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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This ferm must be signad by OME or more owners of an undivided interest of al lsaet 51% in tha lot or parcal for
whilch such protest is filed, such interest being not merely an easement. A tanan! under a lease which has a
rernaining term of len yesrs or langar shall be desmad an “ownesr for purposes of 1his protast, Whan the owner of
an sligible protest site is a lagal antlly other ihan a persan or parsong, (he prates! petilion shall be signed by Lhe
duly autharized ofilcer(s) of such lagal enlify, When such legal anlily is a homeowner's assockilion, the protest
pefitlon shall be signed by the duly aulhorized officer{s) of such associslion, ar, in Ifeu thereof, by 51% of lhe
members of the assoclallor.

B v ETh . AR N

DAYTIME
TELEF‘HDNE?, 2 X 32929 % Z

"KL e pavsre e

F}ﬂ H?KAL Cﬁﬁi\TE ? ZIP CDDE

8 TLUIRE Nu d}

(o

Tehet.

PnﬁwE ‘S

Cr sty 71 0

"”?7 22— /@f
DAYTIME

TELEPHDNE%%} f_‘? 77 - SL‘P%

;fz g“z”ﬂ/Lfc}rL Lz ?ﬂmﬁgfjﬁ_ 2‘2 "—?j IECOD

5IG§§TUHE{D~?§N% - DATE
oY) crlgm
PRINTNAME i ! DAYTIME
TELEFHOKNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLRE (Motarlzec) DATE
PRINTHNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE APCODE
SIGHATURE [Motarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFGODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarlzed) OATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notar zed) DATE

Use saparale shes! if necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) §35-3555 FOR AM APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.

Zoalng Frolastprhlip P Ry, AR/2008




STATE O CALIFORNIA

]
COUNTY cm%%ﬁ%./ MM@ } =

%7[' P : %§E befare me, @M Notary Public, personally appeared
who proved to me on the basis of
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acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/thelr authorized capacity(es), and
that by histherftheir signatire{s} on the instument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pemson(s) acted, executed the ingtrument,

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph iz true and correct.
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pexrson(s) acted, executed the ingtrument.
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Residential

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

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 propoged zone will compare with what uses are carrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. MNor 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
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. Sinee ifs 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 {o 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 ecorrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice 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 Plarming & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property cwners
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
recornmended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is rudl and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20,120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This farm must be signad by ONE of mora ownars of an undivided interest of at least 51% inthe lot or parcal for
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(Seal)

Notary Public
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Residential

ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the propased Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-018) (“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 {o 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 bordera both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradi ity of Campbell and Cambri Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort iniliated by the City
of San Jose ta armex 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 properky
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 1384 city policy
(conceming de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation, of the Cambrian £36
pocketinto our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphbell.” '

3. Prezoning Wi I in Anmexatic ill Not Beneff .

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The Clity of 5an 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 annexatzon would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant bo Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forih in Government Code § 56375.3{(b)(6).

4. taff Analysis of Prezoning is fficient. Staff has not provided a sutficient
analysis of how the praposed 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 anrrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of flaor 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
avaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property,

5. Envir tal Review of Prezoning Yiolates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR?) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or suibsequent 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 Notfee Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed fo
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’a approval. As such, the FPlanning
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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duly authorizad officer(s} of such tegal enlity. Whan such legel entily is a homeownar's associallon, the protest
potition shall be signed by tha duly aulhorized officerts) of such associalion, or, i lieu thereof, by 51% ofHhe
members of Ihe assoclallon.
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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
nty property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zaning 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 Shggrﬂined Annexation Without Proteat, 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 o Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincerperated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Direct] tradicts City of Ca 11 and Cambri Proper

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
hoth 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 direcked its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s Jetter 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 Regult in i Will Not i 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 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 issiie 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 ammexation 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 whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified az 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
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification date. At the very minimum, an addendum te the EIR is
requiired to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162, :

&. Public Hearin ice Violated City and State Noti irements. Natice for the
San Jose Planniriy Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
reqtirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owmers
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does notf comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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patition shall ba slgred by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lisu theroaf, by 51% of the
mambers of lhe assoefation.
PRINT NAME . DAYTIME
Ramico  (Garzo. TELeproNEx A08 2463170
ADORESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
Selerpo Py Ch 49500
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME / / DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLIRE {MNotarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CImY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motatlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMWE#
ADDRESS oy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notarized) DATE
LIse separale shestif nacessary

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

Zoming Pralsal prnBSPppleglon Ray, R0




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

oS
COUNTY OF_“duzg (Lirén )
on_SB¢E 77 0w beforeme, (NN KiM . Notary Public, personally appeared
Chmiep ey , who proved fome on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the personds) whose namefs) isfere subscribed to the wiihin instrument and
acknowledged to me tha efthey executed the same In‘higherfiheir authorized capacity{les), and
that by@her}'their signatire(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upan behalf af which the
person(s) acted, executed the nstrument. '

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJUEY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is tiue and oorrect.

DON KIM

Gammls sion # 1!-(:[601:! k

iri Natary Publle - Callfornle =

WITRIESS oy b and official seal Santa Clara Counly -

a, 2012
I\ {Seal)
/T otary Public
STATE OF CALIFORMNIA )
. yoosa
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, » Motary Public, persomnally appeared

 who proved to me on the basis of
safisfactory evidence-o be the person(s) whose namefs) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same In hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
thak by his/herfthelr signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the enfity upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under FENALTY OF FEEJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct.

WITMESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

201943741




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Witheut Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisife to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant t¢ Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambiian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of 5an Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Coniradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort inifiated 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 Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it he 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 Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 cify policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambriar 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Camphell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Carnbrian #36
pocketinto our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

a Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will resalt
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 regidents any services and it hag 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 bo 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 whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s exisfing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
(General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {guch as changes in wrban 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 correctons 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 August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendatiorn is null and veid 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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O CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVITAL OF SILICON S LEY Planning, Buitding and Code Enforcement
200 East Sanla Clara Strest

San Jos6, CA 95113-1905

tal (408) 635-3555 fax (408) 262-6055

Webslte: www.sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PRO

TEST APPLICATION

o

FLENUMBER | .,

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY

REZOMIMG FILE NUMBER

ka

ADDRESSOF PROPERTYBEING 7 . 1. ~
PROTESTED 1058 Cadorne T - Compherl, A
!

ASSESSORSE PARCELHUMBERIS) . _
G4 —~p T O0g8 — OO

REASONOF PROTEST
| protestthe propassd rezaning because S0C Attachment A

Use separale sheet ifnecessary

The propearty in which | own an undivided inloresl of al least 515, and on behalf of which this prolest is baing filed,
|z gluated at: {describe properly by addrezs and Agsaszors Parcel Number)

(058 Sederna B2 C'/a‘mt,ﬂiore,e/( .t j’fﬂ@?’

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

The undivided inlarast which | awn in Ihe properly described in the stetement abave is a:

m‘ Fealnlarast jownership)

I:I Laasahold interast which expires on

[[] ©iher: (explain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {40:8) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICH APPQINTMENT.
Rartrg ProvasLarE R phcalkin Ry, ik bod




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thils form rowsl be slaned by QNE ar more owners of an undivided inlersst of at least 5145 In the 1ol or parcal for
which such prolest is filed, sueh inlerasi balng not meraly an eazement. Atenant under a lease which haga
remaining lerm of fan years or longer shell ba desmed an “owner” for purpesss of Lhis prolest. Whan 1he owner ol
an sligibile protest site s a lagal antity olher thah a persan or persons, the protest pafilion shafl be signed by the
duly authorized oflicar(s) of such lagal entity. When such legai enlily Is a homeowner's associalion, the proiest
petilion shall be signed by the duly autharized officar{s) ol such association, or, In lleu thereol, by 51% of the
membars of (he associalion.

PHINTNAMEJ/AFEN& TErI FLR St '?QEPHJI:%NE#‘?&Q -?,J/}—/?c?'.r ¢
ALDDRESS CiTY STATE ZIF CODE
o8 Sedurno DI~ Ceognphetd <M e P
SIGMﬁ.ﬂJHE{Mutarized%__\/_\/\( f DATE 9/21"/ 2o/ 0
PHINT‘}/'M:\ME )(L{ "?QEJ?E}NE . a;lﬂ&) 74 F=F

ADDﬁESE‘:l:_u;; Solos o {DT“ . CAGHLJJHMA 31'&% ZE%?EE;:?

SIGNATURE{Notarlzed) ™\ % QQ | o % / o) £ f J_L‘} L

PRINT WAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRAESS cImy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzad) _ DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SBIGNATURE (Materlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PHINTMAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {(Motarlzed) DATE

Ltse separate shesl ifnecessary

PLEASE GALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {448) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPGINTMENT.
Zorng Praleskpmesihppioaion Fay, Be2008




STATE OF CALIFORMIA }

}ooss
counry or D fu. Clans )
S+ #fﬁuﬂ,
On 1 ] Z g;'lf (¥ hefore me, ﬁ’um Dint e Pfﬂlﬂtar}r Public, peraonally appeared
i 7 J':hgr ¥ , who proved to me on the basis of

tisfacthdy evldenceto bedhe person(s) whose name(s) isfare suhscribed to the within instrement and
acknpwledgad to me that hefehefthey executed the same in hisfher/thelr autherized capacityfies), and
that by higfherftheir signature(s) on the insbrumant the persande), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the metrument.

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

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my h and pffcial seal.

- {Seal)
Maotary P‘uhlic R e i L iR E
= AR PATIENCE ANNE STARNES
o P COMM M75620
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) @ " SANTAGLARA GOy
)5S Why Comm. Expiraz.Jify 29, 2043
county o Smic (a ) SRR
" s 5
Om E 5'/:'" b before me, freiet At I!:‘)'/M » Notary Public, personally appeared
UL har X i , who proved to me on the basia of

salisfackory évln{el*me—tn be the person(s) whose name(s) jsfare subscrbed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfhezftheir signatire(s) on the instument the person(a), or the entlty apon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instrisment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of Californda that the forepoing
paragraph 16 true and correct.

Notary Public

2%, PATIENCE ANNE STARNES
COMM #1567 “
5 NOTARY PUBLIC - Catromgy

SANTACLARA COUNTY =
My Comim. Expivas iy 20, 2017

20194 370.3
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ATTA TA
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully 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 Sar Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning P for Streamlined Annexation Withou st. 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 ags Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requegta. 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 wa3 presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed te 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 5an Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{cancermning de-ginexaiion), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, beth
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

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

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
dees not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any zervices 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 Cily's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban istand annexation purswant to Government Code § 56375.2 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375 3{(b){(6).

4. Staff Analysiz of Prezoning js 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 conditionai
nses in the proposged zone will compare with what uses are carrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparisen of floor area ratios and |
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Vil A. 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
(seneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - mare than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate, Since iis certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezening 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
sttpplemental or subsequent FIR 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 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. Notice for the

San Jose Plannirig Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice 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 Planming
Commission’s recommendation is nuil and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(E}.




CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAVITAL OF SICICON YALLEY Flanning, Building and Code Enforcamant
200 East Santa Clara Streat

San Josd, CA 55113-1005

tel (ADB) 635-355% fax (40B) 292-6056

Wabaite: www.ean|osscagovplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL : DATE

REZONIMNG FILENUMBER

ADDRESSOF PROP EHT‘I"EEING

FROTESTED { O Scf-,'{fﬂb Dy Qdm{nhd\

ASSESSOR'S F‘AHGELMUMBEH{S}
)y~ 0L —~oidl-od

AEASON OF PROTEST

| predest Ihe proposed rezoning becavse See Aftachment A

Usas saparale sheetfnecessary

The property inwhich | owin an undivided interest of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is balng fited,
is situated at: {descrlbe properly by address ahd Assesacr's Parcel Numibar)

o7 Salernes Dy CAM,,ﬁloﬂll
il -62-041-6D

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

The undivided inferes! whizh | awn In the property described in the stalemenl abovais a:

* E/ Fua Inlerest jownarship)

[[] Leasehold interest which expires on

|:| Qlhear: faxplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlog Pictes| IMmES Mg pecson Rav. BRE006




Page2 ZON'NG PHOTEST;APPL'CATION

This farm must be slgned by ONE or mors ownars of an undivided infergst of st least 51% in tha lot of pa rcal for
which such protestis filed, such Interest being not marely an easement. A tenant under a lease whichhasa
remalning term of ten years or longsr shall be desmed an “owner® for purposes of this prolesl. When the owner of
an sligible protest sila Is a legal enlltiy olher lhan a persen or persons, the protesl petilion shall be sigred by the
duly etdhorized officar(s) of such legal antliy. When such lagal enlily 1$ 2 homeownar's assoclallon, the protest
palitian shall be signed by ihe duly authorized cfilcer(s) ol such assoclatlon, or, in tisu thereok, by $1% ofthe
imembare of lhe assacialion,
PRINT MAME — DAYTIME
f)AT“IQ LC LA N EARAS TELEPHONE# 4 CE RE G- 429
ADDRESS ! : STATE ZIF CODE
66T Sl erns D &Iﬁlﬁdf Cie  YFan
SIGH E [Notarized) DATE g~ -
; $-25-1
PRINT MAME DAYTIME _
DAN’!.E‘:; Fepns TELEPHONE# Y] B85 J5 LA
ADDAESS - 1] STATE IPCODE
Ime{,n 5@] Eerd B (__4},,,,=IQL-.¢-_,L1 Cia ‘-Zw?mﬁ&
SIGNATURE { zod) W D"? -7 ¢ O
PRINT NAME £ DAYTIME
TELEPHOME # .
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGHNATURE (Notavlzed) . DATE
FRINTMNAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized} DATE
PEINTMNAME DAYTIME
. ' TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Noterlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notar|zed) DATE
Lsegeparaleshesl if necessary

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

Tonig Pralsst pnBSIApHKEE B, S2E008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF &ﬁM@

55,

satisfactory evidencedn be the personfs} whose name
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir anthorized capacity(
that by hisfherftheir signa mre'tsg on the instoment the person}q}, or the entity wpon behalf of

pers::m(b?_ acted, executed the ingbmment.

whu proved to me on the basis of
1s,l'am subgeribed to the within instrument and

1, arwd
ich the

I ceriify under FENALTY OF PERJULRY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Uy N

totary Public

STATE OF CALIFORMILA

COUNTY OF g&«@t Q,QCMJIE_/
mg.gﬁgl’& ‘SF! 3’5’;0 before me,
= "3 AP

e mr

(Seal)

DIAME W JAMER

2% Commission # 1733378
Molary Public - Callfarnla t
fan'n Clara County

Notary Pitblic, personal

iy appeared
, whe proved to me on the bagls of
sabisfactory evidence-to be the personisjfwhose namely) Isfaresubscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherfthess authorized capacity{lgs), and
that by his/herftheir signah:re(sq on the instrument the personfg), or the enbify upon behalf of which the
pemm(a?’acl‘ed, exeruted the instriment.

I certify under PENALTY OIf FERTURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

pavagraph is true and cormect.

WITHESS my hand and official seal,

LQMLWW

Motary Public

201343°70.1

{Seal My

CIANE M. JAMES

y Commisslon # 1731374
[] Molaty Fublic - Callmrnln

Sania Clara County
Connm. Bxqbes Ap: 20, 2011
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Shreamlined 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. Prezgning Dire adicts City of Campbell and Cambri Proper
Owners Reguesis. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell, In October of 2006, a petition sighed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to prrsue two different
possibilities for annexation of Carmbirian 36, one which recefved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmentber Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-arnexation), 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 letéer 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”

a Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my cirrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does nof 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 anaiyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

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

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Auguist 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (siich 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 nieed to be prepared in order o include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162

6. Public Hearing Wotice ¥igl . 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 Commissicn refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s appraval. As such, 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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SAN JOS | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY Planning, BulldIng and Code Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Strast

Sean Josd, CA 85113-1005

tal {40B) 535-3555 fax (40H) 292-6055

Wehbalte: wwwsan|oseca gov/planning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

T

QUAD # TZONNG GENERAL DATE

PL&N

BY

REZOMING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF FROPERTYEBEING

~¥" | PROTESTED 053 Sa‘.&mt} Drive Campmn (B GS00Y
ASSESSOB‘E PARCELMUKMBERIS)
H1402.040
AEASON QF PROTEST
| protast the proposéd rezoning because See Attachment A
L)zn separata sheslif necessary
The property In which | own en undividad inleresl of at least 51%, and on behall of which his prolest is being flled,
s slluated at: (describe property by atdress and Assessor's Parcel Number)
. 4 1057 Salermno  Drwe  Camphetl (B 93008
Hi4~ 02040
and I3 now zoned R1-8 District, {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Irterast wihieh | own in ihe property describad In Ihe statemant above is a:

ﬁ E Fea Intarest {ownership)

|:| Leasehold interast which expires on

[] other:fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APFDINTMENT DESI AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zardny) Pearae présiippicarin e B220ns




Page? ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form musi be signed by ONE or more owners of an undivided inferest of at least 51% In lhe lot or parcel far
which such protest is lilad, such interest being nol merely an easement. Atsnant under & leass which hasa
ramaining larm of tan years or langer shall be dasmed an "owner' for purposes of Ihls protest. Whan the awner of
ain ellglble profest sila is a legal antitly olher than a person or persons, the prolest pelition shall ba signed by the
duly auihorized offlcer(s) of such lagal andlly. When such legal enility is a homeowinar's associslion, the protast
pelition shall be signed by the duty aulhorized ofiicer(s) af such associaifon, of, in lieu therac, by 51% olihe
membaers ofihe assoclallon.
FRINT NAME DAYTIME
Linda  Lloyd TELEPHONE# “10% 377 - 14,9 |
ADDRESS < ! c(rn STATE ZIP CODE
1G5 alfmne  De . ﬁmet’“ i q5o0 &
SIGNATURE{MNatarlzed) . . . DATE _
A S— alas lio
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
VEARY L AL TELEPHONE#
ADDAESS o i CITY ggt ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) / DATE, —
i ? - —_/(;J
PRINT NAME “ DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS ’ CITY STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizad) _ CATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
AODRESS Cmy STATE ZIPCQDE
SIGNATURE (Noterlzed) ' DATE
PRINT NAME BAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRAESS oy STATE ZIPGOLE
SIGMATURE {Motar zed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS CImy STATE FPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
UIze separala sheet if nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPDINTMENT.
Zoring Punkes L E5APEReTIG N Fay, ARIZ0H




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
COUNTY OF gﬁkb@[ @‘Q‘:M &_ ; "
+Q-5 c}ff?f i} before me, LQ.@*LL\)T‘ Q@ﬂt@ , Motary Publie, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidencefo be & personfa) wilose name[s}l lsf are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hissherftheir authorized capacitp{ies), and
that by hisfherfthelr signature(s) on e instmment the person(s), or the entry upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, execubed the Insttument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph {5 brue and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. Commimion # 1733476

i-i},;-:;'"\ M Hotory Public - Calllomia i

‘ Co
@LQM %ﬂ'ﬁ W (Seal) ]m..mi W o omareron

MNatary Puhlic

STATE OF CALIEORNIA

)
COUNTY OF %M,lfg. d’fm & ; -
Dngﬂ{ﬂ{' o ’-S: 3‘94"1.{9 before me, \/’VII M Maotary Poublic, personally appeared

» wha proved to me on the basis of
satisfictory eygdence-to be the person(s) whase r@me[s} ls.nfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execited the same in higfherftheir authorized capacibyfies), and
that by hisfher/their signatere(s) on the instroment the person(s), or the entity npon behalf of which the
personis) acted, executed the instrement.

I certify wnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califprnia that the foregoing
patagraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. -
), Commigsion # 1733376

‘?ﬂg ’# X \otary Public - Callfornia

b (Sedy '\4 "y §)  santa Cioia County <
Notary Public y 7 by

20124270.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

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

of San Jose's iIntended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government

Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 320 parcels in

unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeonly known as Cambrian 36.

Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the _
City of San Jose. l

2, Irezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property :
Qwners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City i

of San Jose to anniex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of [
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property cwners 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 Camphell 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 Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-arinexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappoeinting response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivacal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbel]l welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #3&
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoni ill 1li in Annexation that Wi fit My Pro

property will not benefit from the Cify of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, 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 Cambriarn 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeling 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. Aa 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 eriteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{(b)(6).

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

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my properiy’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has rot explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what tses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densifies etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wotuld 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 Environmendtal
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental ITmpact 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 eould nothave 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 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 charnges. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

é. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. MNotice far the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th publie 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 thiz insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Comumission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. Assuch, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Couneil's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SAN JOSE .' CITY OF SAN JosE

CAPITAL OF SILECON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enforcemant
200 East Santa Clara Siresl

San Joss, CA 95113-1905

tel (408} 535-3555 fax (408) 262-8055

Wabalte: www.sanjozeca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER F. 1F. N | COUNGIL
- F 1 0 - DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

e T 1 -1 mmwm r>t C AM%%

ASSESSORSPARCELNUMBER(S)
HiH -7 -0IZ -0

REASON QFFROTEST
See Aftachment A

| prevast the proposed rezoning because

Usa soparaie sheat fnecessary

‘The propary in which | own an undlvided [nlerest of at laast 51%, and on behalf of which this protast is balng (lled,
is slustad al: (describe properly by addras E.ﬂsse szar's Parcel Numbar)

125 NSMANDY CAMPAELL.
Ui~ Oz -0z OO

LY
I

and |s now zonsd RI-B pisiriet. (in Sania Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the property described in the statemenl abovais a:
E Fee Interes! {ownearship)
[[] Leasehold interest which explres on

I:l Olher: {explain)}

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Faring ProiesL pmGER RN ey, A2 006




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slgned by ONE or more awiners of an undividad intersst of atdeast 51% in lhe fol or parcel iar
which such protest is lilad, such Interest being not merely an easament. Atanand under a lease which hasa
remaiming tarm of len years or longar shall be desimed an "owner" for purposes of this proiest. When the owner of
ah ellgible protasl sile is 4 legal antifiy ofher than a person or parsans, the protest petiilan shall be signed by the
duly auihorized officer(s} of such legal anlity. When such legal entity is a hameowner's association, the prolest
petition shall ba signad by the duly aulhotized officer(s) of such association, or, in lizu thereof, by 51% of ihe
members of tha assoclalion.
PRIN E._ CAYTIME
W sTEN EDwreD S TELEPHONE #
ADD % ]E:II\P STATE P Cg:lE
T8 2 nowmaray  Dewe ChoeBEl ot 5
srrawmuﬁwﬁ / H DATE
L~ 75740
p DAYTIME )
w%ﬂé =1 MM‘; TELEF‘HONE#
ADDRE égcogE
%S’S" DENG S P CA FEOOE
SIGNATUFI otar /
‘?_[a 5/p
PRINTN DAYTIME '
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS oIy . STATE ZIF COCE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) ) DaTE
PRINT MAME DAXTIME
TELEPHOWE 2
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIFGODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME ) CAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarfzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAY TINE
TELEFHONE#
ADDRAESS CITY - BTATE ZIF CODE
SIGHATURE {Motarizad) DATE
Use separate shasf ifriecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zning PralecLpmESHAppioaln Ry, 62/2008




STATE OF CALIFORMIA

COUNTY OF Sﬂn{'q C {ﬁ YA

Cn Gil&— /2"01 T peforem Ma re F(i';vt?th"lfl

' friyiten bdidacd 5

~Maotary Public, personally appeared
, whe proved to me on the basis of

sailsfactory evidenceio be the person(s) whose namefs) igfare subseribed fo the within insbument and
acknowledged to me that hefehefthey executed the same in hisfher/their anthorized capaciy{ies), and
that by hisfher/their signatire]s) on the Insmiment the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

peisen(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the Taws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is frue and correct.

WITNESS iy hend and offielal seal.

Mone % Atipnrd

iNatary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

MARG FRIEDMAN
Commssion # 185293? 3
Melary Public - Galitornla %

7 gamta Glaca County
s By Comnm. Expices Jun 7, 2013 [

_'_‘.—-.-"'T""

Cn S IISF l E0\ O before me, MML Fﬂ {dhﬂ’? » Motary Public, personally appeared

! DG'LLE-.] as Edwirds

, who proved o me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence4o be the person(s) whose name(s) Isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefihey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by higfher/their signature(s) on the instrument thé person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person(s) acied, executed the instrument,

1 cortify under PENALTY OF PEEJURY under the laws of the Siate of Callfornia that the forepoing

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hanffand official seal.

e/

tNotary Public

201343701

WARG FRIEDMAN
grmmisston £ 185293 L3
Nelary Publle - Galilernla ﬁ

g, Santa Clara Gounly
! My Comm. Explies Jun ?.‘2013E

o i Al e o e
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urhan 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 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
nuses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor haz it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what exisfing 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 Reyi f 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 an August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not corrent
nor accurate, Since its ceréification, 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
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order fo include new
information since the certification date. Af the very minimummn, an addendum to the EIR ig
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

6. Public Hearing Notice Vinlated City and State Notice Requirements. MNotice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the Cify'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 Comrnission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Comtmission’s recommendation is milf and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Mimicipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILKCON VALLEY PlannTng, Bullding and Coda Enforcement
200 Easl Sania Clara Sirewt

San Josd, GA 95113-1905

1e] {408} 595-3565 fand (08) 202-6055

Wohsle: vwaaanjosece.goviplanning

FILE MUMBER

|

QUAD # FONING

REZONING FILENUMBER

orents T (U oy O Gimphell ief 500K

ASSESS0RSE PARCELHUMBER(S)

414 -02.~057 -00

REABONOQFPROTEST
I pratest Ihe proposed rezoning hacause See Attachment A

Use separate sheet fnecessary

The praperty Inwhich | awn an undivided inlarasl of at least 51%, and on behalf ol which this priotest s belng lled,
is silratad at: (describe properly by address and Assessor's Parcal lumber)

[UY Mormatly Vs Camphell ch TS0
APM= 414 -p2-05")

#nd Is now zoned RI-8 Distrlel. (in Santa Clara County}

The undividad inlarsst which | own in The propery dascrlbied In the statemenl abovais a:

Fi Fea Interast fownershig)

[] Leasehold Interastwhich expires on

[J other: fexpiainy

PLEASE CALL THE AFPQINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICN APPOINTMENT.
Fioning ProfasLpmsaiApplcation R BRRELGE




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or mare owners of an undividad inlarest of af [sasl 51% inthelot or parcel for
whieh such protest is filed, such Inlerast being nel meraly an eesement. A tenant under a lgass which has a
rarrairTing benm of lah years o lnger shall be deemed an “owner" for purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an ellgible prolesl sita is a lega! entiliy othat ihan a parson ar persons, the protest pelifon shell be signsd by the
duly autharized officer () of such lagal enlily, Whan such |egal enlily 15 8 hemeowner's assoclallon, the protest
petition shall ha signed by tha duly autharlzed officer(5) of such association, or, In lleu thereof, by 51% of the
members of the assaciation, '
PRINT MAME — DAYTIME A _
[ED  (CApLE TELEPHONE# (%Qh f18-71956
ADDRESS ' ClTY ZIP GO
‘H.Ll UM*""\HV"IC{\.{ Dﬁ CamPL‘l{,H sgng ';?S‘Oﬂ%
SIGMATLURE (Notarized o DATE
Notatizod) 722~ 7/22/10
FRINT HAME DAY TIME
' TELEPHONE #
ADDPRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDAESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Matarized) , DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE i
SIGMATURE {Notarlzad) DATE
PRINTHAME DAY TIME
TELEPHCNE #
ADDPESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notarlzad) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDHESS oIy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (NotatTzad) DATE
Usesoparale shasl If necessany

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

Zaring ProvrL ol HARRIEAIcn. Rew B 7000



S5TATE OF CALIMOERNTA

)
COUNTY OF Q@q{))@b Q/@E«L&-—f ; -

On SGEOJL el GO/ m&m - Motary Public, personally appaarad
j A i/ - whi proved ko me on the basis of

safisfactory evidenceto ba the %Er&un{s] whoee name{g) 1sfare subscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they execited the same in higfherftheir authorized capacityies), and
that by hisfher/their signahsre(s) em the instument the person(s), or the entity itpeon behalf of which the
person(s) acked, executed the ingtmment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californa that the foregoing
paragraph {s rue and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. i Commision # !
vy and officlal sea i Notary 1733375

_ Public - Colliarnie
$0Ma Clang ¢ ]
i f(_,Q L"%W %LW (Seal) Wy Comm, Bbes Aty 20 211

MNaotary Publie
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) | A
COURTY OF )
On___ befnre me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

. who proved bo me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exconted the same in hisfherftheir autherized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the Instument the person(g), or the entily upon behalf of which the
perscinfs) acted, execnted the instrument.

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

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

MNotary Public

20124270.]
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexafion 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 nsufficient. 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 flocr 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.

a. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducied in compliance with the Califernia 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 ag complete on Angust 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantfal importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendom to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

&, 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 Cify’'s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning nolice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficent 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 nok comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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. SAN JOS h. | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAFITAL OF BILOON WAILEY Planning, Bullding and Cods Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara 3'rest

San Jozé, CA95113-1905

tel {40B) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Wabsile: www.sanjosaca.gowplenning

ZONING PFIOTEST AFPLICAT[ON

FILENUMBER BIEELED

DISTHICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL

REZCNING FiLE NUMBER

RESS OF PROP i
SN e e 10

ASSESSORS PARC EL NUMEEH{E}
¥ LIl —o )0l {00

REASON OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

| prolest \he proposed rezoning because

Use separala shaellf nacassary

The property in which | own an undivided inlerast ol at laast 51%, and on behalf of which this protest is belng filed,
s siluated at: {descHbg property by address and Assessor's Parcel Numbar)

| i3 S BhmFec /o DR

and is now zoned R1-8 Digirict. {in Santa Clara County}

The undividad interest which | awn in the property described in 1he stalement above is a:

_E/I;Eﬁ Interest fownsrship)

[[] Leasenald interest which expires on

[] oher:fexplamm)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESI AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTHMENT.
2oy ProkssUpmasiApplcalln Re, SRR




bagez ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba signad by OME or more owneds of an undivided Interast of al least $1% in the lol or parcel for
which such pralest |5 filed, such interest belng not meraly an aassmant. A tenanl under aleage which has a
remaining 1arm of len years or longer shall be desmad an "owner® for purposes of this prolest. When the owner of
an allglble protest site 5 & legal sntiliy ofhar than 2 persan or persons, ha pretest petillon shall be signad by the
duly autharizad aHicer(s) of such legal entily. When such lepal enfity is & homeownar's association, the protest
pefilion shell be signad by the duly aulhorizad officer(s) of such association, or, in feu thereof, by 51% of the
members of Ihe assoclation.

SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) W £ CrTon DATE ¢ /-ch /-@]h
Pﬁlu@rﬁi‘aﬂ_}?{.ﬂ‘% Md fa<. TELEPHONE # |
2 Sharock b Al _CAT 7280
SIGNATUHE[NutarIzedl/iLL% aledh K ﬂ[,giﬂll’—/ PATEg /ﬂ-{/"yaia

PRINT MAME DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cITyY STATE ZIiPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notar zed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TEf EPHONE#
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
1 oes
COUNTY OF W &W )
On ig_ifg A 5; @ 2 l:-efom m LQ@LEWQ@@, MNotary Public, personally appeared
i} F Loy U ; who proved to me on the basis of

salsfactory evidencéto he the persun{s] whose name(s) ls,lfare subscribed to fhe within instrument and
acknowledged ko me that hefshefthey executed the same in higfherftheir authorized capadty(ies), and
that by higfher/their signature(s) on the insbument the person(s), or the entity upan behalf of which the
personis) acted, exeruted the instrument,

I certify wnder FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.
Cotvmisslon # 1733374

I Holary Public - Califemia |
LQ‘&’ """“3“57 QW (Seal) § o elora Gouny &
Motary Public ] wmwﬂm@.mn I

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
1 85
COUNTY OF 5@@ @g‘m@ )

&1&7[ 2 6— YD befare me,»‘{ Qﬂlfw Mﬂtﬂ Tublic, personally appeared
Ty P ¥ apF
who proved to me on the basis of
salsfactory evidencetn be the persolbi{s) whase name(s) 1Efare subseribed to the within instrmment and

acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execubed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s) on the instrement the personis), or the entify upen behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the ingtrument,

I certify under FENALTY O PERJURY voder the Jaws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph i3 frue and correct. :

WITHESS my hand and official seal. l Commission # 1733374 ‘

i Nolory Fublic - Calltedinia I
tanto Ciora Counly

ﬁ@,&x@/\ﬂ?@p"ﬁw Seal) ¥ My Cormem.Bipbes Aot 20, 2011 ‘

Motary Fublic

201543701
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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} (“Frezoning™) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning Disfrict upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons an< 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 necegsary prerequisite to —~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursiuant to Government
Code § 556375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, congisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commenly known as Cambriarn 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and thef
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effert initiated by the City
of San Jose (0 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 Oclober 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, Inrespense, 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. Councdlmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-aunexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, hoth
Campbell’s and Cambrian 26 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter o 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 Wiil Not Benefjé 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 aurrent
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 iz 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 pursnant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Cade § 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. Por example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the praposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
praperty’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a compatison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has nof 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 Prezening on my property.

3. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conduicted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {"CEQA”). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago --“and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemential 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 carrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162,

b. Public Hearing Notice Vicolated Ci d 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 Flanning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properly 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 rull and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code & 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF & 2

| SAN JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

PlarmTng, Bultding and Cade Enforcement
200 East Santa Clara Slrest

San José, CA 951131805

fel (40B) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6065
Webeile: wwwsanjoseca.goviplanding

CADUTAL OF SICICCN VALLEY

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN ' By

REZONIMG FILE NUKMBER

< e
.ggg‘?EgETFégFPH?PEHTYBEING l ,l 5. o ‘gy\,\b\'\pﬁ\r‘u -|| Dr_
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S) H | "l ’”@l - %

REASONDFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest 1he pm.p psed rezoning hecauss

Uss saparalosheel il necessary
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is slluated at: {describe properly by addrass and Assassor's Pa reel Humber)

1150 Snamrock P
QY -ol o5k

. and 1z now zoned R1-8 __ Disiet. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided nlarast which | own in Ihe proparty described In lhe stetemenl above ls &
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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rernaining larm of ken years or tonger shall be deemead an “owiner™ for puirposes of (his protest. When the owner of
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 1

COUNTY OF 41&‘-”& LLMA )

o 4/4’1’ {° before me, Hﬁ LU'{H , Motary Public, personally appeared

‘[}(Ué[*f‘l‘? JM [MML&/ _ who proved to we on the basis of
satisfactory evidencefo he the personis) whase name(s) isfare subscribed to the within irstroment and
acknowledged io me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatre(s) on the instroment the persongs), or the entily upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument,

1 certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the fmegg\ing
paragraph is brue and cormrect. ’

M. 5 LUCID
A Cammisston # 17948411
H Melary Public - Callfarnla %

WITHESS my hgnd and officla) seal. G *p,p} Sanla Clara Counly
] R wcﬂm.wﬁﬂ 2012 [

( (Seal)
Nty Public }
STATE QOF CALIFORMIA 3
1 oss
COUNTY OF )
On . before me, ___ Motary Public, personally appeared

. wha proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenoeto be the person(s} whose name(s) is/ave subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacityiies), and
that by hisfheg/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity wpon behalf of ‘which the
personfs) acted, exeruted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJUEY wunder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is bue and correck.

WITINESS mvy hand and officlal seal.

(Seal)

Motary Publie

re4370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
T ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to derty - 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 o — the City
of San Jese's intended stieamlined “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 commonty 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 Contradi ity of Camphell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unifateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ene which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1964 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 Annescation 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 propesed 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 5an Jose
doas not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

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

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

analysis of how the 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 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
avaluate 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 ceréification, new information of subatantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. 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 reguests for deferral from Cambirian 36 property owners
baged on this insufficient notice az well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refnsed to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Comimission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code §20.120.020(B).




