.| ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

CITY OF ‘g‘;%?g %

SAN JOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tol (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055

Wehbsite: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

PROTESTED WE eRid  whaY | CAvMp R
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
“ 1Y -0l -05 /

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

YY) Sy WwAY | cAwmPReLC
YiY-0t-057/

and is now zoned RI1-8 District, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statemant above is a:
E’Fee Interest {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

L] Othor: (expiain)

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

Zoning Protest pmB5/Applcation fav, 61272008



STATE OF CALIEORNIA )
COUNTY OF__Samn ke Clare )

—

5S.

On K / £s / LIS peforeme, _PryusH DAYE Notary Public, personally appeared

Rene Jolee Sevilla Klise 4 shren 3 Flige , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s)isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by histher/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

/ Rotery Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1

PIYUSH DAVE
Commission # 1892248
Notary Public - Calitornla

Santa Clara County _
lres Jun 11, 2014 §
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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, Staff Analysis 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 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 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 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. 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 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 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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CITYOF & ;
SAN JOSE __ CITY OF SAN JOSE
C,APYIAL or SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF PROPERTYBE[NG
PROTESTED 3// g DA—(_.&,/‘hS D,Q_ ﬂ/ AnPREC C% 75008

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) ) )
/)2 290/ 7

REASCNOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

tse separate sheetif necessary

The properly in which | own an undivided interest of at lsast 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

‘//5 avias 2z, Campece A 23008
Srémce ﬁe}mﬁgzj Sratoe £ Srory A g TpENCE
HSBESS0R Hetagmvy ™' 27952 100024 'Pﬁﬂaéc # /239072

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

The undivided intarest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:
M FeelInterest {ownership)
L__I Leasehold interest which expires on

]:I Other: {explain)

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

Zonlag ProtesLpmB5/Appication Rev. 6/2/2008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

members of the association,

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such lega! entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the

PRNTNAE T 2rrs  PIakaA

'?éi\_g:’h}/-i!%NE 708 300 8918

ADDRESS - ciTY STATE ZIP CODE
e fheias DR, Cpmpseee Y 25008
SIGNATURE (Notarize / DATE /
AN G/22 // o

PHINTNAMQ,\T e ‘@a—;b o

'?QEET‘P&;%NE# NO¥ LN

S e Dyllas DY

Coampoe  "Ta S8

DATE(;!‘ag\IO

SIGNATURE (Notari?iﬁfy/ Z/ // / /74,\—,

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

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

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

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cIrY STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

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

SEE ATTACHED
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FROM NOTARY

Zoning Protest pmé5/AppEcation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

, ) ss.
COUNTY OW C/W ) N

Ongf?ﬁ’/‘ 22 2010, before Notary Public, personally appeared

) % Rl ’“z , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

- 3 JAMES
WITNESS my hand and official seal. e N%?::;“ ’h‘:i:"!;# é;ﬂ?:,g?a

santa Clata County 2

NS pyComm BrpkesApr 20,2011 |
« QM% w(,m () oS T TSR

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIEORNIA )
) -
cOUNTY 0F_ Qe Yo Clan )
On / 2{/ 2972 pefore me, P‘YUsH Dave , Notary Public, personally appeared
T~ Qteu; Luwne, r{,\,,({;x / , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidéncetd be the person(;() whose name(g} is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me thathefshe/they-executed the same inhis/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s}; or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{sy acted, executed the instrument.

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

PIYUSH DAVE f
Commission # 1692248 £
Notary Publlc - Galifornia E

Santa Clara County =
My Comm. Expires Jun 11, 2014 §

WITNESS sy hand and official seal.

B st

A

/ N‘ogary Public

201943701
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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 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 (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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning js 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
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’ inferest 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 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 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, Staff Analysis 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 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 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 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. 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 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 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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CITY OF &7 -
_ E CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAFITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Cotle Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 25113-1905

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

Website; www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FiLE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING )
PROTESTED G ) Com dpian D

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) )2 27 p
{2753 - o6y

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The propsrly in which [ own an undivided interest of at least 519%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

(e Cambinr )4
LYl - 37069

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

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement aboveis a:
IE FeeInterest {ownership)
[] Leasshoid interest which expires on

|:| Cther: (explain)

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

Zonlag Protest pmE5/Application Rev, 672/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alsase whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a lagal entitiy other than a person or persons, the prolest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal eniity is a homsowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclation, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assoclation,

PRINTNAME 2 wiei2 4, Cs it ?étggf-i%ms# S59-1381
RODRESS /1 44 ARn) Dbwe ﬁ‘cmf@ sy Rl STATE 0/ ;%Pg%ei}E
SIGNATURE (Notatized) C% / WA Wﬁ '_ DATE ¢y 99, /0(

PRINTNAME ,— ;. - DAYTIME R
E VL . Csabe TELEPHONE# = ¢ (347
ADDRESS . ‘ oY, STA . ZIPCODE
67 L./ / C:»‘{ ;1,1_4_(—141 b ,D(' ((R by ﬂéé',// (-E 75?5‘1)6‘4’
SIGNATURE (Notarized) . 7 DATE__
Gl M. Gatn G272, /0

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

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

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

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

Zoning Protest pméb/Application Raev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF (Q@fu}@/— @@4@/ ; >

OngQ,, 20 before me, l\gﬂ/ﬂ«(/%ﬁ %LM Notary Public, personally appeared
L= é %‘ f % o
(L)

AL Q. Sale b’ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commission # 1733376

WITNESS my hand and official seal. | Notaty Publlc - Catitornla 5
santa Clara Counly

) wmg:gkgstpfvzgzong
A/OCKM@QQ/%7QQ7¢%/ ) T

Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF 57% ( LAdk ; -

On q( (e before me, Mﬁ UJZ{D , Notary Public, personally appeared

s @(ﬂ-—*\; ‘\1 9 , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(syi8fare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/ghigfthey executed the same in hisAfEEftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his{ier/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct. Sutudlief

> M. 8, LUCIO "
j S commisslon # 17964
A E Notary Publlc - Catifornia
_ santa Clota County

My Comm. BphesNay 22, 2012 E

P T VY

LN R

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

PR e ¥ v Y

(Seal)

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council o 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 Without Protest. The

Prezoning 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 parcels in
unincorporafed 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 S5an Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

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 sighed 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 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 #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 Properiy. 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 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 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
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 and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates 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 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 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. 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 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 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 &2
DANJOSE cimvorsanjosE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1805

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Webslte: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By

FILE NUMBER

REZONINGFILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING .
PROTESTED Gbof (o brian D

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
t]L (2. ~27.070

REASONOF PROTEST
See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being tiled,
is sltuated at: (describe properiy by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

(L) Cormbeion Do

Hi1r-2%7-070

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

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above Is a:
IZ Feelnterest {ownership)

[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

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

Zaning Protest.pmB5/Applicalion Rev.6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protesl s filed, such interest being not merely an sasement. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of tan years or fonger shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest site is a legal entiliy other than a person or parsons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such lagal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME ;- . DAYTIME
[i“.“c{[ . (,5&[?4 - (1a //Cl v TELEPHONE # Yod 71 F¢oq
ADDRESS . CITY STATE ZIP CODE
é 4 / (j"" b ot e DT (7&‘\ o badi ¢ A Gy o)
SIGNATURE (Notarized}™ . -~ - DATE
( );cﬁ-»’?fi\ by Crodn - %)ﬂ(fgﬁﬁ = / Lor // B
PRINTNAME . - - DAYTIME - R
Al fred bleir Gollant TELEPHONER 7 4 1 ~570b2
ADDRESS . _ cy STATE ZIPCODE
66 / QM/JY‘{/\M /,,2/" (>a M:/J be XA o A 7 57)"9.?‘
SIGNATURE (Motarizeg) —7> DATE /
A Bl 74452%%/} /33 [0
PRINT NAME" DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate shest if necessary

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

Zoning Protestpmeb/Applcation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

_ , Notary Public, personally appeared
H il ffwho proved to me on the basis of
sat:sfactory ev;dence—to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfg@ subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/fligiPexecuted the same in his/her/H#ieR authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the for_egomg
ara a hlStl‘!IEandcorrect A.AAAAAAA_AA_‘.A. !
e M. S, LUCIO

S2\ Commission # 1796411
rs{" Notary Public - California
sanla Clara Counly

g LN vw

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(w 1274 (Seal)
N% Pub]ic(

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss.
COUNTY OF }
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Pubilic

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfuily 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 Without Protest. The

Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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
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 Resuit 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 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




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 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 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 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 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. 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 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 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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, SAN JOSE o , CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.sanfoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER | COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF PHOPERTY BEING
PROTESTED C oy \{)r\ ars D¢

ASSESSORS PAHCELNUMBEH(S)

412 -3 -0O%5

REASONOFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate shest i necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and an behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

5%5 a,&m\ov‘\a o s
- 365085

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

The undivided intersst which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
Fee Interest {ownership)

I:l Leasehold interest which expires on

[___l Other: (explaln)

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

Zanlng Protestpmb5/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




Page2

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel tor
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a persan or persons, the protest petifion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAME

DAYTIME

“Daulo  Wol\ue TELEPHONE# 108-S59-1335
ADDRESS o cITY STATE ZIPCODE
535 (Cambrior D MP\}&\\ (A . Gs00¢&
IGNATURE(Notariz DA'I% -
< ™ D -2.8 - 2010
PRINT NAME DAYTIME )
Bernamin Lo\ Kup TELEPHONE# YPE-S8F- 1 235
ADDRESS ) \ oY STATE ZIPCODE
535 @ambpam . (oimpbrel! CA. 5008
SIGNATURE (Notarized) o / DATE o~
W Z/,y/,/; 7—2 >~/ 0
PRINT NAME . i DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS crY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatized) DATE

Use separate sheet it necessary

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

Zonlng Pratast pm5/Application Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss

< ]
COUNTY OF ».) /;?m,}/jﬁ._ Qp&éfﬁ% )

On Z;”%? ; ;)(3 201U before me, Qﬁﬁ' ;uh) (\ﬁmﬁo Notary Public, personally appeared

Y f/)&u 5’?(( oy, S<€< /f’) oo (dalloe // , who proved to me on the basis of
sansfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s§ 1sfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged ko me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, executed the instrument.

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

DIANE M. JAMES
3 Commission # 1733376 |
4hs1) Notary Public - California i
iy Sonla Ciara County =
. EXptes AP 20,2011 B

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

5\@{/5‘@@@/ 777 Q\)‘y By (Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
Yendi i ) s
counTy o =3lote Y Vaie’ )

Ong'é/r? Qs O before me,A\ w’?{ﬁvqw¢ W), Notary Public, personally appeared

£ x,fm%/ﬂﬂ?zwu Osonple inlberd 3/  who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory! év;dence—to bé'the pef-‘son(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

»LQ Ll Sq'g\r ‘{”‘ U] (Seal)

Notary Public

DIANE M. JAMES
\  Commission # 1733376 §
; Naotary Public - Callfornla E
$ante Clara Counly =
iy Comm, Explres Api 20,2011 |

&_f

20194370.1
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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 fo 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 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
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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition sighed 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 Campbel! 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 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 #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 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 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 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 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
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 and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates 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 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 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. 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 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 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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S
CITY OF éﬁ'
SAN JOSE __ | CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Builtding and Code Enforcement

200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 95113-1905

te! (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055
Website: www.san]oseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN By

REZONING FILENUMBER

brotEstED | BENG g7 0 chmBRIANV pe Campbell  (n 7509

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 7{/ l

t-03
REASONOFPROTEST

I protest ihe proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate shest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

D20 CHAMBRIAN DR CAawmgbell A G500

H12-4l-032

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

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
@ FeeInterest (ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

[:[ Other: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning Pintestpme5/Application Rav, §/2/2008




Pagoe2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal eniiliy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shafl be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME _ - DAYTIME W - .
Ml Salamph TELEPHONE # L/dé 3//-2‘%5—0
ADDRESS . . CITY STATE ZIPCODE
6,20 CamBegian De (mmplg.efl ‘n 95009
SiGNATURE}NotarIzz% DATE
-t 8/, 4
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
mMnd e salamipa TELEPHONE # 7105) ;7/“27/{0
ADDRESS A cIry STATE ZIPCODE
B0 ramblini pe (Humpholf  On F500 %
SIGNAT RE}Notarlzed) 7 . ) DATE
c ) bz C el t?/x&//c?f
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ey STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) , DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cirY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizedl) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

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

Zoning Protest pm65/AppEcation Rav, 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counTy or _ N CUMA )

58,

» Notary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of

sahsfactory evndence-to be the person(s) whose name s) lséggasubscnbed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefsheffiey-executed the same in his/fhergheitruthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisﬂ1er@ﬁj‘}2gnature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s} acted, executed the instrument.

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

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS myhand and official seal.

M S LUCIO

i) Commisslon # 1796411 &
> SXEl) Notary Publle - California g
Santa CIQfG Counly

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

20194370.1

Notary Public

{Seal)
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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 Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “utban 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Ownerg 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
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 #36
pocketinto 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 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 cutrently 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 woutld 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 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 curtently 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 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 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 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. 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 own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral {rom 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 § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN JOSE - CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA95113-1905

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

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER TCOUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN BY

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF FROPERTY BEING ) ..
PROTESTED 53 { Cambciacs Bcive, CampbeWl (A g500K

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

H\a-3%- 0%k

REASONCFPROTEST
I protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate shaet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

530 Cawheion Qeive, Cowpben CA G5C0X
N, BW\A- DL O8b

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

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement above s a:

@ Fesinterest {ownership)

[7] Leasehold interest which expires on

El Other: {explaln)

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

Zaonlng Protest pme3/Appkcation Rev. 6/2/72008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the fol or parcel! for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest pelition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

Clheul  Balner TELEPHONE# MO R - 364 - (R(D

ADDRESS™ cITY STATE ZiP CODE
5\ Colodien Q¢ i | Camokaw (A IO

SIGNATURE (Notarized DATE
W Scpt, IS [y
PRI DAYTIME
{ Nora N Kones TELEPHONE # L\D% ﬂﬂ‘(?ﬁl‘
cTY TE ZIPCODE |
e Dive L Cobell, A qons

M
smmunaw /H,. e ' ' ' D%F‘E@ ?% | &; ?&ﬂ o

ADDRESS

PRINTNAME  * DAYTIME

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS €133 STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
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Use separate shest if necessary
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

)
COUNTY OF > e dﬁu 2/ )

On %@. .Yl D before otary 'ublic, personally appeared
£ )u rL (j Ly,

\\ , who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory evidere-to be the person{s) whose name(s) 1s/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commission # 1733376 §
I} Nolary Public - Callfornla i

WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Santa Clara County =

f,emﬁ,/ @m&f%‘/ (Seal)
Notary Public
STATE QF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF % @,Qa;/t &’ )

%ﬂfﬁ\’ ’}6 200 efore me, ' (I Rotary Public, personally appeared
{HMW AN {291/ , who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/aré subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

3 Santa Clum County
Lémti/(/mq 2 Seal) Yom

Notary Public

20194370.1
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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, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff hasnot 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
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 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 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. 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 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 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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200 East Santa Clara Street
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER |COUNCIL

DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

BY
REZONING FILENUMBER

3y [ADRESSOFPROPERVEERS 1 31 7 lun (n.  capoin o oo

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) UiL-dl-a11.a

REASON OFPROTEST
%, | protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheetf necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at feast 51%, and on bahalf of which this protest is baing filed,
is siluated at: (describe property by atldress and Assessor's Parcel Number)

Y 180 (Ahgpidr o
CAPBRL < A50%
t,“’?%,ﬁ L{GJ__ 51({ "

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

The undivided interest which [ own in the property described in the statement above is a:
3)6 ]zr Feeinierest (ownership)
D Leasehold intgrest which expires on

D Other: (explain)}

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

Zoning Pratestpm6sfApplication Rev, 672/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parce! for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant undera lease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be desmed an "owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entily is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members ofthe association.

PRINTNAME /. DAYTIME B
KE@W WefiT b TeLEPHONE# {07 T 3438
ADDRESS . - CitY STATE ZIP CODE
T8k CAMBRU TR cAlflay ca A (o
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) KJ’ ( % DATE Q- 24 1
B v 0
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cyY STATE 7IPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheetifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlng Protest.pmB5/Applicatlon Rev. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF 5&4}-& @(m a. ; -

SW)L 95 00 before me, AQC{M ﬂ%ﬁgﬂﬂ’w Notary Public, personally appeared
K“J/J/LM a_ K+ CL»\&/VI Se [ , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evnﬂanc&to be the person(s) whos name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 847 Commbission # 1“;333?6 !
Nolary Public - Calltornla i
: 7/ Santa Clara Counly
(el )7 G sd o Yo B A 20,2011
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose namefs) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public
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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 Without Protest. The
Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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 #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 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 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 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 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 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
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 setvices, 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.

6. 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 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 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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200 East Santa Clara Street
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN BY

REZONING FILE NUMBER

P e I & DLLAG DRIVE (MIPHELL O 15K
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| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheel if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at i (dlescribe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

425 DALLAS DRWVE, CAMPPELL, (A 4S00E
U]~ 24 - oll =00

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

The undivided interest which 1 own in the property described in the statement above is a:

ﬁ Fesinterest (ownership)

[:] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Cther: (explain)

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

Zoning Potsst pmes/Application Rav. 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more awners of an undivided interest of af least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest s filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such legal enlity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% ofthe
members of the association. .

e KN el e ez 404~ 72131
S 4o¢ Diugs De- Tufpae T e
SIGNATURE (Notarized) (ZM 5 )

Gfex) 10
T SUNMINA MAGun ierrones 40597172 2
S 496 ke DI calfbL PR Apd

SIGNATURE (Notarized) . W /k//“\%% DATE ? //Z 2{ 7/‘2{9 / /)

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

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

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Use separate sheet if necessary

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

Zoning Protestpni5lApplication Rav, 6272008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF éw Ol )

, Notary Public, personally appeared

. [ (N o { who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory ev1dence—t0 be the person{s) whose name(s}is/aressubscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefghefiexecuted the same in his/hegftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisﬂxexﬁn@gnamre(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foreﬁgmg

paragraph is true and correct. = M. §. LUCIO E
=
§

> Commilssion # 1796411
721) Notary Publlc - California
Santa Cloro County

WITNESS my hand and official seal.
_ : 22,2002

(Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acied, executed the instrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)
Notary Public

201943701
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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 propetty 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 conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamiined “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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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 #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbeil.”

3. Prezoning 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 result in a downgrade of my current
gservices 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 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 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
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 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 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 fo the EIR is
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 Notice Requiirements. 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 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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REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is sltuated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

S| 42/ pAUAS D2 (ANPBELL , (4 FSTOE  RZIELH
- 42 -390 O

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

The undivided interest which ! own in the property described in the statement above is a:
*' Bj Fes Interest fownership)
I:l Leasehold interest which expires on

[] other:(explain)

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

Zaning Pintestpmb5/Application Rev, 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided Inferest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest belng not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or fonger shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entily is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county oF_4ip CLAdA )

On q(ﬂ i! b 7 before me, _. (? wé( 0 , Notary Public, personally appeared

Al who proved to me on the basis of
saﬁsfactory evidende-to be the person s} whose name(s) Is/are subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in his/het/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/fheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity wpon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

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

347 LB Commission # 1796411 &
WITNESS my hand and o#ficial seal. : ., Notary Public - California §
/ i ; Santa Clora County B

’ otary Pﬁlth
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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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 Without Protest. The
Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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 #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 benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resuit 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 carrently 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 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 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
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 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 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 FIR is
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 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 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).
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CAMITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, Buifding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA95113-1805

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055

Website: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN

BY.

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBEING 7,/ ) Ty PYEN
PROTESTED : ’7/‘/? bﬂéuf‘» b/?-«-, CAM?BééL, CA 95069
ASSESSORSPARCELNUMBERS) /> _ 59,0

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separate sheet H necessary

The property in which  own an undivided interest of at least 519%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: {describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

W14 Dats Do Canppete , (A 95og
4{2 - 29-009

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

The undivided interest which | own in the propenty described in the statement above is a:
Feelnferest {ownership)
D Leasehold interest which expires on

|:| Other: (explain)

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

Zoning ProtastpmB5/Applicalion Rav, 6/2/2008




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such fegal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 1% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME < DAYTIME —
Rowacr C. PArker e eptiongs (78] 37/ -0 e
ADDRESS - ' CITY STATE ZIP CODE
Yy PAeas e, Camphell cA T G5vaf
SIGNATURE (Notarizéd 7) ' DATE
) cw/é/ «/‘ ;)ﬂ/*/é‘-’ 7/2 Z/ /v
PRINT NAM 4 DAYIME 0@~ 2/
Jo Avy Y ARKER. TELEPHON!?/# 8-3%-0910
ADDHESS _ OA:ITY STEE IPCOD
U39 ppins DRIVE Pipbell £
SIGNAFURE {(Nofarized) DATE
(R orbpeo G-23-/0
PRINT NA DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cny STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cay STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning Protestpm65/AppEcation Rav, 672/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
SWR/PEE
COUNTY OF A )
gﬁﬂ?! 9, IV 0 b re me K@’My@ﬁ ML) Notary Public, personally appeared
JAO0Y) el 22 foefidd 4 who proved to me on the basis of

sahsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

Commistion # 1733376 [
Notary Public - Cailifornia g
Santa Clara County %

oy Comim, ExpresAe 20,2011 §

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

£ QUM:’_LW Qﬂmﬁw (Seal)

Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

J . ) s
COUNTY OF U2, I )

%@ 4(,}@1/ M @AM

On )’L 23, VIO vefore /‘ ,L%d/xﬂg& 7%, Notary Public, personally appeared

Y. Z&){/Yl/ e ol /4 _ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory é¥idence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES
, Commission # 1733376 §
} Notary Public - Calllornla ;
Santa Clara Counly =
2> My Comm, BxphesApr20,2011 K

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

/(/O { Xt’/}w 777 ()Z’f?ft/f@“"' (Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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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 Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary pretrequisite 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 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 Campbell 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 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 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 #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 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 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, Staff Analysis 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 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 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 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. 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 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 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 PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -

REZONING FILENUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING

PROTESTED &z 2 1. [/en) é’?ﬁ e QMJ@// (e .
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) o
S22 = G0 Ol

See Attachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

f protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

oz [ullsy Drive , Gupbed/, Ca.
M Y2 Yo -o/e

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

The undivided interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is a:
FeeInterest {ownership)
E] Leasehold interest which expires on

|:| Other: {explain)

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

Zanlng Protest pmBS/Application Rev. 6/2/2008




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% In the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an gasement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitly other than a person or persons, the protest pefition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51 % of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME | DAYTIME i
Sharyn ). AXcherten TeLEPHONE#(408) 559-899/
ADDRESS 5 ‘. % STATE ZIP GODE
. !
Yp2 ﬂﬁ! @ﬁ/fn ﬂf‘l e (Db (en GSoa 4~
SIGNATURE (Notarized) rg} ‘ DATE
% Mol e _ //9—%//(::
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCCDE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS ciyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use separate shest if necessary

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

Zoning Protestpmes/Apphcatien Rav. 6/2/2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

countyor_Suta Clayo )

55.
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On :Q"f?ﬁl’ 22,94 before me /(/Qf/%%” Q'J’?"ﬂ“{‘) , Notary Public, personally appeared
S _/) e @ﬁ W@../ {/___ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory eviddhceto be the persor({(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity({ies}), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. .: P __ HANE AS
- W ;
. 7/ tanlg Clara County =

Notary Public ¢

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}  ss.
COUNTY OF )
On before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose namefs) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfher/their anthorized capacity(ies), and
fhat by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1




Residential

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 Without Protest. The

Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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 #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 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 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, Staff Analysis 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 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 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 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. 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 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 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 PROTESTAPPLICATION

COUNCIL
DISTRICT

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
, PLAN By

REZONINGFILE NUMBER -

% EADDHESSOFPBQPERTYBEING — .
PROTESTED il Camibrian 0¢ P/:l‘mpbf,\\ (e 945008

ﬁ ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

A=Y [~ 017
See Atftachment A

REASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separatesheetif necessary
/ The property in which lown an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,

is situated at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
1l Cambrian - Campbell Ca  49C08

Ylo-41-015

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

The undivided Interest which | own in the property described in the statement above is &

x M Fee Interest {(ownership)

[:I Leasshold interest which expires on

D Other: {explain)

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




ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Page?2
This form must ba signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parce! for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. Atenant under alease whichhasa
remaining term of ten vears or longer shall be desmsd an “owner” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petition shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal eniity. When such legal entity is a hormeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAME DAYTIME L . 2 Y g
Maria  Lonero tererHonex 08956954
ADDRESS Cambrign Dr CITY STATE ;_i? CODE
T tamphell  Cd Qoo y
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) - ‘ DATE
e A A/ 21/10
PRINTNAME ‘ DAYTIME
& ALY TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS . _ cy TE ZIPCOD
ro—bambriav D Capnphell 4 1500
IGNATURE (Notarizeg DATE . '
AR Coterizegy e q/21/v0
PRNTNAME DAYTIME ' Py
TeLephoNEs 108~ Ak 3 -9 54
ADDRESS CimY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cny STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cimy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
Use separate sheet if necessary

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

Zonling Pretest pme5siAppteation Rev, 6/2/2008
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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 Without Protest. The

Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 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 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 #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 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 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. Staff Analysis 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 has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotld 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 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 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. 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 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 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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See Attachment A

j protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separate sheet if necessary
/ The properly in which | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is being filed,

is situated at: (describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)
94 aamBRIGY DR CAHMPBELL
Hia ~ 37013

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

The undividad interest which { own in the property described In the statement above s a:

x m Feelnterest {ownership)

D Leasehold interest which expires on

D Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESKAT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning Protest.pmBSIApplication Rev. 6/2/2068
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This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 1% in the lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tenant under a lease which hasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest site is a legal entitiy other than a person or persons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such fegal entity is a homeowner's assoctation, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer{s) of such assoclation, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINT NAM . DAYTIME o d- )
/\/ﬁﬁfﬁ&’ A, C’,}//%A/Dﬁéfg TELEPHONE# 277- §7¢&/7
ADDRESS L ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
wif LAMBR/AMN DR CAMP BELL CH G5a0y
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
Wetoir. T3 Charitlor 1/22) 2010
PRINTNAME DAYTIME )
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
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TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cIry STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ‘ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cay STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cIry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
tse separate sheet if necessary

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

Zoning Protest pmG5/Appication Rev, 6/2/2008
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)
COUNTY OF _<Jamés. CLgse )

On A l 10 before meﬁé :Qgga . Q{a{ o , Notary Public, personally appeared

58,

ine ae Chanaden , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITN and an iclal seal.
4‘ A
LG
(Wblic
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

_ who proved to me on the basis of
satisfaclory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their 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 PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Notary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Tnitiated 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 Without Protest. The
Prezoning 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 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 Directly Contradicts City of Campbell 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 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. Tn 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 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), 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 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 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, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my propetrty’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
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 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 etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent FIR 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. 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 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 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).




