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REASON OF PACTEST
Sec Attachinent A

i protest the proposed rezening becavss

Use saparaie sheet i necessary

The property in which | own an undiviged interes! of al Isast 5%, and on hehaif of which Lhis protest is baing fed,
te situated al (dascrbe propery by address and Assesaar's Parcel Nunihar)

L E LD &, BaAscom AVE, SN vfrﬂ"/ﬁf
APN a3 A1 2e A0 4Z-Al-0A L, 4122 41=033

and s mow zoned TN bistriot. {in Santa Clara County)

The undividad inlerest which | own ins the property desoribed inthe siatement sbovals &

,E/Faalntﬂrﬁst {owenarshind

D Leasahold inferast which exoires on

D Othar: (explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {403) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICN ARPCINTMENT.

Tardig Pt omEEopfcatiun Ruy, SRRA0E



Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

PR R TR
This form mast be sighad by ONE ar more owners of an undivided ieterest of af [east 57% inthe ot or parcel lor
which such protest is filed, such interast being not meraly an easement. Alenant under a tease which hasa
remaining term of fen years or longer shall be deomed an “owno” fof purposes of this pratest. When the owner of
an eligible profest sife is & legel entitiy oiher than a person or persons, 1he prolest petifion shall be signed by the
duly autharized officer{sh of auch isgal antity, When such tegal antity i & homeownet's associaiion, the protes]
pofition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s] of such association, or, in fieu thereof, by 51% of the
ingmbers of the assuciatiuﬁ

FHI é 1& DAYTIME
}*??/,f&?.{ SIS LS TELEFHONE #
Amﬁ <o CITY (ﬁTATE E}EI}D Eor

N2l gr w)lh: () oo (ot A TET

SIGNATURE{Noktrized D ;
gt'%-ﬁ?ﬂ ), e s Cjﬁgr J[ﬁx\‘ Eﬁl// & //‘;}
PRINT NAME S DAYTIE
' TELEPHONE#

ADDRESS \ oY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) \ DATE
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME

TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS \ CRY STATE ZPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizad) \ DATE
PRINT NAME \ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ABDRESS \ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SHGMNATURE [MNotarized) \ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTHME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS \ CHY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Noterized) \ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTHIME

TELEPHOMES
ADDRESS . G]Y STATE ZIP CODE
SIGMATLIRE {Notarized) \ DATE

Lise separate sheot i necessﬁ{y

\

FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESH AT [408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTIMENT.

Zanving P puldSenbcdian Mo 22000




STATE OF CALIEORNEA }

. }
COUNTY OF SpnZ o Clar i }

E5,

On (f‘” h{‘ff- ff}f . before ma, E Eg#* el b{_f?"tf‘"j' . Mobary Public, persunally appeared

ominrit.  CorFen targ , who proved to me on ihe basis of
satislactory evidenveto be the persunds) whose name{s) isfase subscsibed 1o the within instrument and
aolmnowiedped b me that hefehefthey execnied the same in hisfherftheipanthotived capacity(ies), arud
thiat by hisherftheir signature(s) on the nstrument the personds), or the cntity vpon bohalf of which the
persun{s) acted, exemited lhe instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Calfomda {hal e forepolng
parageaph is true and cozrect.

0

Notary Public™™

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 3
1 oss
CODNTY OF }
On before me, , Motary Public, pecsosalby appeazed

- , whi proved to me on the basts of
safisfactory evidenteso be the personds) whose namefs) isfare subscebed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they excouted five same in hisfherftheir avthorlzed capaciylies), and
[hat by hisfherftheir signalure(s) on the instrament the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
peasunis) acted, executed the mstrument.

[ cortity under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the lws of the State of Caliomnia thal fhe foregaing
paragraph is true and cormect,

WITNESS my hanid and officiad seal,

{5aoal}
iMotary Public

WHNA |




Commercial
ATTACHMENT A

TQ ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfufly wrge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Iniliated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezoning”} lhat would result in the rezoning of
my property to CN Commercial Neighborhood 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 Sireambined Annexation Withoui Profest. The

Prezoning is propased in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the Gity
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “wrban pockel” annexaton (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of appraximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commanly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezaning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell end Cambrian 36 Property
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the Hrst step of a unilateral effort inifiated by the Ciy
of San Jose to annex Cambriat: 36 — an effort which direcily contradicts the staled desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 nto
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 propeity
owners was presented o the City of Camypbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell divected 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. Despile this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
uncquivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Camphbell’s lelter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated Seotember 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket info our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, ideniify wilk
Campbell, and stated a clear preference Lo be part of Campbell.”

3 Prezoning Will Res nnexation that Wi t Benchit M My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will restilt
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, i will result in a downgrade of my cartent
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 serviees and i has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Yurthermore, it has not resoived the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Comrmeteial

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
wrban island annexation pusstiant to Governmend Code § 56375.3 because it does ot meet
Lthe criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)6}).

4, ‘rezaning Dos { Accomunodate Many Existing Comnmerc) s S
of Prezoning is nsuficient. Staff has not provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares wilh my property’s existing County zoning and actual
uses. l'or example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permiited and conditional
wses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currenily allowed under my
property’s existing zoning and/or what uses currently exist. From my understanding, the
proposed TN zoning district does not appear fo accammodate exis{ing commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and would requive costly permilling for any expansion of existing
legal uses. Staff also has not provided a comparison of zoning regulations such as
restricHons on floor area ratios and densiiles, ebc. As such, it is impossible for me to
understand and evaluate how the Prezoning will alfect my property.

5. invirpnmen{al Revi f Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of ihe
I"rezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Californta Environmentat
Quality Act [“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's ailempied reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™} is legally inadequate. The FIR was
ceriified as complele on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and js nol carrent
nor accarate. Since its cerfification, new nformation of substantial importance to the
Prezgming that was not known and cowld not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in wban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent HIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certificaion date. At the very minimum, an addenduim to the IR 15
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resourees Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162

6. Public Hearing Motice Viglated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Convmission August 25th publie hearing on the Prezoning failed Lo
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Mlanning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 30 preperty owners
based on this insnfficent notice as well as lack of stalf analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused fo grand the deferral request and instead
recominended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and ihe City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nol comply with Muonicipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PHGTESTAPPLiCATiON

FH.E NUMBEH

CHIAD # FOMING

HEZOMING FILENUMBER

.DDRFH—DPERBE.!NE}I —— S
PROTESTED [ [ |2 EX N1 LAY Cﬁ#ﬂlx” Czl ng(m

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER{S)

#4{4-01- C""’r[e 00

| profest the proposed rezoning becauss Seg Altachment A

11 Egin Doy Capoeell , Co GEXD
A 414 -0l - - O 00,

Usa separafeshest i necassary

The propely in which | own an e vitied intarast of &l least 51%, and on behalf of which this prrotast is being fled,
s sHuatad at: {descrbe propoty by address and Assessor's Parcel Number}

(112 EZin iiﬁlﬁﬁw C:.th{.)hé*ﬂ Ca Qe
& uhq O -ibls - 00 !

AEASONOFPROTEST

and Is now zoned R1-8 bistict, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interast which | own in the property describe In the statement above is a1

E\Fealnlﬁms‘t (ownership)

|:| Leasshold interest which explres on

[ Other: texpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTIMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPOINTMENT.
Forfing Featast pmisPgsEcalkan R, BRA0E



Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must ba signed by ONE or more awners of an undivided interast of at Isast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which stieh protest is filad, such inlerest baing not merely an essement. Alsnant unde: & isase which hasa
esrnaining leem of fen years or longer shafl be deemed an “ownar for plirposes of this protest. When the owner of
an ellgible protest sile is & legal entiliy ofhar than 2 parson o persons, he protest petilion shall he signed by the
duty authorized officar(s) of such lagal entlly, When such fegal enlity is a homegwner's associalion, the protast
pefition shai be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in Rt thereof, by 51% of the
members of the associaiion,

P“‘“T“*%g o Ungelbach Pl Honaa -4
> Lanpbel CE ESVez
f{)/r—’?ﬂr’é)
Ange lbach ?Qﬁﬂiﬁf#uoﬂ&?f&ﬁ
S A Eria u::u’!\f /‘ﬂ}tmbd/ Eﬁﬁ TS
SIGNHTURE{MutanzedWﬁ/ / /ﬁ(f /ﬂ_‘} r’f) / o / 10

EENATUHE[M?ﬁze ]

FH!MTNAME(

PRINT NAME ATTIE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE 7P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAY TIME
TELEPHONE #
ADURESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DATIIVE
TEL EPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notsrized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Lise separate sheet il nocessary

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

i) PIcs] JFTRSARE Fordion. Rey, B2IBins




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY O _ 9Pt CApA )

e et

&85,

I
On 10 ‘5{ "'t'['ij 5} bafore mﬁ?{ &5 _______ . » Notary Mublic, personaily appeared

{dﬁ%ﬁﬂi—’ UH% ﬁfﬂ’f’ PM? ﬂ#’f Uf‘-{@aﬁw » whir proved to me on fhe basis of

satisfactory e-.rzdcnc&to be the perscrn{s} whose ramefs) zs{ﬁ subsmhed ta the within mst-mmem and

{hat by hisfher/ticiz dignatare(s) an the instriment the person{s), or the enhty upon behall of which the
persands} acted, executed the instrioment.

! certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the kaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and coyroct. _ —

Commission # 17946411
Wotory Putiic - Coffoinla
Sania Clara Couly

s
s oram 22,201
oy Cornm Bplestiy 22 2012 K

o m-%s‘ah

_",

WITMESS my hand and official scai,

Al HRAT

{Seal}
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
} o oss
COUNTY QF ___ }
Cn Before nug, | , Motary Public, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the bagis of
sabis{nclory evidence-to be the persenis} wheee namels} isfare subsoribed fo the within inslrument and
ackniowledged tome hal hofshefthey exectifed the same in hisfher/their snthoreed capacityfles), and
that by hisfherfiheir signanires) on the instrument the person{s), or fhe entity upon behalf of which the
pezsonis) acked, executed The inslriment.

I corlify wnder FENALTY OF PERJURY wnder Lhe laws of the Siste of Caltfornia thal the foregoing
paragraph is true and corvact,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

201943751




Residential

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APYLICATION

1 protest -- and respectfuslly urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Direclor
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) thal would resuil in the rezoning of
iy property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Disirici upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facis:

Prezoning is proposed in conjuncon with — and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “tithban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acves, eomsisting of 330 pareels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 cncompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Piezo ning Di_mctly Contradichs Cigg of Camphgll and Cambrian 36 P'rc:-Ergg

Owners Requests. The Prevzoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to armex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direetly contradicts the stated desive of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbeli. In Qctober 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 Camphbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary suppori from
City of San )ese staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerming de-gnnexalion), quashed this effort. Degpibe 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 Scptember 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #34
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be parl of Campbell”

3 Prezoni if] Reeult In Amiexation that Will Mot Benefit My Property. b
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 tesultin a downgrade of my current
services reccived from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does niot currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
Indicalion that if is capable of meefing the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermont, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide five



Residential

service, As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualily for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 50375.3 because it docs not meet
the criteria et forth in Government Cade § 56375 .3(b)(6).

4, Stafl Analysis of Prevoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how Lhe proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zaming, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are carrently allowed under my
properiy’s existing zoning. MNor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities cte. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uscs
wotld become legal non-conferming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envirenmental
Onality Act (“CHEQA”). the City of San Jose's altempied reliance on the San Jos¢ 2020
{seneral Plan {invironmental 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 acciwate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and couid not have been known at the time Lhe VIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public in{rasiruciure 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 Resowrces Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Nolice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed o
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Flanning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despile repealed requests for delerral 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 Coundil’s approval. As such, the Planning
Cominission’s recommendation is il and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prexoning is premature and doces not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(8).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Rt e Ger e T S5 e r R T iy ﬁ:;:r:—'z_ —.f;.?“'.a:r.g’ : :::-
SRR A U O BE COMPLETED HY: ANNINGESTARE S s

A My

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
DISTAICT
GUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE .
PLAN ay
REZOMNING FILENUMBER

PROTESTED
ASSESSONS PARCELNUMBER(S)

Y2 - ¢ff -G

REASON OF PROTEST

Farolest tha proposed rezoning because See Altachment A : —

Lise saparalo sheet if necassary

The propery i wileh Fown an undivided inierest of atfosst 51%, and on behad of which this pratest i balng Hled,
s situated at: {describe proparty by address and Assassofy Parcef Number)

7332 ﬁgxﬁmf LD czﬂ,fé/z
/)2 il

and iz now zoned R]1-8 pistict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerest which | own in the proporty describad in tha statement above s a:

D Fasintarast {ownership)

E 1 easchold intorest wiich expires on_ 2 (420

] oher: fexplafy _

£EEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPCHNTMEMNT.
Pieitbiud Prednz. paBRARnLecEN HRY, AR08




Page 2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

STENATURER) OF PROTESTANTS) | =

Thiis form st Bo signod by ONE oy more owners of an undividad intorost of al feast 51% in the lot or parceltior
aiich such protast is filed, stch interest buing not meecdy an easemant, Alenant under s lease which has a
termaining lerm of fen years of longee shalk be desmad an "ownes” for peeposes of this protest, Whdn he swnor of
an efigible protesl sile is & legal entitiy other than a porsan or persans, the prokest petition shafl be signed by the
dleely alethorized officers) of such lznal entity. Wien such lagal enfity i & homaeownes's association, the projgst
petition shall be signad by the duly authardzed oficer(s) of such association, or, in ket thereod, by 515 of the
members ol the association.

PRINTMAME - DAYTHRAE
Lowann  ferd TELEPHONE gﬁ;ﬁ'ﬂ.a 17~ g i;’; g’n .
ADDRESS ITY S
Y30 Sydnev Or . Cﬁmﬂ betf # Fyoay
SIGNATURE (Motarized Nyt DATE
PLLE iy ) i ‘2"?‘/ /0~ §—/0
PRINT MARE DAYHME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cHY STATE 2P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notartzed} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CHY STATE ZPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarizod) DATE
PRINTHAME BAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADGRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHWATURE (Motarized) FMNTE
PRINTHAME PAYTIME
TELEPHCNE#
ADDRESS CY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Moterized) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEP] KONE#
ADDRESS Ciry STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE

Lise sanaraie shee!  necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTRENT DEGK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.

Zoniny Froatded plSEAPEEI Rav. 212003



STATE (O CATIFORNTA }

. J I
counsy oF ol CLAE )
1 i { e
d . ;
Tno m:, ﬁ-} Eﬁ _ efore me, ﬂjﬂgf ‘-"I’!"r{:{'b . , Blotary Public, persomally appeared
T {_ﬂf,iﬁ-t_f-{,{{ 5;35?’{} S - whe proved o me on the basis of
salls tory evidenceto be the porson(s) whose Immeis}{:_i-gfare subscriled to Hwe within insl rument and

acknwwledped 1o me that hefghefthey excoted the same in hisfhprjthelr avthorized capacity(is), Ayl
that by higfier/their signaturefs) on the instramont the person(g), or fhe enlity wpon hehalf of which the
person{s) acted, exeruted the insirement.

o vnuder PRMAETY OF PERJURY under the laws of (he State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is e and correct. PSPPI AL AP AP EAT A AP
é 7 M. 5. LUCID
o q"' Y Comnnsslon @ 1794411
. Lk 2] podary Pubile - Coltornla
WITNESS my hand apd official seal. \ Sur:!uucqu Cgumv %
- i . ,

T e 2

f/?f {Seal)
Nptary Pablic
STATE OF CALTFORNIA }
1 ss
COUNTYOS | J
n _ bfore mas, L . Notary Pablic, pessonally appeared

o . » who proved (o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenoeto be Bie person(s) whose name(s) fsfare subscribed to the within instinment ard
acknowtedged to me {hat hefshofthey execuled the same in histherfiheir anthorized capacilylics), and
that by hisfher/their signadure(s) on the instrument the persen(s), of the entily wpon behalf of which the
persan(s) acted, cxeruted the instrument.

T corlify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Taws of the State of Calilomia that the foregoing
paragraph is trze and commect.

WITHNESS may hand and offidal seai.

{Seal)

MNitary Public

A EREI0




Residontial
AITACHMENT A
T ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest - and respectitdly urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
1-iiiated Prezoning {File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would resull in Lhe rezoning of
iny properly o R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District tpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference o the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way {or Sheamlbined Anvexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed it conjunciion with - and is a necessary prevequisite to — the City

it Lan Jose's inlended streamlined “tirban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 536375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara CUounty, which is commondy known as Cambrian 36.
Tamabrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the Gity of Campbelt and ihe
Clity of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Camphbell and Cambiian 36 Properi
Owners Reguests. Tha Prezoning is the first step of & unilaleral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Camnbrian 36 — an effort which directly confradicis the stated desire of
both the City of Campbel and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a pefition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presenfed {o 1he City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camphbell. In response, the City of Campbeil direcled its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which reccived preliminary suppeort from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember fudy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerming de-annexation), quashed this cffort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Camphbell's and Cambrian 36 propezty owners’ inlerest 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 residenis have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated 2 clear praference to be part of Campbell,”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Apne hat Will Not Benefit 34
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the propused Piczoning. On {he contrary, it will resudt in a downgiade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
dors not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standatd of services thal we currently receive.
Furthermore, i 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 quialify For a streamlined
urban istand annexalion pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 becatise it does not meet
the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(0H6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficicent
malysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zomning. Yor example, it has nol explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditionat
uses in the proposed zone witf compare with what uses ave currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor arca rafjos and
densities ete. Furfher, il has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uss
waonld become legal non-conforming. As stech, itis impaossible forme to understand and
ivaluate the alfect of the Preconing on my propozty.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Tinvironmental review of the
Prezowing has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempled relianee on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmenlal lmpact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
cortified as complete on Angust 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor acetizate. Since ils certification, new information of substaniial importance to the
Presoning thal was not known and could not have been known at the lime the EIR was
certified as complete is now avaitable (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure elc.). As stich, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need o be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendun to the EIR is
required fo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

8. Public Hearing Notice Violated City ang State Notige Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Manning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Preroning failed to
comply with the City’s own nolice policies and State Manning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despile repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properly owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Tack of staff analysis and inadequate CEOA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recomimended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Comunission’s recomnmendation is nul! and void and the City Coundil's consideration of
the Prezoning is prematuie and docs not comply with Munieipal Code § 20.120.030(8}.
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FILE NUMBER COUMCHL

o CISTRHCT

TR ZOMING GEMERAL DATE .
: PLAN By

REZONING FILE NUMRER

PROTESTED A0 GA-E D;az:; A

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

REASONOFPROTEST
| protast tha proposed rezoning bacouss See Attachment A

Use separateshest if necessary

The property in which | own an undivided Interest of at least 5156, and on behall of which this protast is baing liled,
is situaied al: {desciibe properly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number) - .
) Al

)2 0] SGALERNG Dp_ Carap il

o

DN A1t ) -05T ’

Fd

and is now zoned RI-8 pistricl. {in Santa Clara County}

The uncgd})-!hiamst which | own in tha propetly described intho slatement abioveis o

Feslnterast {ownarship)
[[] Leasshoki interest which expires on

] other: (expfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zarkny Paatast preR5sideplegting Fow Gferied
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

IATURE(S] OF PROTESTANT(S) =

This form must be sigred by ONE ar mare cwiners of en undivided inferes! of at laast 51% in the ol or parcal or
wisich steh protest is Hlod, such interost being not meroly on casement. A tenant under 2 lease whict has a
romaining term of ten years or longer shalt ba desmed an “owne:” for purposes of this pratos), Wheit the cwnor of
an eligibla profast site 35 & lagal enfiliy other than a perzon or parsans, tha predest pelition shalb e signed by the
dedy authorized officer(s) of such lens! endity. When such tegal entily is a homesownar's association, 1he protest
petition shail be sigred by the duly authorized officer{s) of such assoctalian, ar, i lier thereot, by 51% of the
memiers of the assacistion.

L et N&ff v . - UAYTIME 4 BT _
L o5 e Mprie Capvesr. anlpot/ TELEPHONE# 3 77 ~ G739 %
!____—,, ADDREESS CITY STATE ZIPCORE
E LLY. /. :-Q s 20 Gl A e .ﬁ.)L/ Fﬁmr&«&ﬁfg Gﬂ/ S rere
2 (51 23 SIGNATURE (Notarizod) i / DATE
={= Lpre e ziee Cotasen Syaes) b =2~/
£ S = pRinTaME ! DAYTHIVE
a=E TELEPHONE #
ﬁ = el AGDRESS CiTY STATE FIFCO0E
5 ([
=% { SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
FRINT KNAME DAYTIRE
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) PATE
PRINT raite DAY TENSE
TELEPHONE#
ADDRCSS oY STAIC ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (MNetayized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELERHGHNE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Matarizod} DATE
PRINT MAME DAY TME
TELEPHOMNE#
ADDTESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Lise sepatate sheal § necessary

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

Farird] Prolost pendiSMpuEeaban Hey, 820003




SPATTE CH CALTRORNTEA )
booss,

COUNTY OF ﬁﬁﬁfﬁfz (ava }

m i fr & fl LeriQ  befure me, g)ﬁ TUSJ v bwvt , Motary Public, personally appeared
Kose Masie Cayver  Guens , who proved to me on e basis of

satisfactary evidencedo be the personds) whose mamefsf bafase-sirbseribed b e swithin instrament and

ackrowledgod 1o me that befthofthey-oxecuted the same indvsfher/thoirauthorized capacity{ies], and

that by hegfherfthetrsignature{s} on the istrument e personds); or the entily upon behalf of which the

persenis} acted, executed the instrument.

D crhfy under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Skate of Califonsia that the foregoing
paragrapdy 16 true and coerert.

WITNESS iy hand and uvfficial seal, | omm. PNUSHDAVE )
S A0 LG Gomanlaston & 1852248
I o <Al notary Public - Galifarnie
,,,,,,,, - Benta Glera Gounty
N . - My Gomy

ﬁNtﬁnr}FT’ub]ic el M DL LY

STATE OF CALTEORMIA 3
}  as
COURNIY O . ) }
On before me, __ - Mutary Public, personaily appeared

, wha proved to me on e basis of
satislaciory evidenco-lo be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed o the within inshement and
acknowledged to me ihat hefshefhey exeoiled the same in histher/thelr awthorized copacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahurefs) on the mstruraent the personds), or the entlty upon belalf of which the
persands) acled, execseted the insirumnent.

! cerfify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the taws of the State of California thal the feregoing,
paragraph is brue and correck.

WITNESS sy hand and afiicial seal.

{Seak)

' Notary Public

P70




Wesidential

ATTACHMIENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPEICATION

I proiesi - and respectfdly urge e City Cotincil to deny - the proposed Dirvector
Initiated Prezoning (File No. CHHTE) {“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Eamily Residence Yoning §isbrict upon amesation to the
Cily of San Joge for the following reasons and with referenee to the following, facts:

1. Prezoninge: Paves the Way for Streamlined Anmwesation Wilthout Protest The
IPrezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisiie o — the City
of San Jose's intended sireamiined “urban pockel” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 1(53 gross acres, consisting of 330 parecls in

unincor porated Santa Clara County, which is comimonly known as Camnbrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses iny property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
Cily of San Jose.

2. Frezoming FMrectly Condrardicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 P
Owners Regoesls, The Prezoning is Lhe first siep ol a unilaieral altort inibated by the {ly
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
bofh the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Camphbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presenied to the City of Campbell asking that i be annexed (o the Cily of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbeil directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-nnnexation), quashed Lhis effort. Despite this disappoinling response, hoth
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recontly expressed in the Mayor of Campball’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose daled September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket inte our cily. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, idenlify with
Campbell, and staled a clear preference o be part of Campbell”

3. Prezoning Will Resulf in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properfy. My
property will noi enefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexaiion {hat wiil resuit
from the proposed Prezoning. Oi (e conirary, it will iesull in a downgrade of my current
strvices received (rom the County of Santa Clara at an increased cosl. The City of San Jose
does not currenlly provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and il has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we corrently receive,
Furthermare, it has nol resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability io provide {ire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for o streamlined
wrban istand annexation parsuant to Government Code § 563745.3 because it does nol meel
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375 3(b}{h}.

4. Staff Analysis of Prevoning is Insuflicignt. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my properiy’s existing County
woning,. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in (he proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed wnder my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor arca ratios ancd
densikies ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would becoma legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me fo uncderstand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environimental Review of Prezoning Violates CHOA. Hinvironmental review of the
Prezoning has not been condticted in compliance wilh the California Environmental
Cuality Act (*CHQA™). the City of San Juse's attemnpted refiance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™} s legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is not currend ;
aor accurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantal importance to the
Prezoning thal was nol known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
cerlified as complele is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruciure etc.). As such, a
stipplemental or stbsequent BIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerlificalion date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the IR is
required o make minor corrections or changes. Sce Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Pubiic Hearing Nolice Violaled City and State Notice Regirirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed fo
comply with the City's own nolice policics and State Planning & Zoning notice
reguirements. DPlespite repeated requests for deferyal from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well az Jack of slaff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and mstead
recommended the Preziming for the City Couneil's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Mumicipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING STAFF

FILE NLIMBER COUNCH.,
PETRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
By
REZOMIMNG FILE NUMBER

- TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
{PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE}

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING : .
PROTESTED  Yitik Shiweoc i Imne, Camniiey dmk%-sp“tf}(ﬁ‘{
hEEESSUH‘SPAHC[:LNUMEEﬁ[S}ﬁ.H“E .

o= e (57

REASOMCGFPROTEST py
| protest the proposed rezoning because @Lﬂ’:ﬁf il e A ﬁw*mf‘“\fﬁ M-’al

Useseparatesheet if necessary

The properly in which | own an undivided interesi of at least 519%, and on bahalf of which this protest is being filed,
is zitvated at: (dascrihe proparly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number}

He shacniocd bese ondie, (h 450608
@xflu_ O B0 08K

and iz now zoned }szef'h'ﬁ . District,

The undivided intarest which i own in the property daseribed in the statement above is a:
m Feelnterest {ownership)

{j Leasehold inierest which expires on

Ej CHlier: fexplaing

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




Page? ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT{S)

This Torm must ba signed by ONE or mare ownars of an undivided interest of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
wiich such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easemenl. Alenant under a leaze which has a
remaining lerm of len years or longer shall be deemed an "ownas” for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest sile s a legal entitly other than a person of persons, tha protest peliticn shali be signed by the
duly authorzed oflicer{s) of such legai entily. When such lagat entily is a homeowner's association, the prolest
petition shall be sighed by the duly authorized officer{s} of such association, or, in Beu thereof, by 51% of the
nwembers of lha sssocialion.

PRINT NAME _ - f DAYTIME 7 _
Hooce TNaeComii s TELEPHONE # Q%O‘iﬂ) EOATIOUE
ADDHEﬁS j ,H.-r B oY STATE _APCO
1y S5 T RN CovrnONesLg Dy GO
SIGNATURE (Notash / DAT
{ :L.,.-? )\ \EDw—O’-i-ﬂ!D

PRINTNAME K DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAY TIME

FELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE AP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIVE

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TE EPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE 1P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Uzeseparaie sheetifnecessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESHK AT (408) 535-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMERNT.
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on_le - Y- e bofore me, /W ‘i"ﬂ * , Wotary Public, personally appeared

BRWLCE, MO C MBS _ who proved to me on the basis of
galisfactory evidencefo he fhe person{sy whose nmmefs} isfare subscribed ko the within inslrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefhoy excruted the same in hisfhesfthetr atthorized capacitydes), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the insirument the petpon{s), o Hhe ently upon behalf of which the
person{sy acted, executed the instrument.

I cortity under PENALTY OF PERJURY under fhe faws of fhe Stale of California that the foregoing
paragraph is (rae and corvect.

%..’?‘M‘L-ﬁ> -‘;.fki'rv_'“.%;ﬂ‘,a&\f\cm‘-
f, o im MHGHIELE ANT:}HGMLI
. 3 E ‘w - k Comeanisslon & 1851850
‘\?%Uﬁff /& ngg s j Nolaiy $ublic - Calliorals 3
) A F W""“(:? m J o Sania Clarg Coualy é

Ky Camum, Exprres Jus 1, 2043
SR ey

WETNESS wy hand and official seal,

Notary Poblic “F“* S gy |
STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) s
COUNTY OF )
O beioro me, » Notary Poblic, personally appearcd
, who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidenceo be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefiliey exeruted the same in hisfher/their atlborized capacityfios), and
that by his/herftheir signatirefs) on fhe instrument the person(s), or the entity #pon hehalf of which the
porsunds) acted, execuled the instaament.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Taws of the State of California that [he foregoing
paragzraph is tree and comrect.

WITHNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal}

Notary Publie

23]
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ATTACEHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protesl — and respectfudly urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Iniliated 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 teasons and with reference lo the following facts:

1. Prevoning Paves fhe Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in corjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo — the City
of San Jose’s inbended 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 cncompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of 5an Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Camprian 36 Property
Owmers Requiesis. The Prozoning is the first step of 2 unikiteral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
hoth the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 inte
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, & petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented o the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the Cily of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue twe different
possibilities for annexation of Cambijan 36, one which received preliminary support from
Cily of San Jose stafl. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city pelicy
(concerning de-arnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 propoerty owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
wnequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of Sen
- Jose daled September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbhell, and staled a clear preference to be part of Campbell”

3 Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Net Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexalion that will resudt
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not etirrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any sevvices and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeling the stardard of services that we currently receive.
Turthermore, it has not resolved 1he pressing isstie of the Clty's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended amexation would not qualify for a streartiined
wrban istand annexation pursuant (o Government Code § 56375.3 because i does not meet

the criteria sct forth in Governunent Code § 56375 3{(b}6).

4, Staff Analysiz of Prezoning is Insyl icicnt. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s. existing County
zoning, For example, it has nof explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are cutrently aliowed imder my
properly’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of flcwor area ratias and
densitics ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become Jegal non-conforming. As such, jt is impossible for me to understand and
evaluale the affect of the Prezoning onmy property.

5. Environmenla} Review of Prezoning Violates CECA. Finvironmental review of thn

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Cridifornia Environmental
Quality Act (*CEQA*). the City of 5an Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Report (*TiR”) is legailly inadequate, The BIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 y ears ago — and is nof 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 wrban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, prblic infrashucture otc.). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be pre pared in order o include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addenduun {o the EIR is
requited to make minor cotrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Ilearing Notice Violated City and State: Nofice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Angust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated reqizests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properly owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Plarming Commission refused fo grant the deferral request and fnstead
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
fhe Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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FILE NUMBER

CUATH# ZONING DATE
BY

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESSOF PHOPERT‘:’ BEFG

PROTESTED /5= 45’ (:ﬁm;l')ﬁ:m’ A %ﬁﬁ" ids

AR

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER{S) _

AEASON OF PROTEST
{ protest ine proposad rezoning becalise _DCE Attachment A

Usa separatesheet if necessary

XX

The property inwhick | own an undivided interast of af least 51%, and on behalf ol which this protest is being filed,
is situated at: ffescrie properly by address and Assezsor's Parcel Number) )
_ _ SAN POSE

(&L
A DN S A O O]

and Is now zoned CIN biswrict. (in Santa Clara County?}

The undivided mersst which | own in Lhe property describad in the staterneni above is a:
ﬁ Fes Interest {ownership)
D Leasehold inlerest which expires on

I:I Olhar:{explain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-35565 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENRT.

Fonlig Prodnst pmeSAgploatian Ko BRE200E




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S). OF Pt
This form must bo sigeed by ONE or mors owners of an undivided inlerest of af leas 31% in the lot or parcal far
which such protest is filed, such interast baing nob morely an easemant. Alenant under a lease whith has a
remaining term of len years or lorgar shall he deemed an owner or purposas of this protesl, When ths owner ol
an eligible protest sits is & legal entiliy alker than a parsen or persons, the protest petition shalt be signed by ths
dily autharized officer(s) of such tegal entily. When such lagal enfily is a homeowner's assoclation, the protesl
patition shail be signed by the duly authorized officet{s) of such association, or, in Heu theraof, by 5i% of tha
miembers ofthe association,
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
Doparttd M. Hiupas TELEPHONE # fo0g 2267 - 4247
ADDRESS C CITY STATE ZIP CODE
[e2 Tppiex Leldy st Spezm < - FE AL
SIGNATURE (Hotarlzed) DATE )
‘p{) pf,{.n..ﬁ:,f,f . '}'\,ifc,«’_@t,s—- fo- {7~ e
PRINTNAME ! DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Y BTATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE [(Notarized} DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRAESS Ciry STATE ZPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME BAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDAESS oy STATE ZEPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motatized) BATE
PRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Y STATE ZiPCODE
SIGHNATURE {MNolarized} BATE
PRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS Cmy STATE FiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Use saparatesheel Tnecossary

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

Zaeitr] Fmias Ly B0 P oA R, BRGH




STATE OOF CALIRORNIA }

countyor swa tlala )

2

) Huea lHhelaka
On )3 L_E'H“ihﬂr’z_ 283 before me, P : | . . Niotary Public, personally appeared
_ e iny k e 2 e , who proved o me on the basis of
satisfactory cvidénceto be the person{d) whose mme‘{é}@}am subscribed to the within instrumend and
acknowledged ta me that hqf@_ﬁhey oxeoubied the same in hiatﬁg:j}hcir authorized rapacity(igs), and

that by his,@:j}their signatnreds) on the instriment e persea(g), or the entity opon behalf of which the
persungd) acicd, execnted the instrument.

i certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY undor the laws of the State of California that the forcgoing
paragraph is ttue and eorrect,

HANGY TAYE HIPAA
WEINASS my hand and official seat. Commission # 1815484

M

s Notary Public - Cafiformia =
- = Gama Glara Goeoty E
AdLh by S0 tidals- . o) Joome o SRl 002000
otary eehlic
STATH OF CALIFORMNIA }
oS
CQOUNTY OF _ )
O belore me, . , Notary Public, personaily appeared

. , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto bo the person(s) whose name{s) isfare snbscelbed (o the within insteumend and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey cxeruted the same in Tisfherftheir authorized copadity(fes), and
Ihat by hisfherftheir signature(s) un the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon bohalf of which the
persun{s) acled, exeruted the inslrument.

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

WEINESS my hand and official seal.

Nu'fa_ry Public

201843711
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully wrge the City Council te deny -- the proposed Direcior
Initiated Prezoning (File No. CI0-010} (""rezoning”) that would resuif in the rezoning of
my properly lo CN Commercial Neighborhood Zoning Distnct upon amexation fo the
City of San Jose for the following rcasens and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezonity: Paves the Way for Streambined Annexation Without Protesi. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunciion with — and is a necessary prerequisile to — the City
of San jose's intended slreamiined “urban pockel” annexalion (prasnant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximalely 103 gross acres, consisiing of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambirian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, 70N irectiy C icts City of Campball and

Owners Requesls, The Prezoning is Lhe first siep of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an cffort which direetly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbel] and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Canbrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented o the City of Campbell asking thal il be annexed o the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell divected its staff to pursue two different
possibilities lor annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{coneerning de-pnnevation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbeil’s and Cambrian 36 properly owners’ inieresl in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s leiter lo the Mayor of San
Jose dated Seplember 2, 2010, "Campbell welcomes the annexalion of the Cambrian £36
pocket into gur city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbddl, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Preconing Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefil My Properiy. My
reparty wili nol benefil from the Cily of San Jose's intended aymexabion that will result
(rom the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my carrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an inereased cost. The City of San Jose
does nof cirrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any servioes and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currenily recejve,
Burthermore, 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 infended annexalion would not qualify for a streamlined
urban istand annexation pursuant to Governiment Code § 56375.3 because # does nol meat
ihe criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{(b}{6).

4. Prezoning Does gommopdate Many Existing Commerc z; Slail Analysis
of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares with my properiy’s existing County zoning and actual
uses. l'or example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitied and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning andfor whal uses awrently exist. From my understanding, the
propesed CN zoning district does nol appear to accommodate existing commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and would require costly permitting for any expansion of existing
legal uses. Staff also has not provided a compatison of zoning regulations such as
restrictions on Hoor arca ratios and densities, elc. As such, itis impossible for mce to
understand and evaluate how the Prezoning will alfect my property.

5. Environmental Revj rezpning Viplates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California nvironmental
Quality Act {“CHQA*). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirgnmental Impact Report {("1IRY) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
cerlified as complete on Auguist 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not cuirrent
nor accurate. Since is cerfificalion, new information of substantial imporiance to the
Prezeming that was net known and couild not have been known af the lime the EIR way
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service arca, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc). As snch, &
supplemental or subsequent EIR woudd need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date, At (he very minimum, an addendum to the FIR is
vequired to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

B. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and Slaie Notice Reguircinents. Notice for the
San jose Planning Commission August 251k public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own nolice policies and State Planning & Zoning nolice
requircments. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properly awners
based on this insuificient nobice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and mstead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is ruill and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is prematiire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(1).
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PROTESTAPPLICATION

QUAD ¥ ZOMING

BEZONING FILE NLIMEER

ATORESS OF PROPERTY BRI
PROTESTED

AGSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

AN e~ OO

REASON OF PROTEST

i protest the proposed rezoning bacause _Bee Attachmont A

Use sugarate sheetif necessarny

Tha progerly in which 1 owa an undividad imterast of at isast $1%, and on behali of which thig prolest is being fled,
is situatad at: (describe proporly by address and Assassor's Parcel Nunier)

1360 CoannnEN Av, San Trs =

PN ) gm0 )m (DD 5

and is now zoned CN

pistrict. (in Santa Clara County)

IE\/FEEI interest {owneiship)

] Leaschold interest which expires on

Tha undivided inierast which | own in G property described in the statement above s a:

D Cner: fexplain) .

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

i.‘an'lluT‘eﬂl.ﬂﬁLpunEEfNrpimfum A, RS




page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S) "
This form must be sigred by ONE or more owners of an undivided inter est of at least 51% in tha fol oy parcel {or
wich such protost is filed, such interast being aol marcly an easamont . Atenant under alesss which hasa
remaining Lerm of ton yoeaes of longer shall bs decmed an “owner” (arg urposes of this protest. Wien the owner of
an eliginle protest sile is a legat entiiy othor than a parson or persens., the protest poittion shall be signed by the
duly auihorized officerfs) of such legal entity. When such lagad entity 13 a homeowner's association, ihe prolest
pefition shall be signad by fhe duly autharized officer{(s} ol such ass sciation, or, in el thereol, by 51% afthe
ragmbers of 1he association.
PRINT NAME A DAYTIME /o407 G (0 [ & o
% s ool £ Meies ToLEPHONEE i
. 14 #DERESS o) o g Loy . STATE ZIP CODE .,
‘ﬁg 'Illft}i e rl.j 5-/'(”"{% i 'ij/" i & i .f{‘-;“{ l'/:-_"z.'"ﬂ e sl 1{; o in’r I/tx Y l;llh‘c} iy
SIGNATURE (Notarized) ,, P L1 DATE
: ;f ; é L k-wf” fgiia ot g < N i e frif i f/ £
4 PR MTI?QME _ 7 DANTIME 8% * 50 —e 2
2etta L tlepa€ey TELEF HONE#
ADDRESS T ( iy oy ] STATE ZIPCODE
¥ L sy Ll [ e &g @ F x..:m..g-fr:ffmév ¢l ot NI GYA
SIGNATURE (Motarizedy - DATE
Wit WA *-\fifmm-e.p-; wigea T inj (& /i
BRINT NAME 7 lE_‘.-AYTJME '
' TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CiFY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHMATURE (Motarizod) GATE
FRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS CHY STATE ZIPCOBRE
SIGNATLIRE (Motarized} DATE
PRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDACSS o STATE ZIrCobL
SHINATURE {Notarized) OATE
PRINTNAME BAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDBRESS chy . STATE ZIPCODE
SHGHNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Lise suparate shaet if nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE AFPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Earing Prsssl enRFAnplontion He B8




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }
Pooss

COUNTY D@E‘{-ma- Lhoewi ¥

O _Iil" ; } f o l A0 _before DIE,.E.‘}\M:', "kﬁﬁﬁfiﬁ% v, Notary Public, persenally appeared

Pl Cla it e Whow g s , who proved ko me on the basig of
satisfactory evidence-to be the persorgsy whnse nanois) igfars subrscriboed 50 fhe within instrument and
acknmwledged to me that hefchofttiey exeouted fhe same hisfherfthoir authorized rapaciiy(ies), and
that by hisfhesftleir signaturefs) on the instrument the persomis), or the estity vpon Belralf of which the
personfs) acied, exemted the instriment.

T certify under FENALTY Oif PERIURY under ihe laws of the Sfaic of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is lrue and comrect.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

] Holary Publle - Califoinia

Santa Clara Counly

B w3 MyCoiom BekesDec 14,201 X
MNotary Public S
STATE OF CALITORNIA )
. o Yy oss
COUNTY OF Sk Choasy 1 j
o [T W .
on 10 1 ] o b0 __ before mo, ‘F_amw\mr __, Motary Public, personally appeared
82 ke by Bhe e sty , wha praved to me on the basis of

satisfacml-} evidoncedo be the]mrmr;{a}'wlm namds) fsfaee sebscribed to the within instrusment and
acknowledged to me that befshefiliey exenuted the same in hiefierft hoir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signatura{s) on fhe instrumaent the person{s); or ihe enkity upon behalf of whidh the
personds) acted, executed the insteumont.

1 cortify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of Hie State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is bt and correct.

WITNESS ey hand and official seal. i |5 i

£

I i ] W.qw il ik it e el e ey U
- "',,,_‘_\__-:‘u\ﬁ.,'u_u.;‘*p-_.?t&k kki“-'f“}./k%}‘\ ; {Seal} e

Motary Pubiic

26194370 %
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ATTACHMENTA
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

} protest - and respectfully urge the Cily Touinc to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated 'rezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prozoning”) thal woidd result in the rezoning of
my property to CN Commercial Neighboriwaod Zoning Dis{rict upon annexation {o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamilined Annexation Without Protest. The
Presoning is proposed in conjunction with -~ .and is 2 necessary prevequisie to — the City
of San Jose's inlended streamtined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcalsin
unincorporaied Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cawmbrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Frezoning Direcily Contradiets Cily of Campbeil and Cambrian 36 Property
(dwners Reguests. The Prezoning is the {ivst step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direcily conbradicts the stated desire of
Poth the City of Camphell and Cainbiian 36 property owner: to annex Cambrian 36 info
the Cily of Campbelt, In Octaber of 2006, a petition gigned by 204 Cambrian 36 properly
owners was presenied to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed o the {Gty of
Campbell. In response, the City of Camplell directed its staff to pursue bvo different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received prefiminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Coumncilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inappiicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this efforl. Despite this disappointing response, bath
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inlevest in annexing Cambrian 36 rematns
uneguivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s felter to the Mayor of San
Tose 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 slated a clear preference to be part of Camphbeil.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Josc’s intended annexalion 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 Juse
daes not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of mecting 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 annexaiion would not gualify for a streamtined
urban island annexation parsaant to Governmend Cade § 56375.3 Lecause it does not meet
the criteria sed forth in Government Cade § 56375.3(bj(6).

4, Prezoning Does Not Accommodate Many lixisting Commerciat Uses; Staff Analysis
of Prevoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County zoning and actual
uses. Bor example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses arc currently allowed under my
property’s existing sonihy andfor what uses currently exist. From my understanding, the
proposed CN zoning district does not appoar to accommodate exisling commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and wonld require costly peimitiing for any expansion of exisling
legal uses. Stafl also has not provided a comparison of zoming regulations such as
restrictions on Hoor area ratios and densitics, efc. As such, it is impossible for me Lo
undersiand and evahiate how the Prezoning will affect my property.

A. BEnvirormental review of the

5. .
Prezoning has not been conducied in comphiance with the California Enviverumental

Qualily Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempied reliance on the San josg 2020
General Plan linvirenmental Impact Report ("EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
cevtified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not curreni
nor accurate. Since ils certification, new information of substantiul importance Lo the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been knowns at the time the BIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
poptilation, changes in provision of services, public infrastiicture ete). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent HIR would need to be prepared in arder lo inclnde new
information since the certification date. At the very miniraum, an addendum to the iR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Naotice Violated City and Stale Notice Reguiremeris. Notice for Lhe
San Jose Planning Commission Angust 25th public hearing on the Prezoning fatled to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zening notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferval from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insafficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recomymended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Comumission’s recommendation is niall md void and the City Council’s consideralion of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(H).
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FILE NUMBER ' COUNGL.
DISTAICT
QUAL # ZGNIG GENERAL pATE . —— .
PLAN qy
REZGHING FILE MUNMBER
P R «”ﬂf" T e T R e RN T T WA ey
ggvf% ? T TOBECOMR EEDID-BY ARBEICANT 2= m» T
S Mﬁ.ﬁm S (PLERSERRINTORTYREN 0 2 i e
ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING _ (24 & MM [ad. .ﬂ—l/ £ 52 ,,,_.-1-{ ) !L?N_A .a-:, —] -
PROTESTED _.-Clﬂ—w A3 LS
ASEESSORS PARCEL HUMBERS) 4 % 4
| o Al ~02£2
REASONOFPROTEST
1 protest tha proposed rozoning because Sée Attachment A ]
Use separate sheatifnacessary
The property in which | own an pndivided Inlerest of al least 51 3%, ane nn hehall ol winich this protest is belng fied, -

s situatad af: {dascribe propery by address and Assessor's Parcel Numbsr)

gL st oN A EBLD S UntoM fu, CamPBELL.
APN A 2\ f — QiL

and is now zoned CIN pistict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlarsst which | ownln the properly describad in the slalernent above fs a°
E: Fea nferest fownarship)
[} Leasehold intsrast which expires on

|:| her: (explaing

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 533-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT.

dontag Peatoal prnfRmtpplicaln oy, G
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page? | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S) "
Tis form musl ba signed by ONE or more ownars of an undivided inter ast of af least 519 in the ot or pareel for
wiricht such prolas! is ftad, such interest heing not marcly an easemant. A tonanl under a loase which bas a
Femiaining term of en years of longer shall be deemed an "owner™ lor £ urnoses of (his protest. Wihon the owner of
an eligibla protest site &5 A legal entitiy othor than & parsan or persong, the profest patiion shail be sigred by the
ety Buthorized officer (s} of such legal entity. When such legal entity 1s a homeowner’s association, the protest
patition shall be signad by the duly authorkzed officor(s) of suich ass soiation, or, in isu thereod, by 519t of lhe
megnbers o the assacialion.
PRINT NAME ' ¢ DAYTIME pod
= . -
f UetenNe [ LeyiNe TELEPHGNE:{;&?%}/ 2 1. {dH 7|
_rgm%ﬁ o orY . S 11; ZIP GO E?
(AT onmeN DRIWE  SAN JesE oA 757
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed} / PATE
PRINTNAME DAYHLAE
TELEF HOME #
ADDACSS CITY STATC ZIPCoDE
SIGMATURE (Motarized) PATE
PRINT NAME EAYEIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Ty STATE 2IPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarkzed) DATE
PRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cyY STATE ZIPCONE
SIGNATURE {Notatlred} BATE
PRINT MAME BAYTIME
TELEPHOME
ADDNAESS oIy STATE FPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT MNAME DAYTIME
TCLEPHONE #
ADBDRESS CHry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized} DATE
Usa soparateshest i necessany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (468) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPDINTRENT.

Zonng PinwasLpenB S ptidian Pune BI22008




ETATE OFF CATIFORMNIA }

county oF ST ¢layvec. )

Uni ’f 5 {‘gﬁﬁ'ﬁl’ff 2 potore me, 5}? (%] & !'%' i, Notary Public, personally appeared

Lt T s e L. Leviye ' . who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evidenceto be ihe personds) whose name(s) {sfare subscribed to the within iuskramend and
acknuwledged to me that hefshefihey executed the same in hisfhorfiheir authorized capacity{ics}, and
[hat by hisfhorfthelt signalure(s) o the instrument ihe persors), or the entily upon behalf of which the
person{s) acied, exeouted the inshument,

T cortify under PENALTY OF PLRJURY under the tows of the Slale of California that the furepoicg
paragraph is true and cprrect.

WITHESS oy hand and official seal,

Comin. Nb.1 789458

STATE (i CATIFORMLA )]
}oss
COUNTYOR . )
51 ] bolgre me, . , Matary Publiv, peesonally appeared

. o _whta proved b me o the basis of
satisfaclory cvidence to be (he personfs) whase name{s) isfare subscr ibed to the within inshument and
acknowtedged to me that hefshefthey executted the same in hisfher/their authorized capacily(ics), and
that by histher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{g), ov (he endity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the inshiment.

I cortify under PENALTY OF PUKFURY under the laws of the State of California that e fureguing
paragraph i5 trwe and correck.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Soal)

bBotary Publir;.

FHSHLE
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ATTVACHMENT A

TG ZONING PROTEST APPEICATION

I protest — and respectinlly urge the City ounci tu deny - the proposed Direclor
Initinted Prezoning {File No, C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to CN Commercial Neighborhood Zoning District upon annexation o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with referenee to ihe fullowing facts:

1. Prevoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Withoul Protost, The
Prexoning is proposed in conjunction with — and is a necessaty prevequisite to— Lhe City
of San Jose's intended streamtined “wrban pocket” avnexation (pursnant to Governmeni
Code § 56375.3) of approxtmately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is coramonly kinown as Cambrian 35.
Cambrian 36 cncompasses my properly and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2., Prezoning Directly Contradiels City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unflateral effort iniliated by the Cily
of San Jose to anncx Cambrian 36 — an efforl which directly contradicts the stated desive of
both the City of Campbell wmid Cambrian 36 proporty owners to annex Cambrian 36 intn
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petilion signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. n response, the Cily of Camphbell direcled its staff Lo pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose siafl. Councitmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerming de-anexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 properiy owners’ interest in amexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recenfly expressed in the Mayor of CampbelV's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2030, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
packet into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell”

3. Prezoning Wil Resuli in Anmexation that Wil] Not Benelif My Proper(y, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contvary, Hwill resultina 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 uf meeling the standard of services that we currently receive.
yurfhermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability Lo provide fire




Commercial

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not gualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant (o Governmeint Code § 56375.3 bocanse it does not neal

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{D}E)-

4. Prezoning Does Not Accommodate Many Existing Commerciat Uses; Staff Analysis
of Vrezoning is Insufficient. S{alf has rot provided sufficient analysis of how the
proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County zoning and achoal
uses. For example, it has not explained ot analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in (he proposed zone will compare with what uscs are corrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning and/for what uses currently exist. From my understanding, the
propased CN zoning district does not appear (o accommudate existing commercial uses
within Cambrian 36 and would require costly permitting for any expansion of existing
fegral uses. Staff also has not provided a comparison of zoning regulations such as
resirichons on floor area ratios and densitics, ele. As such, it is impossible for me to
understand and evaluate how the Prezoning will affect my property.

5. inwi i F Pregom i - . Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"). the City of San Jose's atternpted relianwe on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental fmpact Report ("EIR”) is legally inndequate. The BIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - - and is nol current
nor accurake. Since ifs certification, new mformation of substankial importance to the
Prezoning that was nol known and could not have been knowr: at the Eme the BIR was
certified as complele is how available (such as changes inu rbe.n service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of scrvices, public infrastruichare ete). As stich, &
supplemental or subsequent EIR wottld need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cortification daie. At Lie vory miniraam, an addendum to the EIR is
required Lo make minor corrections of changes. See Public Resources Code §217166 and 14

(al. Code Regs § 15162,

B. FPublic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th pulblic hearing on the Prezoning fatled to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferval from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of stafl analysis and inadequate CHQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral requesl 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(8}.
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Sec Attachmenl A

i pratest the proposed rezoniing hacause .

Usaaeparala sheel i nocessary
/ Tha proparty in which i own an undivided interast of at least 51%, and on bekhall of which this protest ks being fed,

in altvated al: {describe propery by address and Assessors Parcel Number)

§50 Sypmon DR Gl A )
Y. -4y -o3 ~00

and is now zoned RI-8 bistrict, (in Santa Clara County)

Tha undivided inlerest which | own in the propery described I Lhe stalement ajve is 2

x a Feainterost {ownership)

[] tessshoidirerestwhichexpireson

E:] {Othar: {axplaing _

PLEASE CALL THE AFPQINTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FOR A APPLIGATION AFPOINTMENT.
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Tisis form mugt ba signed by ONE of mors owaors of an undivided interast of at least 5ish in tha ot or parcel or
which such protestis lied, such interest being not mesely an easarnenl. A lenant undsr & lesse which has o
semaining torm of ken yaars of lnnger shalf bo desmed an “owner” for purpases of this prolesl. Whien the owner of
an aligibile protesi sike is & legal entitly olher than a person or persons, the protest pedition shall be signed by the
chily authorized officer(s) of such logat entily. Whea such logal enbily i5 A homaowne's association, the profes!
potition shalt be signed by the duly artherized officr{(s) of such association, or, in beu thoreod, by 51% of the
memiars of fhe association,

PRINT NAME DAY TIME -
A 3R OLEM A raerHonEz F0§ 317 7R
ADDRCSS CEY STATE ZiP CORE
S8y Shve. B & Ambhel L ¢ GSond
SHNATURE{Hotarized OATE
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N QEA A W“'«J‘ /\_/ C’i - ({2
PRINT HAME - OAYTEVE
TELEPHONE # .
ADUHESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {(Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEP] IONE #
AUDRFESS CITY STATE ZIPCORE
BIGNATUNFE (Hotarlzed) BATE
PRINT MAME DAY TIVE
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT BAME FIRYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATUARE (Notarkzed) DATE

Usaseparate sheat if nacesgary

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

’
COUNTY OF ”W&ﬁ Utk )

i ﬂf“ﬁ]ﬁrﬁg t w girj ___ befure ma, E/}L 5? L{?‘?’fﬁ _ + Notary Pubsdic, prrsonally appeared
L‘Jl’[{ I’H‘? W@ﬁﬁf'ﬂ‘ﬁ i‘ﬁﬂé} peleBth Bl leEby * who proved ko me on the basls of
safisfactory evidenceto be e person(s) whose name(s) isfaresubscribed to the wilhin instrument aawl
acknowledged 1o me ﬂxathe..’shgﬂ‘ﬁﬁjﬁxumted {he same in hisfhorfthgzauthorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherfheizsignatore(s) on fhe insbrument the person{s), o the enbity upon hehalf of which the

personfs) peted, execubed {he instrament.

. rlify under POINALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the Sate of California that the foregoing
parageaph is irize and corredt.

s G0
whiba) Commission # 1796411

WITNESS my hasid and official seal. g ; 3] poteny Pukiic - Callfotmia
y Santo Clara County o

= Lipa :
Il o Smsmerea ek
s i ) o SR

( -Mﬁfl-.:iryl“uﬁiu

STATE O CATIFORMNIA }
)
COUNTY OF _ )
Cn . _ beforemse, . , Nolary Public, personatly appeared

] . . whao proved to me on the hasis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the perann(s) whose nam(s) isfare sdbscribed fo the within instrement and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey evecuted the st in hisfherfileir awthorized capacityfies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s} on the instiement the person(s), or the etity upon behialf of which the
prrsan{s} acted, excruted the instriment.

. T ceriify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of (he State of Califprnia fhial the oregoing
paragragh is trize and correct.

WITNESS tivy hand and official seal.

{Seoal)

Motary Public

231443 0k
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ATTACHMIENT A

T ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I prolest - and respectiully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Presoning (File No. C16-010) {"Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
" my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon amexation o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facls:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunclion with -~ arud is & necessary prerequisite to - the City
i han Juse's intended streamlined “wrban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Governmenl
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Catbrian 36.
Cambrian 36 cncompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbel and the
City of San Jose.

2. "rezoning Directly Centradicks City of Campbelt and Cambrian 36 Uroperty
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort iniliated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 34 — an effort which direetly coniradicts the stated desire of
poth the City of Campbell and Camnbrian 36 property owners {o annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a pefition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the Gity of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbelt directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilitics for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which reccived prelimmary sipport (rom
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city pokicy
(concerning de-mmtexanfion), quashed this cffort. Despite this disappointing respense, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” inlerest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
uncquivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s fetler to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbel! welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocketl inlo our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify wiih
Campbell, and stated a dlear preference to be part of Camphbell.”

3 Will Resulf in Ann hat Will Not Benef) Property. My
property will not benefit from ihe City of San Jose's infended annexation that will resuit
Froin ihe proposed Prezoidug. On the contrary, it will resli ina downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at un increased cost. The City of Jan Jose
does not currently provide Camnbrian 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.
Furlhermore, it has not resolved the pressing issne of the Cily's ability to provide {ire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not quakify for a streamiined
urhan lsland annoxation pursuant io Governunent Code § 56375.3 because it does nol meet
the criterfa sel forth in Government Code § 56375 3{h}(6}.

4. Stalf Analysis of Prezoning is nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficiend
ar=hrais of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s exisiing County
zoming, Fur example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are cerrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparisen of floor area ratios and
densities elc, Burther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforining. As such, itis imppossible for me to understand and
<nate the affect of the Vrezoning onmy property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CHOQA. Mnvironmenial review of the
T soning has not been conducted in complianee with Lhe California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). Lhe City of San Jose’s attompted refiance on the San José 2020
General Plan Enviconmental Tmpact Repart (“BIR”} is legally inadequate. The FIR was
ceriified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not corrent
nor accurale. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
IPrezoning that was not known and conld not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (sitch as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrasiructure cte.). As such, 2
supplemental or sebsequent EIR would need to be prepared in oyder to include new
information since the ceriification date. At the very minimum, an addendum o the TIR is
required to make miner corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

i3 Public Hearing Notice Violated City and Slate Notce Reauirements. 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
requiremenis. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property ewners
basad 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 recomunendation is null and void and the City Council's consideraiion of
the Preroning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(8).
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See Attachment A

Use soparaleshest H nocessary

The proporty Hrwhich | own an undividad interast of @t jeast 51%, and on behalt otwhich this pralestis being filed,
is giipaled at: fdescrbe proparly by ad?as and Assasear's Parcel Mumbeor)
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mambers oftho assotisilon.

Teeis form mus! be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at least 519 in the fot or parcel for
which such prolestis Bed, such interast baing notmaroly an easemenl. Atenant undora losse whichihasa
ramaning term of 1en yoars o longer shall be deemead an “owser for purpases of this protesl, Wher the owner of
an sfgible protast site i a legak entily othar than a persaen or persons, the protest petition shal b signed by he
duby authorzad officer{s) of such legsl entity. When such fegal entily is a homuopowner's association, the protest
petition shalt ba signed by \ha duly authorzod officeds) of such association, or, in fiet thereol, by 5% ot lhe

PRINTMNAME

anist  maThews

EAYTIME

rererhones SO $S 92390

.ﬂﬂDFEFSﬁg CTY STATE 2P GOPE
2.6 Ofsy Vnmﬁﬂui (o Camgp be il & qSoap
SIGNATURE(Natarizéd)y ;4/{ DATE
SRt e
PRI NAME DAYTIME e
oG ali18 . MANDA Hf meceprones 4o 8 SST3370
ADD?ESS o t:rr‘il ATE ZIP GODE
26 Cjivwﬁpn’il /}Uf {a in o c: _r [ SOOY
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NEIIRRD s codilloma /0= T=1 0
PRINTNAME  © DAYTIME
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ADDRESS CITY STATE ZPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZiPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE {Notarzod} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
B TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZPCODE
SIGHATURE {Motarized} DATE

Use separata shoet il necesaary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (308} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPQINTMENT,
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STATE OF CALIFORNTA )]

counry oF_ Gi(h (U )

Malary Public, persorally appeared
: B ]i-?c‘"d wha proved o me on Fhi hrasts of
satisfactory evidence fo be the person{s) who frhe(s) isfte subscribed to fhe within instrument and
acknowledged to me thal hefshefttigiporecuted the same in hisfiwrfifidivauthorized capacity{ios), and
Ihat by hisfherftheifsignature(s) an the fnstrument the personis), or the enlity upos behalf of which the
person{s) acted, excouted the insirument.

t cortify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corect. s e it 'l
7 M. 5. LUCIO g

2 Commission # 1794417 >
WITNHESS my hand and official seal. .'_.,?.j;""-fi Hotary Publlc - Califomi =

- ; santa Chara Cﬂunwmz
Iy LEnr, £ 2
Q/é /,‘V ot 2 o

- {Seal)
Nitgr}f Pukdic
STATRE OF CALIORNIA }
b oss
COUNTY OF _ J
Un. _ before me, _ . __ Notary Public, personally appoared

. , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be e person{s) whase name(s) iafare subseribec 10 the within instrement and
acknowledged 1o me that hefsheffhey execrutod fhe same in Lisfherfthelr autlodized capacilyiies), and
tlal by his/herftheir signahere(s) on the instmment Ihe person(s), or the entlty upon behalf of which the
personfs} aeied, executed the instrument,

1 cortify under PENALTY OFf PRRIURY under the laws of the State of Ualifornta that the forepoing
paragraph is true and opreck.

WITNESS my hand ond offictal seal.

(Geal)

tatary Public
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ATTACHMENT A

TO LZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfily urge the City Counal to deny -- the proposed Pirector
Tnitiated Prezoning (File No. CI0-010) (“Prezoning™} thai would result in the rezoning of
my property te R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City uf San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamiined Annexation Without Protest. The

Frevoning is proposed in conjunciion with - and is 2 necessary prerequisite fo — the City
- Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuanl lo Government

Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in

tinincor porated Santa Clara Coundy, which is commoniy known as Cambrian 36,

Cambrian 36 encompasses my properly and borders both the City of Campbel] and the

City of San Jose.

2 Prevoning Directiy Coniradicls City of Campboll and Cambrisn 36 Propert
Ownera Requesta, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the Clty
ol San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 ~ an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Camphell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambirian 36 proporty
owhners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbeil. ITn response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilitics for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Juse staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, cliing an inapphicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbel?’s and Cambrian 36 proporty owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recenBly expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter Lo the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian £36
pocket o oue city. The residenis have Campheli mailing addresses, identify with
Camphbell, and staled a clear preference ta be parl of Campbell”

3. Prezoning Will Resislt in Annexation that Wil] Not Beneljt My Uroperty. My
properly will not benelit from the City of San Jose’s inlended annexation that will result
fivin the proposed Prezoning, Oufle coniiaiy, il will resuli in a downgrade of my caivent
services received from Lhe Coundy of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 30 residenis any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the slandard of servicos Bhat we currently recejve.
Furthermore, it has nol resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability fo provide fire




Residontial

service. As such, the City's intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Governiment Code § 56375.3 bocause it does nod meai
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}{(8).

. Staff Anal Frozoning is Insufficient. Staff has nol provided a sufficiend
analysis of how the proposed Prevoning compares with my propexty’s existing County
zoming. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whai uses are currently allowed under my
properly’s existing zoning. Not has it provided a comparison of floor area rabios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As stich, I is impossible for me Lo enderstand and
evaluate the affeci of the Prezoning on iny property.

5. Hnvironmental Review of Prezoning Vicolales 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 Bnvironmental Impack Report {"EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complote on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago - and is nof carrent
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning thal was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
cortified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service areq, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastroctire cfc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent HIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimitm, an addendum o the R s
required Lo make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public heating on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice polictes and State Planning, & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeaied requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadeguate CEQA
review, (he Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and inslead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommmendation is rull and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premalure and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.0306(B).
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STATE OF CALIFGRNTA 3
} o
COUNTY OF Ganars )

On a] 131:'.0 . before me, i llgu L4448 LAY ERTY Nutary Public, persenally appeared

it ' LI PRI a who proved b0 3¢ tn e basis of
satisf evidenecto be B person(s} whose rome(p)fdfare subseribed by the within insbumaent annd
acknowledged to ma et Infeleihey exemtod the same in hisfher/their suthorzed capactty{ics), and
that by hig/harfihelr signaturc{e) on the fnatrument the parsonish of the entity upon behalf of which the
petseniy) acted, exeruted e ingmement.

I cectify nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jawe of the State of Californta that e foregoing
paragraph is bue and cotred.

WTINESS oy hand s silidal seal

- HMotery Fabliz
SIATE OF CALIFORNIA }
) EE
COUNTY OF }
LS. T before me, + Motary Pushlic, peraosully appeared

, wha proved to meun the basis of
setsfactory evidanceto be the parson(s) whose namefs) isfare subscibed ko the within instrument wid
nchnotviedged 10 me thot hefihefthey executed the same in Ma/herfthelr suthorized capacity(irs), and
that by hiefher/iheir sigraturoefs) on the instramant the pavson{(e), or the entity upan belialf of which the
person(s) aciid, ewemibed e instruniest,

t certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Stk of Critéarnin that the foregoing
paragreph is trec and oo,

WITNESS my hand and officsl seal,

Sest)

Motary Fublie

A0ERIT0
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REASONOFPROTEST

I profest ha proposed rezoning because = Sec Attachment A

Useaeparala sheel if ne¢essany

Tha pinperty inwhich | owm an undivided ntorast of at least 5156, and on behalf of which this protest is being tied,
is shluated al: (desgribe properly by address and Assassors Parce! Niimber)

J2R Ofampic Ave, , g nophe i, C A G5y
- 04~ OS]

and Is now zoned R]-8 _ pistrict, {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerest which | wn in tho property described in the statament above s &

’E/Feeinlerasl fownarship)

[} Leasehotd interest which expires on

I:I Qther: fexplain) -

Pl EASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESIC AT {(405) 535-3555 EOR A APPLICATION APFPGRITMENT.
i Pertast pnofSApnAesting Fio. GRE0E




Page? ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This torm must ba sigred By ONE or mors ownars of an undivided interes] of al least 51% inthe lot or parcet o
v such protestis filad, such inforest belng not mersly an casemenl. Atenant under alease whici has a
remaining teren of lon years of longer shall bo deemed sn "ownae for purposss of this protest, When the owner of
an aligible prolest site §5 a lagal antity other than a person of pessons, the pratest petiion shall be signed by the
ditty aukhorized office(s) of such tegal entily. When such legal antity is a komeowners association, the prolest
pelilion shall bae signed by the duly authorized officer () nf sueh association, or, ir Rek thereof, by 51% oitho
rmambars ofihe asenctation,
PO AT MA EAYTINE
o 3 TELEPHONE #(‘f 81 )(33"0 ~I8GS
Yy jE ZIPCODE
] é?f! {2 uﬂﬂm., At ( D e ff C 9 &3&6
1M@€JHE%thatfxéﬁ} -
i { £y d—-
THAME /{) BAYTIME - )
;m? ‘/ Mo rerepongs € 9@;)5’39 - 3705
- ) . oY ATE ZFF‘
[ g nabe { / (Sr/ﬁf %xg’
DATE
PRINTMAME - DAYTIME
- TELEPHOMNER
1 ADDRESS CITY STATE ZiP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarkzad) ATE
PRINTNAME DAY TIME |
TELEPHOHE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Moterized) DATE
[
J
PRINT MAME FIAYTIME i
TELEPHOMES |
ADDRESS GiTY STATE 7 CODE :
SIGNATURE (Wotarized; RATE 1'
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELER] IOMNE#
ADDRESS CiY STATE P COant
SIGMNATURE (Motarizod) BDATE
Use separate shoet  necessary

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

Zrning Peulaat priRsApRteataon Hew, B¢ COE



STATE OF CALIEORNTA )

COUNTY OF _ _@f{ & GM )

{ ; 5 ! ;-
Cee L{}".J% { bufose e, Hj Wffvw . Noiary Pubfic, personally appeared
Bl L JN#}J’ ?{f Fige o , wlho proved o me on fhe basis of
makisfactury -:rwr]mw ter b Ehe pem:-n{s} whose namels}h isfEE sulmeribed o the within instounent and
acknowledged to me thal hefshellhey.ekecuted the same in hisfher/ALCiE puthorized caparity(ies), and
that by htsﬂwrﬁﬁﬁ@ugnaMre{s} on (i instement e personds), of the entity upon behalf of which the

person{s) sted axenisted fhe nstrument,

t cenlify wnder PENALTY OF PERTEIRY under the faws o %{g%ﬂi ”ga_:gmua that the f“”‘g‘&‘ﬂb

pavagraph is true and correct B, 8. LUC!O
44 ‘3 Comanisalon # 1754411
g o b 3 Meteny Publio - Coilfoenty
. L. Sonta CE C '*
WITNFSS my hand and official seal, I e ggf;;’mgg;;*;,, 2 }
_ % oo
Noteyy Pitblic
STATE OF CALRORNIA J
Yoooss
COUNTY OF ]
On . _ befure ole, | _ » Motary Puldic, personaily apyeared

_ _ wha proved to me on Hhe basis of
satisaclory evidenceto be the peraonds) whase name{s) isfare subscribed to fhe within nstrument and
acknowledged to me bhat hefshefthey exeouted Bhe same in hisfher/iheir authorized capadty(ies), and
that by hisflrer/ilicir signatures) on the nslrument the personds), or the entity upon hahalf of which the
jporson(s) acted, execated e instrurent.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERIURY under the taws of the State of Califernia that the foregoing
parageaph is true and correet.

WETHESS may hand and official seal.

{Seal}

“ totary Pubtic

FLINITEL




Residenlial
ATTACHMENT A
T1{y ZONING PROTEST ATPPLIATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the City Council fo deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezaning (File No. C10-010) (*Prezoning”) that would restilt in the rezoming of
my property e R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Yoning District tpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1, Prezoning Paves the Way {or Streammlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunciion with -- and Is a necessary prevequisite to — the City

4 San Jose's intended streamlined “wban pocket” annexation (pursuant te Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acves, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
:".:vibrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Camphbell and Cambrian 36 Propert
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilaleral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose Lo annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which divectly contradicts the stated desire of
boit: the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property ovwners to annex Cambrian 36 inio
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the Cily of Campbel] asking that i be annexed to the City of
Campbelfl. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to prrsue two different
possibilities for amnexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary sapport from
City of San Jose staff. Coundlmember fudy 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 Campbeli’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated Seplember 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into onr 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 Anne Will Not Benefit My Property, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's infended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoiing. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my ciriond
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cosl. The Gity of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 vesidents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeling the standard of services that we currently receive.
Jurthermore, i# has nol resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Residendial

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streambined
weban fsland annexation purstant to Gavernment Code § 56375.3 because it does not mect

the criferia sel forth in Government Code § 56375.3{b){6}.

4. Stafl Analysis of Prevoning is fnsitflicient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s exisiing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condilionat
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses ave carrendly allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ralics and
densities ele. Further, it has not provided sulficient analysis of what existing legal nses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
-alnate the affect of the Presondng on my property.

8. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violales CRQA. Environmental veview of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance wilh the California Iinvironmcntal
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the Cily of San Josc's attempted refiance on the San José 2020
Generad Plan Bnvironmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequaate. The HIR was
cerlified as complele on August 16, 1994 — mnore than 16 years ago - and i not carrent
nor accuraie. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
corbificd as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). Assuch, a
supplemenial or subsequent EIR would need Lo be prepaved in order to inchude new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
reqguired to make minor correclions or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Violaled City and State Notice Requirements. Nofice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City"s own nolice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, 1Jespite repaated requests for deferral from Canbrian 36 property owmers
based on Lhis insnfficient nobice 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 consideraiion of
the P'rezoning is premature and dovs not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(8}.




