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Rosemarie Zulueta

From: Andrew Miner
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 2:23 PM
To: Rosemarie Zulueta
Subject: FW: POLICY--FW: File 2016-7293

FYI‐ to Council from Lee Smathers. 
 

From: Mayor AnswerPoint  
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 11:24 AM 
To: Glenn Hendricks   
Cc: Deanna Santana  ; Walter Rossmann  ; Kent Steffens 

; Trudi Ryan  ; Deborah Gorman 
; Andrew Miner  ; CityClerk AP 

Subject: POLICY‐‐FW: File 2016‐7293 

 
Mayor: 
  
Forwarding to you from Mayor's AnswerPoint. 
 
 

Jennifer Nuñez 
Executive Assistant 
Office of the Mayor and City Council 
City of Sunnyvale 
456 West Olive Ave 
Sunnyvale, CA 94088 

 
Ph: 408.730.7913 
 

From: lee smathers    
Sent: Tuesday, July 11, 2017 9:37 AM 
To: Mayor AnswerPoint <mayor@sunnyvale.ca.gov> 
Subject: Fw: File 2016‐7293 

 
 
 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: lee smathers  
To: mayor@sunnvale.ca.gov <mayor@sunnvale.ca.gov> 
Sent: Mon Jul 10 2017 08:22:05 GMT-0700 (Pacific Daylight Time) 
Subject: File 2016-7293 
 
Honorable Mayor,  
 
Thank you for your service as mayor on my behalf.  I read your online bio and would also like to thank 
you for your prior service on various boards and committees and as a Marine in defense of our 
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2016-7293 

Project Data Table 

Lot Coverage 39.4% but the maximum for C-2 is 35% - there is no justification for this deviation in lot 
coverage. This is about 11% more than is allowed in Sunnyvale’s own land use code. 

Distance between buildings:  20’ – but the minimum for a 5-story building is 32 feet, eclipsing Sunnyvale’s 
code requirement by nearly 40% at 37.75% over what is allowed.  This presents a clear threat in case of a 
fire to all residents of the proposed development, impacting access by emergency responders and vehicles, 
especially the fire department.  There is no sound reasoning or logical basis for this deviation and certainly no 
public benefit when it will put residents’ lives in danger in case of a fire. 

Planner Andy Miner stated that the zoning for El Camino Real was a work in progress and that the distance 
between buildings was more for air circulation and light than safety.  Council Member Jim Griffith stated in an 
April 25th 2017 public hearing at approximately 1 hour and 20 minutes into the meeting that policy decisions 
are not the call of the planning commission.  I’m here asking that policy be followed.  Increased fire danger 
and the risk of safety to inhabitants is a major reason why there is a mandated distance of 32’ between 
buildings.  Allowing the distance of 20’ feet to go forward in the name of aesthetics, or tightening up the site 
design, betrays a disregard for the safety of residents at the proposed development and the single family 
home adjacent to it.   

Building height:  67’ 4” when the max is 60’ – There is no compelling reason for this deviation except to 
benefit the developer at the expense of adjacent residents. 

Summary 

Paraphrasing Council Member Jim Griffith – a developer should have the expectation that if he or she does A, 
B & C, then they will get D.  In this case, the developer is not following City guidelines and does not meet the 
requirements for a special development permit, especially with regard to the General Plan, section LT 4.2.  
The new development is not compatible with the neighborhood, adjacent land uses and the transportation 
system.   

Goal 3.2.5 of the Precise Plan for El Camino Real, which is to ensure that properties are developed and 
operated in a manner as to minimize negative impacts upon adjacent residential areas, can be attained by 
decreasing the size and massing of the proposed development. 

The special development permit should not be granted because the proposed development does not attain 
the objectives and purposes of the General Plan, and will impair the existing uses being made of adjacent 
properties, as enumerated in the Letters from the Public.  Arguing for deviations is arguing against city policy. 

Maria Hamilton 
Sunnyvale, CA 
July 19, 2017 
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country.  
 
I am a resident who will be impacted by the decision on the subject plan.  I have shared my concerns 
about the plan via the formal process and feel strongly enough about the decision that I wanted to 
understand more about the eventual outcome early enough to contribute anything I could to the 
eventual best decision.  
 
The review by the planning commission was encouraging to me because it concluded that the plan as 
proposed didn’t meet the larger intentions of the city’s criteria of increasing the tax base (progress) 
along the commercial corridor and “minimizing” the impact to the residential areas.  
 
Here are my questions and request:  
Question 1:  How do you plan to vote on this item and why?  
Question 2:  How do the other council members plan to vote?    
Request:  Can I meet with you face to face for 30 minutes prior to the official meeting if your vote is to 
approve the plan?  
 
Following is my perspective so if the request is needed, I don’t waste time (yours or mine).  
 
The published conclusion of the planning recommendation made sense to me since the plan had no 
car access to the commercial corridor (driveway onto El. Caminio) and requested a change of a 
residential parcel into a commercial parcel to provide residential access and make the commercial 
appear more residential.  This was a big clue on the intent of the property owner to utilize the rules of 
the plans and requests for changes to convert a commercial zone to higher profit higher density 
residential zone at the expense of the city’s intent of property usage and the local residents.  
 
Bottom line:  The plan turns a commercial area into predominantly a high density residential area and 
forces traffic and parking into the existing residential area.  Not “minimizing” impact to adjacent 
residential areas and clearly not using the existing rules of height, parking and building separation 
distance to maximize commercial use.  This doesn’t meet the intent of our cities’ property 
development plan.  
 
Thank you in advance for your response,  
Lee Smathers  
1010A Bryant Way  

ATTACHMENT 14 
Page 3 of 41



1

Rosemarie Zulueta

From: J.B. Kim 
Sent: Monday, June 26, 2017 5:58 PM
To: Rosemarie Zulueta
Subject: RE: File# 2016-7293

Dear Rosemarie Zulueta, 
 
I am emailing you in regards to File# 2016-7293.  As a resident at 995 Bryant Way I'd like to protest the 
rezoning of 1314-1320 Poplar Ave.   
 
During the evenings and weekends street parking on Poplar Ave and Bryant Way is already being filled, if the 
rezoning is approved and the apartments are built street parking will become a nightmare for current residents.  
 
In addition, the residents' surrounding the apartment will no longer have the privacy as the towering apartments 
will be able to look down into our yards.   
 
I strongly protest the rezoning and would like to ask you to prevent the rezoning from happening. 
 
Thank you for your considering the views of the affected neighbors. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Joon Kim 
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2016-7293 

Project Data Table 

Lot Coverage 39.4% but the maximum for C-2 is 35% - there is no justification for this deviation in lot 
coverage. This is about 11% more than is allowed in Sunnyvale’s own land use code. 

Distance between buildings:  20’ – but the minimum for a 5-story building is 32 feet, eclipsing Sunnyvale’s 
code requirement by nearly 40% at 37.75% over what is allowed.  This presents a clear threat in case of a 
fire to all residents of the proposed development, impacting access by emergency responders and vehicles, 
especially the fire department.  There is no sound reasoning or logical basis for this deviation and certainly no 
public benefit when it will put residents’ lives in danger in case of a fire. 

Planner Andy Miner stated that the zoning for El Camino Real was a work in progress and that the distance 
between buildings was more for air circulation and light than safety.  Council Member Jim Griffith stated in an 
April 25th 2017 public hearing at approximately 1 hour and 20 minutes into the meeting that policy decisions 
are not the call of the planning commission.  I’m here asking that policy be followed.  Increased fire danger 
and the risk of safety to inhabitants is a major reason why there is a mandated distance of 32’ between 
buildings.  Allowing the distance of 20’ feet to go forward in the name of aesthetics, or tightening up the site 
design, betrays a disregard for the safety of residents at the proposed development and the single family 
home adjacent to it.   

Building height:  67’ 4” when the max is 60’ – There is no compelling reason for this deviation except to 
benefit the developer at the expense of adjacent residents. 

Summary 

Paraphrasing Council Member Jim Griffith – a developer should have the expectation that if he or she does A, 
B & C, then they will get D.  In this case, the developer is not following City guidelines and does not meet the 
requirements for a special development permit, especially with regard to the General Plan, section LT 4.2.  
The new development is not compatible with the neighborhood, adjacent land uses and the transportation 
system.   

Goal 3.2.5 of the Precise Plan for El Camino Real, which is to ensure that properties are developed and 
operated in a manner as to minimize negative impacts upon adjacent residential areas, can be attained by 
decreasing the size and massing of the proposed development. 

The special development permit should not be granted because the proposed development does not attain 
the objectives and purposes of the General Plan, and will impair the existing uses being made of adjacent 
properties, as enumerated in the Letters from the Public.  Arguing for deviations is arguing against city policy. 

Maria Hamilton 
Sunnyvale, CA 
July 19, 2017 
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