ASSE&SOHSPAHGELNUMB (S}

/2 &7 0/0

REASON OF BROTEST

/“we

See Attachment A

| protast the proposed rezaning bacause

Use separate shast Ifnecassary

The propery in which | own an undivided interest ol at least 51%, end on hahalf of which this protest is being fled,
|5 situated at: {descrliba properiy by address antl Assessor's Parcel Numbsr)

*” _@‘1’ 5 Ofﬁc:m /’?LL/F
Y19 Y OO

and is now zoned R1-8 pistrict. {in. Santa Clara County)

Tha undivided interes! which | own in the property described inthe statemen! ebove 1s a:
y E Fee Interest {ownership)

[] Leasshatd interest which expires on

[ 1 Other:(explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (208) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPCINTMENT.

Zoilieg Paosslanms e plication Ry, BR2008



Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba signad by ONE or moré ownars aof an undivided inlaresl of alleasl 51% in Ihe Iot or parce! for
which such prolest is (iled, suchinlares! belng not merely an eesgment. Alenarnt undar a lsase which has 2
remaining term of ten years or longer sh all be deemed an ‘ownet” for purposes of this praiesl. When the ownar of
an aligibla protest site 15 & [apal entitiy othar lhan a persan or persons, Iho protast patition shall be sighed by the
duly euthorlzed officer () of such leg al antiiy. When such legal enlityis 2 homeowner's assaclalion, the priotest
paiition shall be signed Dy the duly aulhorized officar{z) of such agsociatian, or, in liew thereof, by 51% of the
mambers af the agsaciaiian.
PRINT HARME DAYTIME
Mﬂ]{?‘/AF ws Wwfﬁ 4 TELEPHONE# 70K 656 025
ADDRESS i CITY srm'i ZIPCODE
(G077 s Cruz. Sas Josp C 75420
SIGNATURE [Notarized) DATE
W. /2575070
PRINTNAME = DAYTIME i
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
BIGHATURE [Naotarlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS : CITY SIATE ZIPCODE
5IGHATURE (Hotarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIWME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIfCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFPCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cmyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Hotarlzed) DATE
Use separale shee! if nagessany

FLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTIMENT DESK AT {408) 535-35 55 FOR AM APPLICATION APPOIMTMENT.
Zoaky ProlesLpr@Sepp Etin Rev. G200



STATE OF CALIF

O

mp« 0l ;)
COUNTY DF L )
% -{— hefore me, I\Qﬁ’m %‘L@O Notary Publie, personally appeared

w"ﬂmf ) a (lalt i who proved to me on the basis of
saficfactory evidence-to be the'p rsun{%huse name{Byis/asesubscribed ko the within instriment and
acknowledged to me that hefshetdry execitted the same in hisfherftinr authorized capacity{{ed), and
that by hisflesfeir signahirels) on the instrument the person{y), or the entity vpon behalf of which the
per&nn[?t acked, executed the mstoument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PEFJURY vnder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trie and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

£&
Cumrnminn # 1733378

3 Nolary Publte - com
$& Py iy oMtomia i
A Q&ﬂdﬁfj@w sea | 087 '*'ﬁ'_un: cﬁﬂﬂ,mmﬁ;ﬂn;ll !

Notary Pablie
STATE OF CALIFORINIA )]
) oss
COUNTY OF )]
On betfore me, . Motary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subsaribed to the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir avthorized capacity(ies), and
that by histherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), cr the endity upon behaif of which the
persons) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FEMALTY OF PERJUEY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corvect,

WITNESS my hand and officdal seal,

(Seal)

Notary Public

01943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} {“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facis:

i. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Armexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streambined “urban pocket” annexation {(pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Direetly Contradicts Ci mipbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petiticn signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to purste two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a cdlear preference i be part of Campbell.”

A Prezoning Will Result in Apnexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability fo provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Caode § 56373.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analvsia of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sutficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Not has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendymm to the EIR js
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
' Cal, Code Regs § 15162, .

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nots uirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Plarning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.020(B).




CITY OF

SANJOSE | ——

CAPITAL OF SILLCON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Stroat

San José, GA 85113-1505

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Weballe: wwv.zen]oseca.goviplanning

ZONING PFIDTESTAPPLICATIDN

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF F{?XPEHWEE[NE

PROTESTED ALELMO PRAVE  CAARRELL, OA D 5009
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

G2 ~39-04[- 00

AEASON OF PROTEST
| protast Ihe propaos éd rezoning because See Attachment A

Useseparata sheel if nacessary

The propeanty In which | own an undivided inlerest of at least 51%, and on beahall of which this pratestis being Med,
|5 sllualed at: {describe properfy by address and Assessor's Parcel Nunther)

Q45 SHLERMO DRWE  CAMPEELL, CA 95TOE
PRUEBL Q17259041 -00

and Is now zonad R1-8 istrick. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided literast which! own in 1he propery deseribed InThe statement above 1s a:

E/ Fes Intersst fownership)

[] Lessehold interast which expires on

[C] other: fexpian)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTHMENT.
Foning Fimazt prGsApp sy Aay, BEr0nE




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be glgnad by ONE or more ownets of an undividad Intarest of at least 51% in the lol or parcel far
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an eassment. Alenant under aleasse which has a
rarnairing larm of ten years or langer shall be desmed an "own ar" {or purpases of this protast. When the owner of
an eligibla protes! sits |5 a legal antiliy other tham a person or persons, ihe protest petilion shall be slansed by he
duly authorized afllcer(s) of such legal aniily. When such legal enily is a homeowner's associztion, ther protest
petition shall be sigried by the duly aulhorized officerts) of such agsoelation, or, in lisu thereof, by $1% of the
memhbers of ihe association.
PRINT NAME ] DAYTIME
JOHCE M. PHRILLIPS TELEPHONE # 405"55'5]4509
ADD?S% o CITY STATE ZIF CODE
945 Saletand PRINE CoaAnd Bl i
SIGHATU HE[WM ‘ . DATE
=y Phlhlps al72./20\0
PRINT MAME ) DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGHNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
. TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS oIy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATLIAE {Motarlzad] CATE
\Usesaparateshestifnecessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOH AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zurig ProesL piBSrAppBcalion Few, BE2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counryor__ 9T CLAA ;

B5.

Cn q bﬂ/ l [D before me, H ‘4 . wn , Motary Fublic, personally appeared
T NEN Mg -

who proved to me on the basls of
saligfactory evidence-to be the persom(s) whose name(s)adare-subscribed to the within instriment and
acknowledged bo me that hefgisfihey executed the same in hisdgythelr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfhefihelr signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), er the enfiby upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execoted the instroment.

I certify wnder PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. _ —

M. & LUCIO
Commlsslon # 1796411

Sanha Clara County
22,2002

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

STATE QF CALIFORNIA )
}ooss
COUNTY OF }
On before me, . Motary Public, personally appeared

»who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evldence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subsciibed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execited the same in hisfherftheir authorized capadty({es), and
that by hisfherftheir signature{s) on the ingtrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persom(s) acted, execited the instrument.

I vertify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph s true and correct.

WITNEES my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully vrge the City Council to dery -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezening”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upaon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunchion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the Cify of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezonhing Directly Contradicts City of Camphbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 praperty owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambiian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Joge staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-aninexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayaor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residentz have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Erezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has nof provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Purthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
uiban island annexation purszant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Ingufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what-uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densitfes ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
woutld become legal nen-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirpnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
popuolation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure atc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162, :

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s owm notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nolice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrisn 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's appraval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nuill and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Withgut Protest. The
Prezaning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to —~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {(pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 pareels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
Ciiy of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Co ' ity of Campbell and Cambyri Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented {o the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of 5an Jose staff. Councilmember Tudy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 ¢ty policy
(conceming de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit by Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contravy, it will result in a downgrade of my aarent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing fssue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the Cify’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island anmexation pursuant to Government Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(8).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning s Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analygis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zene will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zening, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would beceme legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Angust 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial impor tance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service ares, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc ). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

b. Public Hearing Notice Violated Ci ate Notice Reguirements, Notice for the
Sar1 Jose Planning Comimission August 25fh public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own nofice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Couneil’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is prematire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (EFile No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1 Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjuncéion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of 11 and Cambr; Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
beth the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented ta the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Intesponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ong which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, *Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #34
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result i ion that Will .

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my cutrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Purthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(6).

4. ff Analysis of Prezoning is icient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparisen of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me o understand and
evalnate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

A Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envircnmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of SanJose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is nok current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial impertance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, publie infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimumny, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

a. Public Hearing Notice Viclated (3 d State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Auguat 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is nuil and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.



