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Hello ABAG Colleagues, 

My name is Catherine Bright and I live in the
City of Cupertino. 

My family has owned orchard and residential
property in Cupertino for approximately 105
years.

We consider Cupertino our home and part of
our family legacy. As such, we have no plans
to sell nor redevelop our  remaining .

 parcel containing our
family home.  Likewise, we do not wish to be
involved in contentious City planning
controversies which have plagued
Cupertino. 

We wanted to share with you the Cupertino
City Planning Department documents which 
someone left on our doorstep last
Wednesday, the day after a public hearing
took place.

The document seems to indicate a plan to
apparently "pre-re-zone" properties for high
density housing redevelopment.

Our property is listed as one of the two # 9a
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properties in the documents. (The second 9a
property belongs to Dividend Development,
a mini-storage company next to my parcel.
We are not affiliated with that parcel nor
company.)

No one in the City asked us about rezoning
our home. 

Our home is not for sale and is in trust for
family members.

We understand the City of Cupertino may be
in violation of RHNA and some procedural
State laws. 

As such, we wanted to share these City
Planning Department documents with you,
since our fear is that this may be an attempt
by the City of Cupertino, to imply to ABAG
and to the State, that sites on this map are in
planned redevelopment negotiations for high
density housing. 

That implication is false, concerning our
property, and may be equally false with other
local properties indicated on the Cupertino
Planning Department Housing Element
map, which displays, "Pipeline", "Tier 1"  and
"Tier 2", slated for high density, rezoning
locations. 

To our knowledge, our neighbors have not
requested high- density rezoning, nor do
they have any plans to sell or to redevelop,
their properties. 

Your team may better interpret what this set
of documents implies and its intended
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purpose, in regard to Cupertino's recent
struggles with RNHA. 

We have asked the City to remove our home
from this Housing Element pre-re-zoning
process. We have received no response.

We are contacting you to insure there is
complete transparency in Cupertino
Planning staff and City Council members'
RHNA processes, and to protect other
residents like us, who may be unaware that
their homes (or businesses) are potentially,
without their knowledge or permission,
being rezoned, despite not being for sale nor
under any type of new development
consideration. 

Thank you for your continued service to Bay
Area residents,

Catherine  Bright

Cupertino, CA 95014
Parcel:
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I forgot to mention that our home was zoned R-2, so an elderly relative could build a second
home on the parcel for her daughter, as a means of longterm, aging home care for the mother.
That home was never built. 

Our parcel has one home, two sheds and one workshop, none with running water, no hygeine
facilities nor any kitchen nor sleeping areas. They are all bare sheds. The parcel has been
exactly the same, for many decades. 

Two local families park their motor homes in our side yard, since motor homes aren't allowed
on the residential streets where they live. They give us $100 a month to help with yard
maintenance. 

Just wanted to explain our R-2 zoning, since I forgot to do so previously.

Best,
Catherine Bright

On Fri, Jul 1, 2022, 4:16 PM Cat & Cass Bright < > wrote:

Hello ABAG Colleagues, 

My name is Catherine Bright and I live in the
City of Cupertino. 

My family has owned orchard and residential
property in Cupertino for approximately 105
years.

We consider Cupertino our home and part of
our family legacy. As such, we have no plans
to sell nor redevelop our  remaining 

 parcel containing our
family home.  Likewise, we do not wish to be
involved in contentious City planning
controversies which have plagued
Cupertino. 
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We wanted to share with you the Cupertino
City Planning Department documents which 
someone left on our doorstep last
Wednesday, the day after a public hearing
took place.

The document seems to indicate a plan to
apparently "pre-re-zone" properties for high
density housing redevelopment.

Our property is listed as one of the two # 9a
properties in the documents. (The second 9a
property belongs to Dividend Development,
a mini-storage company next to my parcel.
We are not affiliated with that parcel nor
company.)

No one in the City asked us about rezoning
our home. 

Our home is not for sale and is in trust for
family members.

We understand the City of Cupertino may be
in violation of RHNA and some procedural
State laws. 

As such, we wanted to share these City
Planning Department documents with you,
since our fear is that this may be an attempt
by the City of Cupertino, to imply to ABAG
and to the State, that sites on this map are in
planned redevelopment negotiations for high
density housing. 

That implication is false, concerning our
property, and may be equally false with other
local properties indicated on the Cupertino
Planning Department Housing Element
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map, which displays, "Pipeline", "Tier 1"  and
"Tier 2", slated for high density, rezoning
locations. 

To our knowledge, our neighbors have not
requested high- density rezoning, nor do
they have any plans to sell or to redevelop,
their properties. 

Your team may better interpret what this set
of documents implies and its intended
purpose, in regard to Cupertino's recent
struggles with RNHA. 

We have asked the City to remove our home
from this Housing Element pre-re-zoning
process. We have received no response.

We are contacting you to insure there is
complete transparency in Cupertino
Planning staff and City Council members'
RHNA processes, and to protect other
residents like us, who may be unaware that
their homes (or businesses) are potentially,
without their knowledge or permission,
being rezoned, despite not being for sale nor
under any type of new development
consideration. 

Thank you for your continued service to Bay
Area residents,

Catherine  Bright

Cupertino, CA 95014
Parcel: 
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Please do not ban middle-class housing in areas served  
by light rail and bus rapid transit!!! 

I was shocked when I heard two weeks ago that MTC and ABAG were considering a policy encouraging 
localities to require minimum densities of 50 units per acre near all fixed guideway transit, including 
light rail and bus rapid transit. The commission and the association seem to be doing this without any 
outreach to representatives of the people who will be hurt – those who cannot afford the cost of 
housing built at 50-per-acre-plus densities.  
 
We now have at least a decade of experience with mandating high densities. As I understand it, we have 
had 55-unit-per-acre minimums under the San Jose General Plan since 2011. Anyone can go on Zillow or 
Redfin and see the result: Developers are unable to build projects where even small units cost less than 
$800,000 or so. Such developments require a substantial concrete-and-steel podium and indoor parking. 
And such features and technologies drive up the cost. No middle-class family that does not already own 
property can afford $800,000 for a small apartment. Because so few can afford housing at such 
densities, most possible sites remain vacant.  
 
The graph below shows how the 2011 Plan affected permits issued in San Jose. From the 1960s to the 
2007-2009 recession, San Jose provided about 20% of all new housing in the Bay area. In the first years 
after adoption of the 55 unit-per-acre minimum, construction resumed with permits issued on projects 
that entered the development pipeline before 2011. But from 2018, permitting has been very low 
despite extremely strong demand. Developers know few buyers can afford $800,000 for a small 
apartment, so they don’t build many.  
 
On the other hand, experience in many states has shown that housing can be built at prices the middle 
class can afford. To meet middle class budgets, however, it’s usually necessary to use straightforward 
wood frame construction and have outdoor parking. Massachusetts has shown that it’s possible to 
achieve good “smart growth” densities with wood frame construction – up to 30-40 units per acre. I’m 
told that at these densities, construction costs are not too different from those of 2 or 3-story frame 
houses. But as far as I know, no one can achieve 50 units per acre without dramatically higher costs.  
 
Requiring high densities may make sense around major transportation hubs. But light rail and bus rapid 
transit were designed to serve the middle class. It makes no sense to set minimum densities around 
light rail and bus rapid transit that preclude lower cost wood frame construction. Doing so would be 
radically anti-middle class.  
 

Robert Chapman WOOD 
Professor of Strategic Management  
San Jose State University 
robert.wood@sjsu.edu  
 

This statement is made as an individual. Although I am a union committee chair, the union did 
not learn about this proposal in time to take a position.  
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