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200 Easl Santa Clara Sirapd

San Joad, CA 95113-1805

tel {406) 635-3655 fax (408) 292-8055
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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LIMBER

FILEN COUNCIL
DIETRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

PROTESTED |47 SHAmBRoCK. DA
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBERS) Yy -01- 005

AEASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning becauss o¢e Attachment A

Usesaperale shest ifnacessary

The property in which | own an undivided Inlersst of al least 51%, and on bahalf of which this protest s balng filad,
|5 situaled at: {doscriba property by address and Assessor's Parcol Numbar)

[OHT sHAMmROCK, DRWE | CAMPRELL ,CA. 95008
Hid- Ot -00%

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

The undivided inlerest which | own in the property describad in Lhe staterent above is a:
E] Fee |Iniorasi (ownership)
[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

D Oihar: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Rartg ProsssLumRsiag aEalion Ry, BRI




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
SR ) =
COUNTY OF (et s )
m%g& , }Z_}'ﬂ’ ) Fore me, "Qfﬁb ?957102‘2 Motary Public, personally appeared

who proved to me on the bas{s of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledped to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir avthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity wpen behalf of which the

person(s) acted, executed the ingtnament,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph js frue and correct,

ES
tommmlnn * 173374

WITNESS my hand and official seal. i '.51 Bl Notar Public - - Colllornta 3
j=2/ Soma Clara Counly
Uidgymne L eemsisiig
ANL 222§, (Seal)
Muotary Publie
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) =B

COUNTY QF )
On before me, : , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who proved, to me on the bagiz of
satisfactory svidenceto be the person(s} whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within Instrument and
ackmowledged ko me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/thelr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instniment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify nnder PENALTY OF FERIUKY under the lzws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS iy hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST ATPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} {(*Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property te R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of S5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

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

2. Prezoning Directly Contradi ity of Campbell and rian 36 Proper

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

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

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




Fesidential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56275.3(b)(5).

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

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {"CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempied reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (YEIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Augnst 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since iis 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 avatlable {such ag changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Rescurces Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

G, Public Hearing Notice Viclated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Comurnission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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2001 Ezst Santa Clara Strest
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL

DISTRIGT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY

REZONING FILE NUIMBER

ADDRESS QF PROP EF!TYBEiNE!

PROTESTED | A jfﬁﬂ?ﬁé’c‘:fd k., f#fﬁ,ﬂéf// CA Fopof

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) 1087 DR am oecle 2
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REASON OFFROTEST ‘

| protest the proposad rezoning because See Aftachment A

UIse separate sheet ifnecessary

Tha proparty inwhich | own an undivided Interest of af [eas! 5155, and an behalf of which ihis protest is being filed,
i& silualed al: {describe propetly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

[/ @(mm,% 108! hamupck
YY-ol-pIo [ HIY ~of - 05

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

Tha undivided Interest which | swi in the properiy described in tha statement abova |5 &

@/Feelntarast (ownership)

[T] Leasehold interest which expiras on

[] other: faxpiain)

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

Ziuhire) Fronel pmBSIAR P Rlion ey, Blafsna




bage2 | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thig form must be signed By ONE or more owners of an undivided inlsrest of af least 51% i tha 1ot or parcsl for
which such protest is filed, such inlarest baing not marsly an aasement. A tanant under a leesa which has e
ramaining term of ian years or longer shall be deemed an "awnar® for purpesas of thls protest. Vhen the ownar of
ain sligible protesl sita is a legal enlilly other than a person or persons, the protast pelltton shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed officer(s) of such lagal enilly. When such lagal entity Is & homeownsr's associalion, the protsst
peiftlon shail be signed by the duly autharized ofiicer(z) of sueh associalion, or, in liau thereof, by 51% ol the
members of the asgociation.

PHRINT NAME .
Lynnmariz Y. Poesr

??Eﬂ%us 4(%’!) F7/~ 8248

ADDRESS ’

STATE

D) Shameoak De. 5’,&,@)’55 Ay

ZIPCODE
RS

SIGNATURE (Notarize) %’;‘.\_ % O

FHINTNNUI['Z_/,-

Goefes £ Lj’/,é,a/? Te.

DAYTIME

ADDHESS

STATE

07 Shampock De. o B gﬁ;:// o

ZIPCORE
PEO Y

SfGNATUHE{NutarIz&% 2 0 IR O_,_,\

G0t [0
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PRINT NAME DAYTIME

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STRTE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Naotarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Nolarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE

Use separate sheotifnecessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (308) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoidie} FinksshpmSShppiblin B, SE00H




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF fm O )

e

585,

qkﬂ’l ll'.'l efore me, H.— wﬁf"' Moty Public, petsonally appeared

b ho proved to me on the basiz of
satisfattory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instroment and,
acknowiedged to me that he/shefthey execoted the same in histher/their authorized capacibyfies), and
that by hisfhexftheir signature(s) on the Instrument the person(y), or the entity vpon behalf of which the
person(g) acted, executed the ingtrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the furegoillgw
paragraph is irue and correct. '

> M. §. LUCID
A Commisslon # 1796411 i
5] Holary Publte - Calltomla

hl
B i |
\'m?‘#w Sanla Clara Counly
] wmwmnmm E

WITINESS my and offical seal,

(Seal)
M Publie
5TATE OF CALIFORNLA }
: _ : )
COUNTY OF )
On before me, » Notary Publie, personally appeared,

, who proved bo me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed fo the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the sarne in hisfherftheir authorized capaeity{ies), and
that by hirfherftheir signature{s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behaif of which the
person(s) acted, exemubed Hie instrument

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)
Motary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

1 protest -- and respecthully urge the City Council o deny — the propo sed Director
Tnitiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

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

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbe]l and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into

" the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbhell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received prelininary support from
City of San Jose staif. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-artnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappoinfing respanse, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property ovwmers’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
nnequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into cur city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezgning Wil] Result jn Annexation that Will Not Bepefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the Cify of San Jose's intended annexation that will reenlt
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resultina downgrade of my current
qeriices received from the County of Santa Clara af 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 if is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

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

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

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor haa it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sizfficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible fm: me fo understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environm view of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Envircnmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
poptiation, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As sitch, 2
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in prder o include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimnm, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

. Public Hearing Motice Viplated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Degspite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recomimendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nof comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF o )
SE CITY OF SAN JOSE

mnﬁi'é}? SILICCR w_l.w Flanntng, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Sanla Clara Sirest

San Joasd, CA 25113-1905

ol {408) 535-3555 fax {400) 2025055 -

Website: www.san]josaca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COLINCIL
DISTAICT

FILE MUMBER

QUAD # ZONING AENERAL DATE ~
- PLA By

AEZOMING FILEMUMBER

ADDRESSOFPROPERTYBEING | - —
PROTESTED S 73 St DAVE
AGSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Yq-2(- 28

AEASONOFPROTEST

"1

See Attachment A

I profest the proposad rezoning because

Uss saparale sheelifnacessary

The property In which | own an undividad Interast of atleast 51%, and on behalf of which this protast is balng liled,
is silualed al: {deseribo proparly by address and Assessors Parcal Number)

(173 SHAmMEOck DRIVE
CAMPBELL, CA 452 8F
weoEL e Y4 gl-elb

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

The undivided Infarest which | owis In the properly described Inthe statement above Is &

x D Feelnlarast {ownership)

[E Leasehold interest which explres an @,! i:?

I:l Other. fexpiain}

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

Zoning Pioks!. pmASHRelon Ray, 22008




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slgned by QNE or more cwners of an undivided inleres] of at laast 51% |n the lot or parcsl tor
which such profest is filad, such intsrast baing nol mersly an sasament. A tenent undsr a lease which has a
remaining larm of len years or longer shall be deamed an *owner” for purposes of {his protest. When the owner of
an aligible protasl sils is a legal entiliy olher than a person or parsong, the protesl pstilion shall be signed by Ihe
duly autharized cflicer{s} of such legal entily. Whan such lagal antily is a homeowner's aggocialion, the prolesi
pallllon shall be signed by the duly aulhorized officerts) of such associalion, or, in lisu thereol, by $1% of the
members of the associalion.
PRINT MAKME - DAYTIME
Aes coreew TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY ST# ZIP CODE
U173 Shiameotk PR GArAP HEU 2 aSeRr 8
SIGHNATURE {Netayized DATE :
{ 5 . U; 5 P27 P
PRINTNAME I DAYTIME
L. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIFCODE
BIGHMATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PHINTMAME CAYTIME
. |TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATLIRE (Moterlzad) _ DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oy BTATE ZIFCODE
SIGHNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE#
ADDRESS CiTYy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE [Noterlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLIRE (Noterlzed) DATE
Lise separate shestifnecessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPCOINTMENT DESH AT {408) 535-1555 FCR AN APPLCATION APPOINTMENT.
2 PiksLpmahApphcalion Ror. ££2/2008




STATE OFf CALITORNIA i}

countyor 4PHT CUidh )

O _ﬂ(ﬁfl( i efore me, H ﬁ I_,me , MNotary Publie, personally appeared
Jﬂﬂ” .|f —_ . who proved to me on the basis of

palisfactory evidenve-to be the person(s) whose navne(sHisf#®e subscribed to the twithin instrument and
acknowledged io me that hefshefthey executed the same in histher/their authorized cap adty{les), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the insument the person{s), or the entity upun behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instrement.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foeregoing

paragraph is rue and correct. -

M. 5 LUCIO
Commission # 1796471

WITIESS my hand and official seal. Notary Public - Collfarnla §
Sanla Clara Counly -
22,2012
{Seal)
ry Public
STATE OF CALTFORMNIA b
1 s
COUNTY OF )
i hefore me, , Motary Public, personally appeared

_who proved o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-ta be the personds) whose name(g) isfare subseribed to the within instrement and
acknowledged to ine that befshefthey exemted the szme in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their slgnature(s) on the nstrument the personis), or the entiky upon behalf of which the
person(s) acked, executed the nstrument.

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

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

— {Seal)

Motary Public

201843701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

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

3. Prezoning Will Resylt in Annexation that Will Nat Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of 3an Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will resultina dowmngrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of 3an Jose
does not currently provide Cambuian 36 residents any services and it hasnot provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service. As such, the Cify’s intended annexation woild not qualify for a streamlined
trban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56370.3(b)(6}.

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

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

5. Environmental Reyiew of Prezoning Violates CROA. Environmental review of the

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

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

0, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed ta
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Tack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused o 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 veid and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Munieipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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COUNCIL
DISTRICT

FILENUMBER C1 0 01D

QUAD # ZONIMNG GENERAL _
: FLAN BY

DATE

REZGHNING FILE MUMBER

-

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING
PROTESTED . :

ASSESSORSPARCEL MUMBER(S)

Lipd Shamtack. D<we | Canpbely CA
i 44— Y

REASOM OF PROTEST
I protesl lhe proposed rezoning because _See Attachment A

Use separatsshest [ necessary

Tha property Inwhich | own an undivided Intaresl of st least &1, and on bahalf of which this protest Is belng fllad,

iz siluated at: {descrbe property by address and Assessors Parcel Numbsr)

DY Sham o Txwe, CQarpbed  c4 G598
Afr # Gi4-0Y -034 B

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

The undividad Ineresl which | awn In the properly descrlbed in The statsmenl bove 15 #:

g Feelntersst fownership)

D Leasshold Interest which expiras on

|:| Olher: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE ARPOINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3565 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zardrg Prolestbpm A pleallon R, GR/2006
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

" This farm must be slgred by ONE or more owners of an undivided imlerest of al lzast 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protestis filad, such inlerest baing nol merely an easement. A lenant under 2 lease whichhasa
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deamed an “owner” far purposes of fhis prolest. When the owner o
an aligibls prolast sits i5 a lagel anliliy olther than 4 person or persons, the prolest patilion shail be signed by the
duly aulhotized olficer (s) afsuch legal entily. When such logal enlity i 2 homeowner's assoeialion, the prolest
pellllon shall ba sighned by 1ha duly aulhiorized officers) of such association, or, in lleu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the association,

ra 5
PRINTNAME <Q DAYTIME [ 0% .
Kevin Midhaek Loalag TELEPHONE# < >4 - 5798
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIP CODE
Loy g%wadg Dgﬁx’e dﬁ«m,oébfr Ca %Garlﬁﬁ
ﬁ ' DA

SIGNATLIRE [Momﬂzad}g TE, /?,‘? /,@
PRINTNAME ’ DAYTIME

TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS -~ Cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME

__|TELEPHONE #

ADDRESS cCITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATLRE (Motarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOMWE #
ADDRESS =1 STATE ZIP CODE
SIGHATURE {Notarized} DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCONE
SIGNATURE {Nctarized} DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOWE #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzad) DATE

Use soparale shestif nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Ening ProtasLpmEhppicalan Raw. Si2f2008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

counry oF 4PN CLAdA }

0 ' ‘
O q I/K( [ @L before me, HLJ' wﬁ ‘ , Notary Pablic, personally appeared
- [ : - , who proved te me on the bagis of

satisfactory evidencefo be the person(s) whose name(s) 18fare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execnted the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahire(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pesan(s) acted, axecuted the nstrament. -

I certify wnder FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the forsgolng
paragraph is brue and correct. :

i Y K. &, LUCIO
% "’a . Commlsslon # 1774411

WITNESS my hand and offjelal seal. z b ; sl Molary Puille - Calilomnla E
y : {@*‘E#} Sanla Clara Counly =

] <adze ow%ESI::QEZEUIEE

‘ {Seal) {
ﬁmﬁ; Public '
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
] s
COUNTY OF o )
Cm before me, ; Maotary Public, personally appeared

, who proved ta me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed ko the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exequtad the same in hisfherftheir authorized capadity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the Instroment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pevsonds) acked, executed the instroment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomnia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corract.,

WITINESS my hand and officlal seal.

{Seal)

Mugary Public

20134370.]
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1. zoning Paves the Way for Streamlined ation Without

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “trban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 33( parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara Counfy, which is commonly knowr as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
Uity of 3an Jose.

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

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

3. Prezoning Will Result i exation ill Not Benefj Property. M
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resuit in a downgrade of my current
services received from the Comnty of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Farthermare, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

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

the criteria sef ferth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning js Insnfficient. Staff has noé provided a sufficient

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

5. Envirenmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environumental revieswy of the

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

a. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. MNotice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
basedl on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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_ SA[\TJOSE CITY OF 5AN JOSE

CAFITAL OF SLLI00N YALLEY Flanning, Bullding and Cotfs Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San José, CA 96113-1905

tel (40B]) 535-3555 fax (408) 202-6055

Wabzsita; wew sanjosaca.govplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNCIL
Y g DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN ay
REZONING FILENUMBER

AODRESS GF PROPERTY BEING ‘ *sa0d
PROTESTED RoOXaIt Cowloed Y1 Y SHMmlock DE. (4 il O
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S) '

4 0403

REASONOF PROTEST
| protast the proposed rezoning haceuse See Attachment A

Usasaperate shast lf nacegzary

The propetty Inwhich | own an undivided Interest of al least 51%, and on behall of which this pratest is being filed,
s siluated al: {descrlbe propery by address and Asaessor's Parcal Numbar)

Rovrmuue. Coutors

Y1y EiHfrni ROl B2 AlY o s
Chamepew . 4  gsoof
and is now zoned R1-§ Diskict, (in Santa Clara County)

The undlvided inlarest wilch | awn In the prapeny desciibed in the slatement abova is a:

m Fee Interast fownership)

|:| Leasehold Interast which sxpires on

|____l Other: {fexpiain)

PLEASE CALLTHE APPQINTMENT DESI AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoning ProlesL pm AP im b e, 8172008
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Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by OME or mara ownears ol an undivided interest of at lsagl £1% Inihe ot or parcel for
which evch prolest [s(lled, such Interesl balng not merely an easement. Alenant undara lease which has &
remalnlng ferm of tar years or longer shall be deamsd an "ownar' for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sligible protest sile 1s & legal enlitiy othar than a person or persans, The protest pefilion shell be signed by the
duly auihorized officer{s) of such legs! enlity. When such lsgal enlily is a haoreowner's assoclatfon, the pratest
pelition shall be signed by the duly sulharized ofilcer(s) of such agsocialion, or, in livu thereof, by 51% afthe
members of the association.
PRINTHAME DAYTIME - .
E.D}dlt}:rd:-‘ﬁi D‘Mﬁ CIULL.LCQ'J TELEPHOME # "fﬂ%"—r i —hs B
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPGODE
Y14 SHANLOLE DR CApOES %508 5008
SIGNATURE [Netanzed DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHDNE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPGQODE
SIGHNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
PRIMTHAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE 2IPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE{Notarizad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Noterlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDAESS cmy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGHNATURE (Notarlzad) DATE
Use saparaie shootilnacessany

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

Zoning PratednpimbS A pBeaion e B0




STATE OF CALTFORNIA 3

county or_ gieh (LA ;

O 4 {%{[d’ before me, h '5- wéﬂ , Motary Public, personally appeared

; i whao proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s)dgdare subecribed to the within ingtrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshafthey executed ihe same in his@iedthelr authorized capacity(jes), and
that by his/fpfthelr signatres) on the insbrument the personis), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pexson(s} acted, executed the insbrument.

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

: .-“-;1;3‘ M, & LUCIO
Commisslon # 17958411
Nolary Fublle - Calitarnlo

WITHNESS my hand and official seal. {gﬁ " ¥/ sanla clarg County |
(Seal)
otary Pablie
STATE OF CALIFQRNIA )
) s
COUNTY OF )
On hefore me, ' » Motary Public, personally appeared

- Who proved to me on the basis of
sakisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) {sfare subscribed to the within instriment and
acknawledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir signabure(s) on the instroment the persan(s), ot the entity upon behalf of whid the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Stabe of California that the foregong
paragraph i3 true and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

2019437.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “uiban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 33() parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

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

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first sfep of a unilateral effort inftiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly coniradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 34 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambiian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed fo the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Camphbeil directed its staff to pursie two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 38, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unecquivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2018, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

a Frezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt #y Property, My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will resuit
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resalved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire

————— e




Residental

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(5).

4, Staff Analysiz of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient

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

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

a. Fublic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning natice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation 2 null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is prematire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(E}.




_ SANJOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

TTAL OF SILK2OMN VATLEY Plarming, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Sirast

San Jdozd, CA 05113-1845

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

Wabszile: www.san|osecagaviplanning

FILENUMEER
A0 ~Or O DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZOMING FILEMUMEER

J;gg“I?EEsST?;gFPHDPEHWBEING f-{ 5 ég QT&J:DJ/ ch_p é_ﬂ_,QQ m Ci {ijg)

ASSESSORS PARGELNUMBER(S) ! y
-0l =052 N

RAEASON OF PROTEST
) pratest the proposed rezoning because Bee Attachment A

Use separale ehael it necessary

The proparty inwhich | own an undivided interest of at least 51%, end on behall of which this prolestis being filed,
ie sitiratad al: {desuﬂb? proparly by adoress and Assessor's Parcel Numiber)

s ‘o‘%@vw\mﬂ('

__Q@mu.%b.o A AT

Unu 102 -O5B& 00

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

Ths undivided Interest which | own in the properly describad In the stalemen! abova is a:

* El Fee |Intarest {ownership)

|:| L easehold inarast which axpires on

] Other: {explain)

DLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESH AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Frinireg ProiosL pmBSApphcmban P: BRAT08

Y le/s/ D




Pagez2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be sighed by ONE or more ownets of an undivided Interest of al |sast 51% In the tel or parce! for
whilch such prolestis filed, such interest being not meraly an easamant. Alenant under a leasa which has a
remaining 1arm oHen years or longer shall be deemed an “owner™ for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an sllgile pratest sita is a lsgal entiliy other han a parsan or persons, the pralest petilion shall be siohed by tha
duly authorized officerfs) of such legal enlity. When such legal snlity ls a homeowrers asgocialion, the protest
pelian shall ba signed by the duly aulherized officer(s) of such associalion, or, in fieu ihergof, by $1% ofthe
membears of the assocklion,

PRINT NAME ﬁm A L Q&?%‘QU\

DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #

Y08-377-200°T

ADDRESS e %M khg_/ N M STATE% zm&g?cm

SIGNATURE (Motarized) &_,“ DATE ¢ .
PRINT NAME b= v Vv O DAYTIME
Fenrius s LASIAN TELEFHONE# 708 371- 2007
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFGODE
SIS SHAMZOLY PR CH m P3ITLL <o) FEOOE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
Syt | e s w/a2s/r0
PRINT NAME “ DAYTIME
: TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE

Use saparabe sheet it necessary

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

Zriung PooesLpmBERARReslimn R Bf2nne




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

) 1 s
COUNTY OF 2@ LV )
Gng:‘lg p I &5, 2071 before me,/_/(mﬂigz 9527:{.@0 Notary Public, persanally appeared

» who proved bo me on the basis of
sutisFackory evidgnoeto bé'the personds) Hose nan{&{s lS,l"EIl'ﬂ subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledped fo me that hefshe/fthey execited the same in hisfherftheir authorized eapacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity wpon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, execiited the Instroment.

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

L E
WITNESS my hand and official seal. § L Cornmmmn # 1733876
T "";ﬂ"l; Pué:lllc Calltomlo §
o onto Clara County 2
AJOML)?? Q@?W (Seal) My Corm. Exples Apr 20, 2611
Motary Pubhl:
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

] .
COUNTY OF g&cﬁm Glora ) :
Gngﬂ»{ﬂ[ 25, 20 before me,‘-Q Lﬁ';-g\ﬂ? Qm“ﬁ?Nntary Public, personaily appeared

who proved o me on the hasis of
satisfactory evidence-to be thé person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfhee/fheir signanires) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execited the instnument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Stake of California that the foregoing
paragraph {5 true and correct,

£ M. JAMES
R Comminten # 1733376
A Halary Public - Callfornia
#anta €lara Counly

LOMLﬁﬁ ()-’f‘%‘m"" (Seal) i] ;;.i:""-:r;} wmwﬂmﬂ",[‘“"

Motary Public

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

20194371
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort inittated by the City
of San Jose o annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In 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. Inresponse, the City of Campbel] directed its staff to pursue two different
possibiliies for anmexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
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 stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3 rezoning Will Result in i Will Not Benefit .

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

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

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

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

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA*}. the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envircnmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legaily inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
not accurate. Since its certification, new informaticn of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, thanges in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent BIR would need o be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum o the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. -

0. lic Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comnply with the City’s own notice policies and Staie Planning & Zoning nofice
requirements. Diespite repeated requesis for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused ¢o grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nof comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(8).
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5;F ADDRESS OF PAOPEATY
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| pratest Ihe proposed rezaning becauss Se¢ Aftachment A

Use separale sheetif necessany

The properiy Iri which | own an undivided interast of ateast 51%, and on pehalf of which this protest |s being filed,
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and s now zoned RI-3 piskict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the property described in lhe statemant above is &:

)( w Foa Interest fownership)
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[[] Other: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {4086) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zankny FundaslpmBSApploastion R, GRUS0E
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PageZ2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

“This form must be sighad by ONE or mora ownets of an undivided interes| of a leasl 51% in Ihe lot or parcel for
which such protest s tiled, such Inferest belng not marely an easement. Atanant under a lease which has a
remalning tarm of e years or longer shall be desmed an awner” for purposes ol this prolest. When the owner of
an ellgibls protest sile s a legat entilly other than a parson or persons, ihe pratest petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorizad oflzer(s) of such lagal entlly. When such legel aniity 5 & homecwnat's associalian, the prolest
pelition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such associatlon, or, in lleu thersof, by 51% of the
members of lha association.

¥ :;‘;':I”ﬁ‘ﬁ ald Tonles _ 1[??EETI|“TIEJNE§T Mo 582 sy
D

Eﬁfz’?- A 0 O I M‘\.". Cub RN

SIGNATURE (Noterized) _ ' DATEg'__ 254
D
an;%u%ﬂ N %%%5;33513‘; = onle S T eProNEAOR, ~(A10-T7AUH
ADDR STATE ZIPCODE
QQE' 2000 (Te v . Mb&k\ o 495

SIGNATURE (Notarized) % P / < ) e,

PAINT NAME -~ DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) , _ DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS g STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Uze zeparate shasl || necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-355% FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
ol ProdasLHOBSIARR Eatlon Ry, GA2008




STATE QF CALIFORMNIA

)
/ ) Bs
COUNTY GFS@NO.& @QQ(DIL )
3‘-‘ B‘ﬂf{} before me,, Q.I_',ﬂ:ﬂ& A l &ﬂlfé, Notary Public, i:ersunai]jfappeared

,_\?ﬁ Ll At A£G E hne , who proved to me on the basis of
sahsfactorg,r evidence o be the Fers whose namefby isfaresubecribed Yo the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfhesfthetr authorized capacity(ibg), and
that by hisfhee/theirsignature(s] on the instrument the persondg, or the entity upen behalf of which the
permn(‘?l acted, execitted the instrument.

1 certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corract.

GIAHE M. JAMES

WITNESS iy hand and official seal. e . DANEMAVES
‘(JQ b{ i :u Holary Public - Callferala §
' :-.r ganta Clara County =
Cas b, J ] /] fe gt L el LY o 000 Clara Courty
Notary Public
STATE Ot CALIFORMIA )

coumoF,gmwp« @QMJ | ; -

On %JMOJI 85, H0{0  beiore me, DJ’ ApE M T Par £S5 Notary Public, personally appeared

= u_é &ﬂ.g e gﬁfl NO & 2D - who proved to me on Fhe basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be'the persontsd whose neme(y) is/sremubscribed to the within Instrisment and
acknowledged to me thathafhefthey executed the same indistherftheir authorized capacibyf

that by frizfher/their signaturelg) om the insbrument the pemon‘fﬁ), or the entity upon behalf ofwhich the
persun‘{f} acted, execitted the matrument.

T certity under PEMALTY OF PERJULY under the laws of the State of Califoroda that the foregoing
paragraph is true and oorrect.

DLANE M. JAMES

Smytendandofisleet commission # 1733374
i Hotary Publlc - « Callternla !
saria Clara County -
mn& } I] 0 2" {Geal Ay Comm. e ADI 20,201
Notary Public

200243710.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts Ci Campbell and Cambrian 36 Pro

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

3. Prezoning Will Result i ation that Wil fit My P

property will not benefit from the City of San Joae’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezening. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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gervice. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a sireamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § £6375.3 becanse it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 55375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysia of Prezning ig Ingufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
nizes in the proposed zone will compare with what 1ses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor hasit provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, ithasnot provided sulficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me ko understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on 1oy propetty.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s attemp ted reliance on the San José 2020
(General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1094 -- more than 16 years ago =~ and is not current
nor accurate, Since ifs certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning Ehat was not known and could nothave been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urhan service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wauld need to be prepared in prder ta include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimurn, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make rminor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

0. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. 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 Stale Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property GWners
based on this insufficient notice as weil as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Couneil's approval. Assuch, the Planning
Comanission’s recommengation is null and void and the City Couneil's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY o

SO CITY OF 5AN JOSE

CAVIAL OF SILICOMN CALLEY Flarning, Bullding and Code Enfarcemsnt
200 East Santa Clara Sirasl

San Joséd, CA 95113-1905

ta! {408) 535-3555 fax {40F) 202-6056

Yrabsile: wwiv.sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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REZONING FILE NUMBER
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REASCMNOFPROTEST
| protest ihe proposed razoning because See Altachment A

Usesaparale shest ii necassary

Tha property In which | own an undivided inlerest of et least 51%, and on bahall of which Lhis prolestis belng filad,
is silualed at: {deserlbe propeny by addrese and Assessor's Parcel Nitmber)

1330 o MPLA AUE
414 ~04-030

and is now zonod R1-8 Distct. (in Santa Clara County)
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PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-1555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thig farm must ba signed by ONE or more ownars of an undlvided interest of 2l leasl 51% in the lot or parcal for
which such prolest Is filad, such intersst belng not maraly an eagsemenl. Atenant under g lzase which hasa
remaining term of tan years or longer shall ba deemed an *owner” {or purposes of this prolest, When the ownar of
zn ellgible protest slla is a legal sntilly other than a person or persons, e protest pelilion shall ba slgned by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal eniity. When such legal srlily 12 A homeowner's agsociation, the profest
pelillon shall be signed by Ihe duly authorized ofiicer{s] of such association, or, in liau theraof, by 51% of the
members oftha assoclalion,
PRINT NaME . DAYTIME .
RICHARD CAMBB T LL- TErEpHONE 108 371-6478
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
1310 OLYMPIA NJE . CAMPREU C A 'qg\ma"
i
SIGNATURE {Notarized) - w W W DAE g 2210
PRINTNAME ) v DAYTIME
- |TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS _ CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
AGDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOWE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIFCODE
SIAMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
Uso separatesheelifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE ARP QINTMENT DESK AT {408) 545-1555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.
Zarirg Prolosk pi S Bt Ry, SRCE00E




STATE O CALIFORNIA )

counTy OF_SPNI CLAR

On q {42"“"} before me, H!) (e , Notary Public, personally appeared
Méﬁf . who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-ta be e person(s) whose name(shis/are subscribed to the within ingtrument and

* acknowledged to me thatdigghe/they executed the same indd&herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and

that by rigfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pexsonig) actad, exenited the instroment,

55,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Iaws of the Siate of Califomia that the fare,gnfng
paragraph is true and, correct.

M. 5. LUCIO
TR commisston # 1796411

"- [f Nolary Publle - Callformla g
WITNESS my hand and official zeal. '*ﬂ-q/ Banta Clara Ceunly
] — My Comm Brrosbay 23,2012 E
| {Seal)
/u‘u/mr}r Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
)} =8
COUNTY OF }
On before me, , Notary Public, personally appeared

, who provied ko me on the basia of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instroment and
acknowledped to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacityiies), and
that by higfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entify wpon behalf of which the
petson(s) acted, execnted the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of Hhe State of California that the feregoing
paragraph iz bue and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

WHEND.L
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service, As auch, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56275.2(b)(6).

d, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

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

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”}. the City of San Jose's attempted refiance on the San fosé 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and isnot current
nor accurate. Since its certibication, 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 urbarn service ares, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,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 addendum to the EIR is
required o make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

0. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Nofice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commisston refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezaning 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 Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| protest lhg proposed rezoning because _See Attachiment A

Use separateshosl il Na¢RESATY

Tha property inwhich | awn an undivided interest of at 1oasl 51%, and an behalt ot which this protest is baing filad,
i siluatad at: {describa property by address and.Assassors Parcal Number)

=S5 ) el et Dorive

~ Y12 -35-05Y

¥

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

The undivided intaresi which | own In ke property described inihe stalemant above is &:

E/Fee Interest (ownership)

[} Leasehold Interest which expires on

D Other: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE AP FOINTMENT DESI AT i4 09} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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10/ (0




ZONING

Prge2

PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slaned by ONE ar
which such pratestis filed, such inlerest balng not
remaining lerm of ten yaars or

meraly an sasement. Alsnantu
longer shall bs deemed an oyt for purposes of 1his prolast Whon the owner of
ah eligible protest sita s & legal enliliy other {kan a person or Parsans, 1ha protest

mare ownars of an undivided interest of at lgast 519 In the Yot or parcel (or

nder a lease which hasa

petiion shall be slgned by the

duly aulharized officer(s) of such legal endlty. When such lagal anlily Is @ hom aowner's associallon, the protast
palition shall be signed Dy the duly aulhorlzed officer(s) of su ch agsociation, or, in leu thereoi, by $1% of the
membars althe associallan,

PRINT NAME DAYTIME { 4082
M Anier Y TELEPHONE# = 71 7€ 77
ADDRESS . GATY STATE ZIPCQDE

Seml el e D C‘ﬂmfb{é:‘c-:” P
SIGNATURE [Netarized) " DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME {4223
Elei  Anterys TELEPHONE# = T 17177
ADDRESS . CITY STATE ZIF CODE
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e A e /0
PHRINT NAME . DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS [ STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTMNAME CAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
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51GNATURE {(Hotarlzad) DATE
PRINTMAME DAY TIME
TELEFHOME#
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SIGNATURE {Notarized} DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
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STATE OF CALIFOFEINIA }

1 ss
county oF_{paZa Llera )
¥
Cn ?”'ZOP i’ ]:}Efﬂ[*e e, Jamei 1. D{-’zanc},Notar_-,rPubI{c, pesenally appeared
Floe 1. barfele ____ who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare-mhecribed ko the within instnument and
acknowledged to me that be/sheffhajexeruted the same inddgfher/thedr authorized capacity(iss), and
that by-his/er/theireignaturefs) on the insteament the personds), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the instroment.

I cartify onder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomda that the foregoing
paragraph {s broe and correct.

L "T':: COMM, M1 ¥5461 .
GIEE] HOTARY EUBLC . callror, ()
N By, SANTACLARA COUNTY ()
ol COMM. EXPIRES JUNE 30, 2014 =1

R
'..-“;. 2 H
WITM y hand and offjzal seal. i < E
i {Seal)

Motary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
}ooss
COUNTY OF }
On pefore me; .. Notary Public, persnnally appeared

~who proved to me on the basis of
satsfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose namne(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefsheffhey execirted the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/herftheir signature{s) on the instnament the person(s), or the endy upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, exected the instrument.,

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

WITNESS my hand and official szal.

{Seal)

tJotary Public

20143701




Residential

ATTA ENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

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

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

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Qwners Reguesis, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

af San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicis the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recefved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirveo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
inequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell”

<) Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properfy, My

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

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

5. Envirpnmenial Revigw of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

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

Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

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

(:M'm OF S1LICON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Cade Enforcemsnt
200 East Santa Clara Sireat

San José, CA BE113-1805

1=l {40H) 535-3555 fax (408) 282-6055

Website: wwersan|oseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATICN

FILENUMBER ' COUNCIL
CrD -0 0 DISTRICT
CUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDREES OF PROPERTY BEING

See Attachment A

| protast ihe proposed rezoning because

Uss separals sheet Fnecessary

PROTESTED ___ - 290 At pesd ;ﬁswé Lo, (e C

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S ?5_ ﬁé’/
6‘/’ -8 -03F

AEASONOFPROTEST

The proparty in which | own an undlvided interest ol at lsast 51%, and an behalf of which this protest is being tled,
5 situatad et: {describa properdy by addross and Assosgar's Pa rcaf Number)

22G0 fhistond fahap [ (GedPEEEC G T500F
G- 38 537

and is now zoned K.1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County}

The undtvided interest which | owinin the propery desctibad In the statement above (5 al

D Leasehold Irderesl which expires on

[] other: fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {208) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT.
Zondng PromsupmESApphoan Rey, BRIE00E

1oy fro
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thls form must ke slgned by ONE ar mors owners of an undividad fferest of at least 51% in1he lot or parcel {or
which such protast is filed, such intarest bsing not meraly an essement. Atenant undsr e lease which hes a
remaining ferm of tan years or longer shell be deemed an "ownear* for purpases of this profast. When the cwner of
en sligibla prolest site is a legal entitiy clher than a person or peisons, e protast petiton shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed oificerfs) of such lagal entity. When such legal entity is 2 homeowiar's association, the protest
patilion shall be signed by the duly authorized officar(s) of such assoclefion, or, in liew hersof, by 51% of the
members of the association.

PRINT NAM 7 —
A /ﬁ:«z N e il

DAYTIME

TELEFHONE# $805-2/8 ~ S 3%

ADDRESS

STATE IF CODE
Z 29 /éf; bt 2 Joar mf @,Wﬂgé s

Med DF

smmmunﬂﬂmmmV /

D&/Z%’

PRINTNAME ﬂ
Zc:),f;f D AT T S

DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #

8267783/

ADDRESS

225D fhr e svsd 3Par tr K‘Mﬁﬁf: Xe

STATE ZIF C‘?EJDE
L.

<

SIGNATURE (No

m‘%/;:f 2 /12

PRINT NAME ~[DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELERHOME#
2ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME GAYTIME
TELEPHDME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Lisesaparate shest® nacessary

PLEASE CA{L THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTWMENT.,
Ferhb] ProlashpmeS hppdcbon Ry Ge00s




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

county or AT CLtA )

O q [1’1 {fp befora H ﬁi’w fa Motary Public, pezgomally appeared

._ﬁH{. CASTGEN i) lﬂ!f&u_ﬂﬂim_m proved to me on the basts of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execoted the same in hisfher/their authorzed capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their rignatura{s) on the instrument the person(g), or the entity upon hehalf of which the
persongs) acted, executed the inslrument,

I cextify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the fnregmng
paragraph js true and correct. :

M. 5. LUCID
A Commission # 1795411
[ Nolary Publle - Calltarnla E

Sanla Clara Counly
e i 1)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
. | - ) s
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, » Maotary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis af
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose namefs) isfare subsrribed to the within insfrument and
acknowledged Yo me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized, capacity{ies}, and
that by hisfherftheir signaturefs) on the insfrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan(s) acted, execited the instrument,

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

WETMESS miy hand and officlal seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

N30,
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

City of San Jose,

2. L ing Direct] tradicts City of bell and Cambri ex

Qwners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into

* the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Camphbell agking that i be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
Cify of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-nrnexafion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing respense, 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 fhe Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell weleomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residenis have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell,”

pruperl:}r w1]l I‘lﬂt bmeﬁt fmm the Cnty Df Sanjﬂse 5 mte:nded annexation thaj: will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my ctirrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does 1ot corrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that if is capable of meeting the standard of services that we cwrrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Eesidential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
wrban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.5(b}(6).

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

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

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEOA. Environmental review of the

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

Cal. Code Regs § 15162

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

San-Josd, CA 85113-1905

taf £408) 5:35-3655 Tax [906) 292-6055

Wehsile: -www sanjeseca:gov/planning

PLICATIO

N

FILEN

TQUAD# ZONING GENERAL DATE

| REZONING FILE NUMBER

R
PEATYBEING
PROTESTED

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(E) Lh-l _ 40 - @ ‘q

REASCNOFPROTEST

| protast the proposed rezoning bacause See Attachment A —

Usa separats sheet ifnecessary

The proparty in which ot an undivided interast of at laast 51%, and-on behalf of which this protest iz halng fited, -
is sltuated al- (desctibe praperly by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

G50 Sonehovgt Wan,, Camcphel]
Pared & ¢12-4o-019

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

The undividad interest which | own In the propamy-described in the staternant ebiova s a:

[0 Fee Intereet omnarshiv) T e of finnedl Tami )L/r Trrst

[] Leasshold interast which explres on

[[] Other: (axpfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTM EMT.
Zonkg Prolen prabiiipaieion Bm: BE22008

JOSY (1D




Page? ‘ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form rust be slgnad by ONE or more owners of an undivided Infarest of af lesst 51% in-the ot or paice! for
_which such protestis filed, such interest baing not meraly an easement. Atenant undar a lease which has a
remalning terrn-of tenyears of longer shall be deamad an "ewner* for purposes afthia protest. When the owner of -
an aliglble protestaite is e legel eniity- other than a person or paracns,; the protest pefition ehall be signed by the -
duly althorizad officerts).of such legal entity. ‘When such legalentliyis & homecwnar's agseciation, the- protest
patltlon shall ba slgned by the duly ewthorlzed afficar(s) of such associetlon, at, indisnihasof, by 51%. of tha
rmembars of the asseclation, '
TPRINT NAME F DAYTIME - o
A M ranell TELEPHONE# 10 2 5332811
ADDRESS ) | : i b g STP}[IEI\‘ %'%CLE])DE :
RS L1 Yena e N £dbonsdale 55Uz2.
‘| SIGNATURE (Hotarized! fz -
Wotarized) >4 30y i1 (M eayie Lf Rt 23,2010
[ PRINTNAME - DAYTIME )
. : TELEPHONE #
" ADTIRESS - CATY ‘BTATE APCODE "
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDHRESS - CITY STATE ZIPGODE
] SIGNATUIRE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
_ TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS : CCTY STATE ZIFCODE
| SIGNATURE (Hotarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
| ADDRESS ' CTyY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) . _ DATE
PRINTMNAME CAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
- ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE .
SIGNATURE {Notarized} DATE
Uige separatasheet if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOMTMENT.
Iomng Profest. pmesitppbeaion Rae. G 2000
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STATE OF CALIFERNEA— }
)} se
countyor_Hente )

Dngem a3 before me, M@Mﬂhﬂ Public, personally appeared
Susar M. Fioveee , who proved to me on the basis of:
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(=) whose name(s) isfare subscribed ko the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir signabire(s) on-the insirament the person(s), or the entity upon behalf obwhich the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument. .

Min et oo
I certify under PENALTY OF PERFURY undler ihe laws-of the State of Enlifesnia thal the forepoing
paragraph is true and correck. e

Marshe L. Hinze

: i 1 Notary Public
WITHESS my hand and official seal. : Minnesola
Commission Expires January 31, K
b .
- {Szal)
Motary Public
STATE OF CALTFORNIA )
y  osm
COUNTY OF _ }
Om, before me, __, Notary Public, personally appeared

. who proved to me on the basts of-
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfae subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execnted the same in higfherftheir authorized capacity(les), and
that by histher/thelr signature(sfoi therimstrament the-person(s); or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan(s) acted, execoted the instrument. -

L cetify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under. the lawi of. the State of Californda that-the foragoing
paragraph is true and correct. -

WITHESS my hand ard official seal.

(Seal)

Notary Fublic

W17 - -




Residential
ATTACHMENT A
TG ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Armexgition Without Protest. The
Prézoning is proposed in conjunetion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to —the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Goverrunent
Code §56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcelsin .
nnincorporated SantaClara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,

~ Cambrian 36 encompassesmy property and borders both the City of Campbell.and the
City of SanJose.

2 Piezoning D
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of 2 unilateral effortinitiated by the-City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direcfly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. InOctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbeli asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Taresponse, the City of Camphell direcied its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose siaff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing.an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concering de-annexation); quashed this effort. -Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 Temains
unequivoral. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose-dated Septepiber 2, 2010, “Carapbell welcommes the annexation of the Cambriar #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing arldresses, ideniify with
Campbell, and stated a clear prefevence tobe partof Campbell”

3. i il Reguli in Annexation ill Net Benefit My P ty, My
property will not benefit from the City-of San Jose's irftended annexation that will résult
from the proposed Prezoning: On.the corstrary, it will resoliin a2 downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara atan increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 vesidents any services and it has nof provided: any
indication that it:is capable of meeting the standard.of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the-City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

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

4, Staff Analysis of Prewoning is Insufficient. Staff has niot provided a sudficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s-existing Connty
zoning. For-example, it has net-explained or analyzed how the permitted and-conditional
uses in fhe proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Ner has it provided a-comparison of flogr-area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of whit existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming,. As such, it is impossible for me to understand-and
evaluate the affeci of the Prezoning-on my property.

5. -Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CHQA. Envirenmental review of the
Prezoning has nobbeen conducted in compliance with the California Environmentat

Quality Act {"CEQA"). the City of Sen Jose’s attempted reliance onethe San José 2020
‘General Plan-Environmental Impact Report {“ER”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years-ago -- and is not current
nor accurae. Sinceits certification, new information of substantial impoertance $o the
Prezoning that was not known and could net have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is new available {such as changes in uwrban service-area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruchire-etc). Assuch, a
supplemental orsubsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order te include new
informtion since the certification date. Atthe wvery minimum, an-addendum io the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources:Code § 21166 and 14
(Cal. Code Reps § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice ¥iolated City-and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the
S5an Jose Planring Commission Augnst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own.notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeafed requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate-CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral reqeest and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Coundl’s approval. As such, the Plarming
Cammiseion’s recommendabion is nult-and void and the City Council’s consideraticn of
the Prezoning iz premature and does not comply with Municipal Code §20.120.030(B).
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DECLARATION QF TRUST

WE, ROEERT ROY FINNELL and JOYCE ANN FINNELL, husband
and wife, the undersigned Trustors, are hereinafter referred
to jointly as "Trustors' and individually as "husband" and
"wife" respectively; we hereby declare that we have transferred
and delivered to, or have declared oﬁf intention to transfer
and deliver te, the said husband and wife, as Co-Trustees
all our right, title, and interest in and to the property
described in Exhibit "A" attached hereto. All property now
or hereafter subject to the Trust shall constibute the Trust
LEstate and shall be held, managed, and distributed as hereinafter
provided,
The Successor Trustee at the death of eicher of Ehe
Trustors shall be, and we so appoint, ROGER W. POYNER ta

serve without bond.

This Trust shall be known as the FINNELL FAMILY LIVING
TRIIST.

Addirional Property

Any individual may add to chis Trust, whether before or
after the death of either or both of the Trustors, by trans-
ferring to the Trustee other property acceptable to the
Trustee, either by gift, assignment, bequest, ox devise, and
if so added such property, upon recelpt and acceptance by
the Trustee, shall become a part of the Trust Estate,
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Page 14

Signed, published, and declared by the above named
Trustors to be their Declaration of Trust before the under-
signed, who at their request and in their presence, and in
the presence of each other, sign our names as withesses on

this 2.3 ™M day of A perdr , 1877,
S el
<
: [ 3 i :




Resignation, Appoiniment and Acceplance of Trustee
Finnell Fumily Living Trust dated November 23, 1977
Page 2 of 2

Appointment of Successor Trustee:

1. Pursuant re Article XX of the FINNELL FAMILY TRUST, I, JOYCE ANN
FINNELL, Surviving Trustor, hereby appoim SUSAN FINNELL. as Successor Trustee of the
FINNELL FAMILY TRUST and afl Trusts created hereunder to serve without bond.

T have read and confirm that the foregoing states my intentions as o the FINNELL
FAMILY TRUST dated November 23, 1977.

Thereby appeint SUSAN FINNELL as Successor Trustee of the nforcmf?ﬂnnd Trusl,

DATED: %fﬁ?rbf.'lﬁzj? e CCorne

JOYCE ANN FINNELL
SURVIVING TRUSTOR

Accepiance of Trusiee:

I, SUSAN FINNELL, hereby accept my appointment as Successor Trustee of the
FINNELL FAMILY LING TRUST dated November 23, 1977, and all Trusis crested hereunder,
and will carry out my duties in accordance with the termns of the Trust aad applicable law.

DATED:_%QP&\ZKIM"}_“ ey, Wﬂﬂ

SUSAN FINNELL
TRUSTEE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
_ } ss,
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA b

Dm@'@h\tﬂ' a8 o0 before me, CAY D. ALEXANDER, a nolary public in and
for said state, personally appeared ROGER W, POYNER, JOGYCE ANN FINNELL and SUSAN
FINNELL, personally known to me (or proved to me by satisfactory evidence) 1o be the persons
whose names are subscribed o the within instrument and acknowledged o me that they executed
the same in their authotized capacities, and that by Iheir signatures on the instrument the PErsons,
or the entity upon hehalf of which the persons acted, executed the instrument,

Motary Pyblic

s .I:I::r ¥ s
\EAGE Dbl EXPRES IR T 1o




CITY OF A
SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAVTTAL OF SILICCN VALLEY Flanning, Bullding and Cods Enforcement

200 East Sanfa Clara Sfrest

San Jogd, A §5113-1205

tel (40H) 535-3555 fax (408) 252-6055
Wehslte; waw.sanjoasece.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST AP PLICATIO N

GOUNCIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

FILEMUMBER

REZOMING FILENLMBER

ADDRESSCOF PHDPEFITYEEING . - A POEN
FROTESTED . /) [

ASSESS0RSE PARCELNUMBERIS)

Lyt 2 — L0 —OLS —OO
REASON OFFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning because

Use separaie sheel lf necessary

The proparty inwhich | own an undlvided irdarest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this pratest |3 belng diled,
Is situatad al: {dascHbe propery by address and Assessors Parce! Nimber)

Gup s STON ErURST ¢y CRMPNEcC B Ul
G2~ O —Ot T —O0 { rncold A

and is now zoned R1-8 pistricl. (in Santa Clara County}

Tha undivided interesl which | own inthe praperly described in the slatetment above is &
El Fealniarest {ownershlpg

I::I Leesahold interest which explres on

[l other: fexptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zovidiy PrasLpmdSiAppBolion Py, Sr2nes

1O/ D




Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thils form must be signad by ONE or more owmers of an undhvided Interest of at lzast 51% In the lat or parcel for
whiich such prolest s filed, such Interest being riot marsly an easement. Atanant under a lease which has a
rermaining larm of tan years or longer shall be desmed an "owner" for purposes of this prolest, When Lhe owner of
an sligible protest site i a tagal enlitiy other than a person or parsons, the protes! patilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such lagal entily. When such legal enlity |s a homeawner's agsaclkation, the protest
pelilion shall be signed by ihe duly autharlzed efficer(s) of such association, or, in lieu 1heraof, by 51% ol the
members ofths assorialion.

PRINTNANE 2 M D E e T8 71 T NEs 4O €476 6 4705
RODRESS &5 FOME 0/ s 7wty gg&f*’_ﬁag ETE aSeSE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) I ! DATE . /2.2 10
PRINTNAWME Varp A /M Tw s S ?;‘EP“;ENE#?aE“ Y60 yaa?]
ADDRESS

CITY STATE IPCODE
‘?“?’S_ffdwgydﬁ_e T it C I PBEL CA c%?' e

SIGNATURE (Notarized) Y = DATE
Gorddere N - Gem 59 2010
PRINT NAME TV Sardiiat
_|TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) | DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS _ cITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAY TME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usa separale shesl if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESK AT (304) 535-3555 FCR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Foring Fanfes] nmEs A orlearion P, B ihhos




STATE GF CALIFORNIA

Nt s

COUINTY OF {0 )

%hk/i Qc;F %E} f re me, Matary Public, personally appeared
(B A . whe proved o me cn the basis of

S.B.HSfaCfﬁI'_f evidence-to be thﬂgem:m[s} whose name(s) 1sfare subseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed e same in hisfherftheir suthorized eapacity{ies), and

that by hisfher/their sigrurire(s) on the Insrument the persan(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I ceriify tinder FENALTY OF FEEJURY under the laws of the State of Califomdia that the foregoing
paragraph is trie and correct.

DIANE M. JAMER

WITNESS my hand and offietal seal. commhtlon ¥ 1733376

& ‘!
A-/O \ L oy j Sani Clura County £
Wy Cormm. Expines Are 20, 2011
Wﬁmw&e‘/ (seal) e |

Motary Pablic
STATE OF CALIFORINIA )]
N
COUNTY OF ./ )

On '!l I8 Q‘ﬁf 0 hefore me,_. £ Motary Public, personally appeared

/ who proved to me on the basls of
salistactory evidenceto be the person(s} whose gri e(s) isfare subscribed. to the within nstrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they exeruted the same in hisfherfthelr authorized capacityiies), and
that by higfher/their eignature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the eniity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the Instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERIURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph iz true and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES
Commlaglan # 1733376

WITHESS m}" hand and official seal. . "I: T anaw Publlc - Collfoinla g
z i ganto Clara Counly
) snd 5>y Comm Expes 401 20,201
(Seal)
MNotary Public '

20154370.1




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

T ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

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

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and rian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the Gity
of San Jose fo annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicis the stafed desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 20086, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Carmbrian 36, ane which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Reeult in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of 5an Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexatfon pursuant to Government Code § 56375 3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b}(8).

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

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

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

6, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

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




CITY OF

CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTAL OF SILICON VALLEY Plannlng, EIuIIdIng and Code Enfarcement
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Josd, CAS5113-1906

tel {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 282-6055

Wehsite: www.sanloseca gav/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLAMNING STAFF

FILE MUMBER COUNCIL
0~ OO0 DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN By

REZOMING FILEMUMBER

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
(PLEASE PRINT OR TYPE)

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

ROTESTED |0 4§ £ I Waw) | CamPbell (A 45005

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

- DE_;D?D

REASON OF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because Sec Attachment A

Use separate sheetif necessary

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

I0w%  Erin Wy | Campptil, O A5D0Y
H1Y-02-02 0

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

The undivided interest which | own In the propery described in the staternant above is a:

B/Feeinterest fowinorship)

[[] Leasahold interest which expires on

[ other: fexptain}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {40B) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APFOINTMENT.

Zondng Protesl pan B3 Deation Pey. G004

J1OLF 7D



Page 2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S)

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided interest of at lsast 51% inthe lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such Interast being not mersly an essement. Atonant under alease which has a
remaining term of ten years of longer shall ba deemed an "ownar' for purposes of this protast. When the owner of
an oligible protest site is a tegal antitiy other than a parson or persons, iha protest petition shall be signead by the
duly autharized officer(s) of such legal entity. When such legal entity is a homeowner's association, the protest
petition shall be slgned by the duly authorized officer{s) of such association, or, in lisw thereol, by 51 % of tha
mermbers of the association.

PRINT NAME Dovitd lrwin DAYTIME dox 497-03&S

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS STATE IP CODE

59 wWillowhwrsr  Tein T ob 5 13%

SIGNATURE (Notarized) / M 47“’_ DATEQy _ )i

PRINT NAME - DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ~  ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIME

TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIf CODE
SIGNATURE (Notanized) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME

TELERFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Holarlzad) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZI\P CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS ity STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) CATE

LIge separaie shestif necessary

FLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zoning ProtasL e ESpalration fay, BE5S006




STATE OF CALIFOENIA ]

1 ss
county oF Oawhe. Cana )
B fore me, %@Mﬁm Natary Public, personally appeared

(WAL ) » who proved to me on the basis of
zatisfactory evidence-to be the personfsjwhose name(s) isfase subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefehefhey exequted the same in hisfhesfhair authorized capacifyfies), and
that by hisfhagftheir signature(sl.on the instrument fhe pexsonfs), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persom(gtacted, executed the instrument,

I cestify uwnder PENALTY OF PERJURY wnder the laws of e Siate of California that the foregoing
paragraph s true and correct.

o CKAEH T, VARANAKI ¢
16
C&M,lé_ﬂi“ N

I KT -
\ Lank, COUNFY
mscglhu. ey 41, 13 j'

WITNESS my hand and officia

(Seal)
Motary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNLA )
Y oss
COUNTY OF )]
On before me, . . Notary Public, persanally appeared

, who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within insirvoment and,
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity({ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the insbument the parsonfs), or the entity upon bebalf of which the
persars) acted, executed the instrument.

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

WITMESS my hand and official seal,

{Seal)

Motary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in corjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375 3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2 Prezoning Divectly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In 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 Campbell divected its staff to porsue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmermber [udy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-unnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s leiter to the Iayor of 5an
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benetit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's infended annexation that will resalt

from the proposed Prezoning. On the cantrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of 5an [ose
does not carrently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meefing the standard of sexvices that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criferia set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

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

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

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

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




CITY OF E

| SAN JOSE | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVTAL OF SILKCON WA LEY Planming, Bullding and Code Enforcament
200 East Santa Clara Street

Sen Joad, CA 95113-1805

tal {A0B) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6035

Wahsite: www.sanjosaca goviplanning
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‘\’II:{%: ;;) 2

R

PROTESTAPPLICATION

COUNCIL
FLENUMBER 0 p i CoUNCL
GUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILENUMBER

Srany

PROTESTED DALLAS 2. LAMPAELL (A A500F

e

e T =Ly A =
F FROFERTYBEING
PROTESTED N al

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S) p
{7~ 2G-2177

REASON OF PROTEST
See Attachment A

| prolest Ihe proposad rezoning because

Usa separabe sheet if necessary

The properiy in which | awn an undivided interest of at laast 51%, and on behalf of whizh this protest is being filad,
is situated al: (describe property by addross and Assessor's Parcel Numbar)

2] TOALLAS DR cANPBELL A FEDOT
Al12-34- 017

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

The undivided inlerest which | own inthe property described in the stalement abovais &
*:/ Fes Intorest fownership)

D Leesahold inferest which explres on

[[] other: {explan)

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

Zoning ProtasL pmBSAgpkeallan R, Grarding

fﬁf?/fﬂ




Pags2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided Interes! of at least §1% in the lot or parcel for
which such prolasl 15 flled, such intarest being not margly an sasement. A lsnant under a loasa which has a
rernalning term of ten years or longer shell be desmed an "ownar™ for purposses of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protost shie Is a legal entitiy other than a persan or persons, the protest patiiion shall be slgned by the
tuly autharized officer(s) of such legal enlity, When such lagal entily Is 2 homeowner's eszocialion, the pratest
petition shall be signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such associallon, or, in lisu theréof, by 51% olthe
memburs of the associalicn,

A BRYAN HARN pEM e emones 408 3(0253 |
AODRESS ) DALLAS DR clmesell. S Gecod

SIGMATUHE{NMarIZN%_W: DATE 5 > 7 s s
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
LAk LINN ﬁ/ﬂﬂc{)ﬁ?\/ TELEPHONE # ‘9%’ 125 F 007

ADDRESS CyY STATE ZIPCOD
Y LALLAS P . I i
SIGNATURE (Notar DAT
o D, 9/22/0

PRINTNAME ~ ~ / DAYTIME

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

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDHESS Ty STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notatized) DATE
PRINTNARE DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oIy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

LIze separate shaet if nacessany

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

Zonlng Prolast pmASARALCEIT Fiy, AR02008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1
1 es

COUNTY OF f’xmjm Clora )

on__ 9 / 1 / zo! before me, pl.\-fuih "DM » Notary Fublic, personally appeared

Toy Ryeyan Hameden wae Lo Heymslenwhg proved to e on the basis of
salisfaét'ary evidence-bo be the person(s) whose né_mei_’s) dafare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefahe/they executed the same in Refherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfhes/their slignature(s) on the mstrument the person(s}, or the enfity vpon behalf of which the
personls) acted, executed the instrpment.

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

o PIYUSH DAYE
WITHESS hand and official seal. 4 " Commisalon # 1892248

Holary Public « Callforals z
Sarda Clara Copnly © =
Comm. Explres Jun 11, 2014

“Rosfiry Public’

STATE OF CALIPORNIA . )
] Es
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Wotary Publie, personally appearad

— »whao proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-fo be the person{s) whose name{s) isfare snbscribed to the within instrument and,
acknowledged fo me that hefshe/they exeruied the same in hisfherftheir suthorized capacity(fes), and
that by histher/their signature(s) on the instrument the perzon(s), or the entity 1pon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the mstrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and official eeal,

(Sezl)

MNotary Public

201524379.1
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ATTACHMENT A

T ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

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

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

2, Prezoning Direci] i ity of Camphbell and Cambrian 36 I

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

3. Prezoning Will Resulf in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My FProperty. My

property will not benefit from the City of 5an Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermaore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's infended annexation would not qualify fora streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 563753 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analvsis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staffhas not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County

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

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

6. . Notiee for the
San Jose Planning Commission Augnst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Plarming & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 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 requiest and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’'s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

A\2.- 37000
REASON OF PROTEST

| protest Ihe proposed rezoning because o Alfachment A

Usassparalesheetif nacessary

The property in which | owa an undivided Inlerest ol at feast 51%, and on hehalf of which Lhis prolesi is belng filed,
ie siluatad al: {describe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Number)

787 LAl DL,
Preeen. s M2 -37-006

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

The undivided Interest which | awnin tha proparly described In the statement ebove |5 a:
E Foalntarast ([ownarship)
D Laasshold inlerest which expires on

[l omer: taxptain

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

Zuning Puntazt proSive plicalion Rav. B2RT0E
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Page2 ZONlNG PHOTESTAPPL'CATION

This form must be signad by ONE or mare owners of an undivided inberest of al least 51% in the lol or parcel for
which such protestis lited, such interest belrig not merely an sasament. Atenarl undeara lsase which hasa
remaliiing tarm of len years or longer shall be deamed an "awnaar™ for purposes of this prolest. When the owner of
an eligible prolest sils is a legal entiliy ather than a person of parsons, 1he pralest pelition shall be slgned by lhe
duly authorized oflcer{s} of such legal enlily. When such |egal enlily is a homsowner's associalion, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly aulharized ofticer(g) of such assactation, or, in lieu Ihereof, by 51% ofthe
membats of Ihe agsoclation.
PRINTNAME , DAYTIME
ot —DMIKASHI D TELEPHORER R4 0= 14 &
ADDRESS J}Wﬁ&mﬁ—&éﬁﬁﬂ e STATE ZIPCODE
ot | 'S
1 _/W - =
SIGMNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
JEaE ShiKASHLD TeLerHonex 40K - b2 701D
ADDAESS C% ZI;&TE ZIPCODE
167 (ARl DR CAMAYDEN - A600%
SIGNATURK{Notats ~ e P DAT%
; A‘—-r/.-r / > ..- g _.:24-7#— j D‘
PRINTNAR F - DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS - CITY STATE ZIPCQDE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzec) . DATE
PRINTHAME PAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS ciTy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed} DATE
PAINT HAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGHATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Matarzed) DATE
Usg saparate shest f necassany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOIMTMENT.
Zonimy Pitiser i ESIARD boallon, Py, A/2/2008

E
%aﬁ
522
EH
552




STATE OR CALIFORNIA )
1 s
COUNTY OF Somta Clers )

On y /’Lﬂi / dais before me, P‘ YusH DAE » Notary Public, personally appeared

Tennit fumike Chika shic ! ,who proved to me on the basis of
satsfactory evidenceto be the person(g) whose name(s) isfars sibscribed to the within nstowment and
ackngivledged to me that hefshefthey-exeuted the same in ksfher/thelr authorized capacityfies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(#) on the instrument the person(}), or the entity upon behalt of which the
person(y) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
patagraph is tiue and correck.

PIYUBH DAVE
. & Gommission # 1892248
- L= ]  Molery Fublic-- Galdornin
WITNESS miy hand and official seal. el Santa Ciara Courty
‘@/l/«-— WL g Comm. Exgltes Jun 11, 2014
¥Nofafy Public
STATE O CALITORMIA )]
} =8
COURNTY OF )]
On befrre me, . Niotary Public, personally appeared

. Who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the personis) whose name(s) isfare subseribed to the within instrwment and.
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherfiheir suthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) an the instniment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persenfs) acted, executed the instrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and offielal seal.

— (Seal)
Notary Public

201%4370.1

3




CITY OF &

| §AN JO _E_ CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON WALLEY Planning, Bullding and Cada Enfarcement
200 Eact Santa Clara Stresl

San Josa, DA 95113-1905
tal (309} 535-3555 fa (408) 202-6055
Wehzite: www.canjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILEWUMBER COUNCIL

e - 6 DISTRICT
QUAD & ZONING BIENERAL DATE
- PLAN BY

REZCMIMNG FILE HUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

roresen | Qo5 Swtetbriow De_ Qampbey qso08
ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER
® Hj 9 vio-0%%

REASONOFPROTEST -
See Attachment A

| protest the proposed rezoning becaues

Use saparale shesl if necaseary

The properiy Inwhich | own an undivided nores! of atleast 51%, and on behalf of which thls protsst s baing liled,
is siluated al: (descrlza property by address and Assassors Parcol Number)

hq-H0-023 905 Sweethriar Dr__ (amphtt{
- 15008

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

The undividad Interest which | own in the property deseribed In the siatemant ahove s a:

E\ Faa nterasl {cemership)

[] Leasshold Inlerest which expires on

D Olher: {sxplaln) R

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408} 535-3565 FOR AN ARPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoiiel) P retasL pon BRI ppieg o R, G000

Fir N i/l




Pags2 : ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba slgnad by ONE or mora owners of an undivided [merest of at teast 51% in the ot or parcel far
which such protest is filed, such interest being nol mersly an easemsent. Atenanl under a lease which has a
ternalning lerm of ten years or longer shall be desmad an "ownar™ for purposes of thls prolsst. When the owner of
an aligible protesl sils is a legal enlitiy olhar ihan a person or parsons, the protest petilion shall be signed by the
duly autharlzad offtcer(s) of sueh legal entily. Whan such lagal enlity fs a homeowner's assoclaitan, the prolesl
padillon shiall ba slgned by the duly aulhorized ofticer(s) of such agsoclalion, o, in lisu tharaod, by 51% of the
members of the association.
PRINTNAME {1 DAYTIME
Co | leern Krisman eeptong 2 108 ~ - 318
ADDRESS G E %P CORE
D5 Sweethrior Dr. dmpbell  CF ¢
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DA /
é MMWW WIERIT,
PRINTHNAME DAY TIME
Michpel k& U w1 A W reeptonez 778 ~3743078
ADDRESS STA ZIPCGDE
V05 Siveetbes ive DT z:‘mur:'lae l < VAL
SIGNATURE {Notarized) I?F
eg /o
PRINTNAME DAYTIME )
. |TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS city STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) ) PATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CmY STATE ZIPCGODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
FRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS Cry STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarfzed) DATE
Usegaparalesheet ifnecassany

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Ziviieg Prolesi pmESApplea iy Hen, Gk




STATE OF CALIEQRNIA 3
)

counryor_ ek a Clavg )

i g

Lt
on_4-27-t0  beforeme Mchelle Ackuae , Notary Public, personally appearad
Colleern  Kvisoumn , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidenve-to be the person(g) whose namel) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfher/treds authorized capacityiies), and
that by kis/herftheic signaturefsy.on the mstrument the personés), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the insfrument.

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

MWICHELLE AHTONDWIG?
Commisslon # 1861839 B
Holary Publlc - Callierala 2

Santa Clara County &

M , = bty Comim. Explres Jun 1, 2013 K
AU o gt Lk .. LI UL ES
(Seal)
Mntary Public

WITMBES oy hand and nfficial zeal.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
— } S
county or _SMWA ) Ak )

Cn a-2d - VO before e, WKL CHAWSILY oty Public, personally appeared

Wy CRREDL Cal VRAGSHA R , who proved to me on the basts of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose namefs) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowiedped to me that hefshe/they executed the same n hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/her/their slgnabure{s) on the instrument the person(s), ot the entity upon behalf of which the
personfs} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify nnder I'ENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is roe and correct,

e
COMM. #1679773 =

HIESS myhand endoffial el 3 polary Publlc - Callioria 3
' : S P ) anta Clara Counly
ée' (Q bua%_;b.,[c gLl ) com. Explres Fab, 8, 201
Notar].r Public

294301




Residental

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

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

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbeil and Cambrian 36 Property
Qwmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners {o annex, Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jase staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owmers' interes{ in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell ”

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

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result

from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my cuirent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose

does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.

Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

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

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning ks Insofficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

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

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

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

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and St tice Requirements. Naotice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient natice 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 rull and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is prematire and does not comply with Municipal Code §20.120.030(B).




ity OF 3 .::.:
| SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

TAPIAL OF SILT;:;:N ;EFALL'EY Planring, Bullding and Cede Enfareament
an0 East Sanla Clara Street

San Jasd, CA 951131905
101 {40B) 535-3555 fax {408) 202-6055
Wabsite: wvaw. aanfosaca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

e

e @—ore
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN By

COUNCIL

FILEMNUMBER
DISTRICT

REZONINGFILENUMBER -

ADDRESSOF PROPERTYBEING .
FROTESTED CBHBL cweevonar Drive
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S
S 1412-uD-029 0D
REASOMNOF PROTEST
See Aftachment A

Iprotast Ihe proposed rezoning becauss

Uze saparatssheet il necessary

The propsrty In which | own an ungividsd Inlerest of al least &1%, and on behall of which thls protest is being filad,
is siluated ai: (deseribs properfy by atdress and Assezsors Parcal Number)

B51  Sueravidr dr
cowphell CA _ A5000
42 "MD- 029

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

The undivided interest which | ownin the property desaribed Inthe statemeni above ls a:
[X] Foalnterest fownership}
[[] Leasshold nterest which espires on

I:l Olher: {explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (403) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPDINTMENT.
Zargrg PealssLpmESAg ien ey, RI2F2006

107 4 fepo




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This torm must ba slgned by OME or more ownets ol an undivided interast of g1 least 51% In tha lot or parcal far
which such prolestis litad, such Intaresl beling not merely an sasament. A tenant undar a leass which has a
remaining ferm of ten years or longsr shall be desmed an "ownear” for purposes of thls protest. When lhe cwner of
an vliglble protesl sila is a lagal entlliy olher than a persoen or parsons, the pratesi pelilion shall be slgned by the
duly authorlzad offlcer(s) ol such legal entily. When such |agal entity is 2 homeowner's associalion, the prolest
pelilion shall ba signed by the duly aulhorlzed officer(s) of such associalion, or, in lieu tharaa], by 51% ofthe
mambers of the associalion.
PRINT NAME - DAYTIME
Cavolynng Waltalley |TELEFHCINE# - aq o4
ADDRESS = . _ CITY STATE ZIPCO
D5\ CANCLAON DG cappheth R e
SIGHATURE (Motarlzed) ' DATE
ﬂ//}%ﬂﬁ-@ a2 10
PRINTNAME R S . DAYTIME
Cheigticdin Whi fon k&i"’ TELEPHONE# qﬂg\lll -OYeo
ADDRESS . Gy STATE ZIPCODE
5 1 5U-J€€"'bf‘rﬂf Dr. }Qﬁmpdfgﬂf aﬂE, g5 008
SIGNATURE (Noterlzed) ! DATE
/%.W 9 /28/0
PHINTNAME T DAYTIME ' )
TELEFHORE#
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) _ DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODRE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOWE #
ADODRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Nofay [zed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDAESS CImy STATE ZIPCO0E
SIGHNATURE {Motarlzad) DATE
Use saparale shesl if necsssary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Frunbng Prawset piBSLAnpAesTon Ry, B




STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAMA CLARK

SEILA MASLIC
COMM. 21879773
Nolary Public - Caiilgrnia
Sanla Clara County
by Comen. Explies Feb. 8 2614 §

LEF M o,

Oin O -33- o bafore me, é(f,lm MA=L C MNotary Fublic, personally appeared

CARG LM e Wy AMET

» wha proved bo me on the basis of

safisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfars subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledped to me that hafshefthey executed the same in hisfher/thelr authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the insbument the persom(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

persans) acted, axecuted the instroment.

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

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS oy hand and offleial seal.

Al Maati e

totary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
counTy oF_ DAHVA CLARA

SEILA MASLIC
COMM. #1879772 =
H Molary Publlc - California 3

Santa Glara Counly +
by Camrn, Expirgs Feb, 8, 2014

SEILA MASLIC

4 COMM. 81870773 -

H  Mokary Public - Calitomla a -

s } Santa Clara Coun =
7MWy Comm. Expires Feb. §, 2014 }

Ry,

MASLIC , Wotary Public, personally appeared

on_ S-33 0 hefore SEILA
RV TAKG T

Lo STl AR W

»who proved to we on the basis of

satisfactory evidencedo be the person(s) whose name{s) igfare subscribed to the within Instrovnent and
acknowledped to me that hefahefthey executed the same in hisfher/their avthorized capadty{ies), and
that by hig/hierftheir signahire(s) on the instrument the person(a), or the entity upon behalf of which the

persan(s) acted, executed the instnuonent.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laiwvs of the State of Califormia that the foregoing

paragraph i6 true and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

heile ONdlie

Motary Poblic

2013701

P S S S N

“SEiLA MASLIC

% COMM, 1878773

=l Molary Public - Calllernia

¥ Sanla Clara {ounty
_ﬂ} A ires Feb, §, 2014 §

LM =t
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1, Prezoning Paves the Way for Sireamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezening is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “uvrban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375,3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 pareels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasges my pmpert}v and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambri er

Qwmers Requests. The Frezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In 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 Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Joge staff. Councilinember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1954 city policy
(concerning de-gnnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappoeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear.praference to be part of Campbell.” '

property WIH nﬂtbmefrt frmn the Clty of dan ]ose 5 mtended annexation that wﬂl resule
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resnltin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it haz not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

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

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

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

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

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

comply with the City’s own nofice policies and State Flanning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properfy owners
based on this insufficient notice as well ag 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 considerafien of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B),




