
September 29, 2020
Honerable Mayor Sam Liccardo and City Council
City of San Jose
200 E Santa Clara St.
San Jose, Ca 95113

RE: C20-013 and SP20-027 (Council Item - OPPOSE)

Dear Mayor Liccardo and City Council,

On behalf of the Gardner Neighborhood Association and the 1,544 residents it
represents, we are writing to formally oppose the project and proposed land-use
designation change from Two-Family Residence District (R2) to Commercial
Pedestrian (CP) at 796 Delmas Ave, the former Dawn Market.

Dawn Market provided this tight-knit, working-class community with much needed
groceries nearby, particularly valuable for our senior community who could walk
there. In fact, because it was a small community market, additional traffic and parking
was never an issue - an important fact due to the age of our neighborhood and the
state of our city streets. Unfortunately, the site has sat vacant for nearly a decade
now and the community has missed out on this benefit.

Now, we have an application before us for a use that does not serve this community,
which will increase both traffic in this area, as well as take up the already scarce
parking in the neighborhood - across the street from a successful swim school that
the neighborhood fought hard to preserve. In fact, it has become the opposite of a
community benefit, as the property owner has not kept it maintained, with overgrown
weeds, has left the large windows papered over creating an attractive nuisance and
undoing decades of neighborhood improvement done by the community and the City
of San Jose.

While we understand that the city may think this is a good use of this space, we
respectfully disagree and are opposed, based on the negative impact the additional
traffic and parking will have on our community. Further, in the midst of a housing
crisis, and in the middle of a residential neighborhood, it feels wrong to change this
land designation to allow for a business rather than housing to better serve the
community.

For these reasons, we ask that you vote no on this project and its request for land
use redesignation.

Sincerely,

Gardner Neighborhood Association

Gardner
Neighborhood
Association

BOARD

Armando Ricardez,
President

Robert Jones,
Vice President

Marc Douat,
Treasurer

Kevin L. Christman,
Member At Large

Mayra Flores,
Member At Large

Patricia Palomares-
Mason,
Member At Large



File Nos. C20-013 and SP20-027 

Response to Community Neighborhood Letter for 796 Delmas Avenue dated 9/18/2020: 

 

Objection: We have an application before us for a use that does not serve this 

community, which will increase both traffic in this area, as well as take up the 

already scarce parking in the neighborhood - across the street from a successful 

swim school that the neighborhood fought hard to preserve.  

 

Response: Yoga/meditation studio did not require detailed traffic analysis per Public 

Works Memo dated 6/5/20, as it would generate less than significant amount of traffic 

and VMT impacts. See attached PW Memo. 

 

Objection: In fact, it has become the opposite of a community benefit, as the 

property owner has not kept it maintained, with overgrown weeds, has left the large 

windows papered over creating an attractive nuisance and undoing decades of 

neighborhood improvement done by the community and the City of San Jose. 

 

Response: The property owners have proposed new landscaping and maintenance once 

their project is approved by Council- see attached plans and SUP conditions.  

 

Objection: While we understand that the city may think this is a good use of this 

space, we respectfully disagree and are opposed, based on the negative impact the 

additional traffic and parking will have on our community. Further, in the midst of 

a housing crisis, and in the middle of a residential neighborhood, it feels wrong to 

change this land designation to allow for a business rather than housing to better 

serve the community. 

 

Response: Rezoning the site from R-2 Two-Family Residence to CP Commercial 

Pedestrian Zoning District will be consistent with the current General Plan land use 

designation of Neighborhood/Community Commercial and will conform to following 

General Plan Policies: 

a. Commercial Design Policy CD-1.6: Promote vibrant, publicly accessible spaces that 

encourage gathering and other active uses that may be either spontaneous or 

programmed.  

b. Commercial Design Policy CD-2.9: Encourage adaptable space that can be used for 

community meeting and assembly uses accommodated in a single space. 

 

The existing commercial building will be adaptively reused for a Yoga/meditation studio. 

This use will not generate more parking than it would have as a market. The use is 

limited to 10-15 people per class and up to 400 square feet of the interior building space. 

See parking calculations under Zoning Section of the staff report and the Operations Plan 

submitted by the applicant.  



 
San Jose, CA  95125-1512 
September 23, 2020 
 
 
 
Rina Shah, Project Manager, P.B. & C.E. 
Honorable Mayor Sam Liccardo 
City Council 
 
RE: Conforming Rezoning File No. C20-013 

Special Use Permit SP20-027 
 
Rina, Sam, and Members of San Jose City Council, 
 
As a twenty year homeowner at the above address, active participant during the City’s SNI process, 
member of the Station Area Advisory Group (SAAG) and the Diridon Area Neighborhood Group (DANG), 
I am surprised you are recommending this project for approval. 
 
First, let’s address the rezoning issue.  During a time when San Jose and the surrounding area is suffering 
from a lack of affordable housing, leaving this as R-2 housing would be an excellent opportunity to do some 
infill housing, with either two single family, two duplex, or even two fourplex units.  It has also been 
pointed out to me that 796-798 Delmas Avenue could be sub-divided into three parcels, if one placed a 
duplex on each parcel, an ADU for each unit, plus a junior ADU per parcel, we could add fifteen units of 
housing with relatively little bureaucracy.  City Staff has tried to portray DANG as being anti-housing 
within the Diridon Station Area, which we are not, and yet here we have an excellent opportunity to add 
much needed and valuable housing stock to an existing neighborhood, which we would welcome and is 
entirely appropriate. 
 
The request for a zoning change to Commercial Pedestrian (CP), as a “Yoga Studio” is inappropriate for 
this neighborhood, and has served no direct community service or benefit to the immediate Gardner 
neighborhood thus far.  We have never been invited in, nor felt welcomed by the owner’s, if their intent 
was to really and actually run a yoga exercise studio.  We would welcome and encourage a yoga exercise 
studio at the under-utilized Gardner Community Center, freeing up these lots for much preferred infill 
housing, thus creating a win-win situation. 
 
In the past year, Bodhi Light International has bought the properties at 796-798 Delmas Avenue (the old 
Dawn Market) and the property just north of those lots, at 790 Delmas Avenue, which is a single family 
home.  Almost immediately, they installed a six to seven foot tall fence at the property line, next to the 
sidewalk, which is illegal. A neighbor filed a complaint with Code Enforcement, it was given a case number 
last Fall (prior to the COVID-19 crisis), and since that time, two sections of the fence have been lowered.  
The owners have put paper in the windows of the store and bright lights on the roof, none of which has 
added to the attractiveness of the building, in fact it has turned it into a blighted attractive nuisance within 
the Gardner neighborhood.  Similarly, at 790 Delmas Avenue, Bodhi Light International has put black 
plastic bags in the windows of the house, giving it an appearance of being abandoned, even though it was 
being occupied by a number of individuals.  These individuals have been hard to communicate with or be 
able to develop a typical “neighbor relationship”.  In the Spring, the parking strips were not maintained and 
became overgrown with weeds.  Without knowing any better, I thought the old market and house were 
being used for some form of human-trafficking enterprise.  Bodhi Light International has been secretive, 
deceptive and has not been a good neighbor within the Gardner Community. 
 



Second, the Special Use Permit (SP20-027) is for a religious assembly.  If one goes to Bodhi Light 
International’s website (https://www.chanpureland.org), they have listed 796 Delmas Avenue, as a Branch 
Temple, not a Yoga Studio, so we know what are their true intentions, this is merely a bait and switch 
maneuver.  Once approved, the “Yoga Studio” concept will be eliminated and they will operate as a 
religious assembly.  The monks living next door in the single family home have already helped establish 
this fact.  Please visit their website and imagine this in view of their other two BLI Branch Temples and the 
activities they have at each site. 
 
Once it is a Branch Temple, and not a “Yoga Studio”, parking will be out of control, as your previous 
analysis on parking was for the wrong purpose.  Imagine the Buddhist Temple in Japantown having this 
level of parking!  It would be an undue burden on the neighborhood, considering we have Biebrach Park 
and a successful Swim Program, Ant Swim School (which we fought hard to keep), at the Pool kitty-corner 
to this potential Branch Temple. 
 
The neighborhood wants this particular application rejected and the City needs to analyze the property for a 
24/7 religious assembly project. 
 
This is also a tax dodge, if Bodhi Light International wants to operate a yoga studio, then do that and stop 
the religious assembly aspect of this project.  Again, we would welcome a yoga exercise studio at the 
Gardner Community Center. 
 
Also, where has the City of San Jose been supportive of converting local markets into religious assembly 
areas? 
 
With all the past indignities thrust upon Gardner (Highways 280 and 87 cutting through our neighborhood, 
CA High Speed Rail going through our neighborhood and subsequent loss of homes, and cell phone towers 
being placed in our neighborhood without any mitigations for appearance or reduction in quality of life), 
please do not place any additional burdens on our neighborhood further reducing the very reason we all 
moved here in the first place.  From a social justice standpoint, Gardner is saying “enough”. 
 
Please pull this item from the Consent Calendar, so that we may engage in a dialogue with public input from 
the Gardner neighborhood and surrounding communities. 
 
Stay safe through these truly strange times, and thank you for your thoughtful consideration on this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Kevin L. Christman 
 
Former Greater Gardner Coalition Chairman (2002-2006) 
Diridon Good Neighbor Committee, Gardner Representative 
Visual Design Guidelines Committee, CA High Speed Rail 
CA High Speed Rail Working Group Member 
Station Area Advisory Group (SAAG), Gardner Representative 
Diridon Area Neighborhood Group (DANG), Gardner Representative 



From: Catherine Houdek < > 
Sent: Saturday, September 12, 2020 2:56 PM 
To: Shah, Rina <Rina.Shah@sanjoseca.gov> 
Subject: 796 Delmas Ave - File Nos. C20-013 & SP20-027 

  
 
 
[External Email] 
 
 
 
Hi Rina 
 
I live in the neighborhood of 796 Delmas Ave and was sent a card regarding the Hearing Notice.  I 
am unable to attend the Hearing, however I wanted to write a quick note, to say that I am in support 
of this change.  While I suspect any religious services will create more traffic (and less parking 
spaces), I welcome a yoga/meditation space within our neighborhood and I would FAR rather that 
the building was occupied than remain empty as it has for YEARS. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Catherine Houdek 
 
 



September 24, 2020 
 
Councilmember Raul Peralez 
 
Cc: Rinah Shah, Project Manager 
 
Re: Land Use Consent Agenda Item 10.1, File No. 20-1130, City Council Meeting September 29, 2020 
 
Dear Councilmember Peralez: 
 
We respectfully request that you pull Item 10.1 from the Land Use Consent Agenda for the City Council 
Meeting on September 29, 2020 out of the consent calendar to allow community input regarding this 
item. 
 
As leaders of the Delmas Park neighborhood, we support our neighbors in the Gardner neighborhood in 
opposing rezoning ordinance number C20-013 and special use permit number SP20-027 for the property 
at 796 Delmas Avenue.  This property is in a residential neighborhood adjacent an elementary school, a 
City park, and a City swimming pool.  The proposed use for the property is as a religious facility.  We 
believe that allowing this rezoning and permit would not be compatible with the existing neighborhood, 
and at a time of extreme housing shortage, an excellent location for infill housing would be permanently 
removed.  Leaving this zoned as R-2 would allow for at least five dwelling units to be erected on the site, 
more if the adjacent parcels are consolidated.  This ordinance and permit send the message that the city 
only pretends to be serious about addressing the housing crisis, especially in an affordable 
neighborhood.  This is highly irresponsible. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bert Weaver 
Sarah Springer 
Kathy Sutherland 
 
Delmas Park 



September 24, 2020 

Rina Shah, Project Manager, City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
Honorable Mayor Sam Liccardo 
City Council 

RE: Conforming Rezoning File No. C20-013 and SP20-027 

Rina, Mayor Liccardo, and Members of San Jose City Council, 

Although I am not a resident of the Gardner Neighborhood, these applications were recently brought to 
my attention and I was concerned enough to be compelled to voice my concerns. I am a 35-year resident 
of a nearby neighborhood, St. Leo’s, which has a similar land use and demographic which has also 
struggled with the problems that can accompany non-residential uses granted permits to operate in a 
low-density residential neighborhood. 

The rezoning from R-2 to CP with a Special Use Permit for religious assembly seems completely 
nonsensical in this time of a housing crisis. As a member of the Station Area Advisory Group, Planning 
Staff went out of their way to be critical of a group members who have requested shifting some of the 
extreme concept heights from adjacent existing neighborhoods to other areas within the Diridon Station 
Area by stating how many residential units would potentially be ‘lost’ if this were to occur. Additionally, 
the July and August General Plan Update Task Force meetings focusing on Opportunity Housing had task 
force members dismissive of residents of neighborhoods that could potentially be converted to 
Opportunity Housing areas who expressed concerns about the concept. 

However, the Gardner Neighborhood would welcome much-needed housing on this site, especially given 
its location near the Virginia Street. light rail station, Gardner Academy Elementary School, Biebrach 
Park with a community pool and  swim school, the Gardner Community Center, and within walking 
distance to both Downtown San Jose and Willow Glen. In fact, the two parcels currently owned by the 
Bodhi Light International are large enough to be reconfigured into three parcels of 5,446 square feet 
each. With the current R-2 zoning, each parcel could be potentially redeveloped with a duplex, two 
Accessory Dwelling Units, and one Junior Accessory Dwelling Unit for a potential total of fifteen dwelling 
units. It seems unwise to rezone two parcels in an established residential neighborhood for commercial 
and religious assembly purposes when such a large number of infill units could be built. Could the 
Temple not work with the underutilized Gardner Community Center with its ample parking lot to offer 
yoga instruction? 

As part of the review for the Special Use Permit, neighborhood impacts must be considered. It seems 
fairly obvious that the true intention of the applicant is not to operate a yoga studio, but to operate a 
Branch Temple, as their website clearly states. In light of this, any impacts reviewed by staff need to be 
re-evaluated assuming the entire use will be religious assembly. This assembly use will be unlikely to 
draw predominantly from the Gardner Neighborhood and parking impacts will be widespread, especially 
with a city park across the street. 

Please consider pulling this agenda item from the Consent Calendar so appropriate concerns may be 
discussed; I feel now, more than ever, residential zoning must be preserved, especially in R-2 and RM 
zoning, which provides such a bonus for additional units. 

Sincerely, 

Laura Winter 
 



From:Mary Pizzo < > 
Sent:Friday, September 25, 2020 8:41 AM 
To:District3 <district3@sanjoseca.gov>; Shah, Rina <Rina.Shah@sanjoseca.gov> 
Cc:District 6 <district6@sanjoseca.gov>; >; 

 
Subject:Please withdraw Land Use Consent Agenda Item 10.1, File No. 20-1130 

  

   

Mary Pizzo 
 San Jose, CA 95125 

Dear Councilmember Raul Peralez and Rina Shah 
 
Regarding Land Use Consent Agenda Item 10.1, File No. 20-1130, City Council Meeting September 29, 2020 

Please withdraw the land consent item 10.1 from the September 20, 2020 calendar because it deserves closer 
scrutiny by the Planning department to better meet the needs and goals for San Jose. 

Raul, Gardner neighborhood needs housing on that corner. The proposal to change the zoning of 796 Delmas 
Ave from R2 to accommodate a religious facility is not in keeping with San Jose’s commitment to provide 
affordable housing and would potential lose property tax revenue if allowed to be developed as a facility for a 
non-profit, religious organization. 

 
Rina, Planning could work with the organization to secure a more suitable site for a religious facility / branch 
temple / yoga center. In that same neighborhood, the organization could be directed to lease space in the 
under-utilized Gardner Community Center. The community center would accommodate off-street parking 
and provide facilities such as restrooms and a commercial kitchen, which is suited for large gatherings. It 
would be a welcoming facility that could increase local interest in the organization and their work. 

I appreciate your consideration of this request and look forward to hearing from the Planning department in 
their efforts to find a more suitable location (hopefully, in the Gardner Community Center) for this use. 

 
Sincerely yours, 

Mary Pizzo 
Cc: Kevin Christman, Bill Rankin, Councilmember Dev Davis 

  
 



 [External Email]

FW: C20-013 and SP20-027 - Conforming Rezoning and Special Use Permit on Certain
Real Property Located at 796 Delmas Avenue."

City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Fri 9/25/2020 2:29 PM
To:  Agendadesk <Agendadesk@sanjoseca.gov>

 
 
From: Veronica Douat  
Sent: Friday, September 25, 2020 10:31 AM
To: City Clerk <city.clerk@sanjoseca.gov>
Subject: C20-013 and SP20-027 - Conforming Rezoning and Special Use Permit on Certain Real Property Located
at 796 Delmas Avenue."
 
 

 

Dear City Council,
 
I have seen the vehement opposition of the GNA neighborhood association and as a lifelong member of
this community I am writing to say that GNA does not speak for the entire community. 
 
I grew up in this neighborhood, my parents still own their home on Minor Ave. After college and law
school my husband and I bought our home in this same neighborhood. I was a young kid back when
Dawn Market was operational. It was a nice quaint little store that made it easy to get a treat after going
swimming in the neighborhood pool. But it has not been operational now for at least 15 years if not
longer. For a while another family tried to run it as a small grocery store, but that went under fairly
quickly. For well over a decade it has been an eye sore, neglected, with trash dumped constantly on the
lot. 
 
Since the new owners purchased the property in 2019, they quickly built a very nice looking fence to
keep transient trespassers and illegal dumpers out. They have painted over the graffiti that was all over
the building and I’ve seen great improvements in the aesthetics of the neighborhood as a result of their
efforts. 
 
GNA’s letter highlights 3 points they claim to speak for the neighborhood. They make a claim that by not
reaching out to the neighborhood association and doing work on the property without permits has been
detrimental to the neighborhood and proves some how beyond a reasonable doubt, that these folks are
“bad neighbors.” It seems to me to be an extremely conclusory statement to make. When my husband and
I bought our home in the neighborhood in 2014, we did not introduce ourselves to neighbors within 6
months we had, with permits, removed a tree, built a fence, and began an extensive remodel of our
property. I still don’t know my neighbors by name although we politely waive to each other in
recognition and mutual respect. Perhaps, we too are bad neighbors. 
 
The second issue is regards to zoning. Although technically zoned as residential, this property has not, in
my lifetime, and I am in my mid to late thirties and have lived in or frequently visited the neighborhood
weekly, before my husband and I bought our home here in 2014, and I have NEVER seen that property
used as a residential space. It was semi abandoned if not abandoned for well over a decade, no developer



 This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

or investor came in to turn it into a residential property despite the housing shortage and the housing
market prices, so why not allow this modified use? 
 
The third reason, why not utilize the GNA community center for the yoga studio? I just am not sure
where to begin with that. Why buy when you can rent? It seems illogical to me that if they can afford to
buy this property, they would choose instead to use shared community space. I don’t own my home for
public benefit, I didn’t remodel my home for public benefit. Those are secondary effects, neighbors
began painting their homes, the slum lord who owned the apartments on West William St. next to our
home sold and young investors updated the building and built new fencing cleaning up the pedestrian
pathway there (if only momentarily). Those “public benefits” come from private investment for private
benefit. 
 
I’m certain that all of these permit requests were underway before the current national emergency and
health crisis began. The proposed use as a yoga/ meditation studio sounds great, if it is still economically
feasible. 
 
My law office is located about two blocks from St. Leo’s Church on Race Street in San Jose. We had a
yoga studio go in around the corner on Park Avenue. Having it available within walking distance meant
that my staff and I were able to take weekly trips over for a long lunch hour and get some exercise in the
middle of the day. Unfortunately as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic it closed and will not be
reopening. If this facility will be used as a public or private yoga studio, religious center, temple, it would
still be a better use than the eye sore that has been there for well over a decade, during a time when we
had a housing shortage but no one purchased this property and converted it to a residential property use.
The public benefits, whether doors are open for yoga and meditation or whether the plan is to have some
sort of a temple. It is a very small building, if the yoga studio is not open to the public or if at some point
after the pandemic life resumes and they are able to operate their temple and worship as they please, there
is no way that is going to affect traffic as much as folks claim. you can’t fit in hundreds of people the way
you can at the Japantown Buddhist temple, so the analogy to that facility is rather transparent and ill
fitting.
 
https://www.chanpureland.org
 
Bodhi Light International is a Buddhist organization with religious temples in Rosemead, CA. I FEAR
 that the vehement opposition from a neighborhood association that claims to speak for the neighborhood
has more to do with this fact than any other. I HOPE that I am wrong. I hope that I live in a tolerant
neighborhood with tolerant neighbors who are not judging this request based on the religious affiliations
of the requestors or their racial or ethnic composition.
 
I write because I do not believe GNA speaks for me on this issue and I feel that it is important that all
voices be heard. 
 
I’ve spent a career advocating for the marginalized in our society. I have yet to see a good reason why
anyone should be so “vehemently” opposed to this organization being part of the diverse neighborhood
fabric that comprises Gardner Neighborhood. Therefore, I am compelled to speak up on their behalf.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Veronica Douat, ESQ.
 
 

https://gcc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.chanpureland.org%2F&data=01%7C01%7Ccity.clerk%40sanjoseca.gov%7C896ca8d5e48f47c9d87908d86178bb72%7C0fe33be061424f969b8d7817d5c26139%7C1&sdata=woC8RlsdRy%2FD5oPThDUvriOAZnGCtIWard%2BhqWSBC6U%3D&reserved=0


From: Kevin L. & Karena Christman > 

Sent: Tuesday, October 6, 2020 9:49 AM 

To: sam@samliccardo.com; Peralez, Raul <Raul.Peralez@sanjoseca.gov>; District1 

<district1@sanjoseca.gov>; District2 <District2@sanjoseca.gov>; District4 

<District4@sanjoseca.gov>; District5 <District5@sanjoseca.gov>; District 6 

<district6@sanjoseca.gov>; District7 <District7@sanjoseca.gov>; District8 

<district8@sanjoseca.gov>; District9 <district9@sanjoseca.gov>; District 10 

<District10@sanjoseca.gov>; Sykes, Dave <Dave.Sykes@sanjoseca.gov>; Hughey, Rosalynn 

<Rosalynn.Hughey@sanjoseca.gov> 

Cc: Brown, Bridget 

<Bridget.Brown@sanjoseca.gov>;  

 Shah, Rina <Rina.Shah@sanjoseca.gov>;  

Sutherland, Kathy 

 

Subject: Council Agenda Item 10.1 for 10/06, File 20-1203 

  

  
Sam and Councilmembers, 
  
Last night the Gardner Neighborhood Association and other interested neighbors had a Zoom meeting 
facilitated by Councilmember Peralez with Bodhi Light International regarding the yoga center they want 
to put in our neighborhood.  The meeting was a necessary step in the proper direction, but only part of 
question one from the below forwarded email was answered.  Questions two through twelve were not 
answered, and all of the questions need to be answered in writing and entered into the Council Minutes in 
order to protect both the Gardner Neighborhood and Bodhi Light International's (BLI) best interests. 
  
Please do not approve this item until all of these vital issues are resolved.  If we do not receive adequate 
answers beforehand, you are giving the applicant too much leeway to disrespect our neighborhood, as 
we have encountered in the last year.  We need some written, respectful guidelines to make this an 
acceptable project for all parties involved.  Dzung Nguyen, in a separate email agreed with me on this 
point, but we need to see proof before this project moves forward. 
  
Let me stress again, this land should remain R-2 housing because of the housing crisis we are 
experiencing in San Jose and the surrounding area.  A vote for this project proves the City of San Jose is 
not willing to take extraordinary measures to help alleviate this crisis.  We are missing a golden 
opportunity to add to affordable housing within San Jose forever.  Without more infill housing this crisis 
will never be solved, but maybe you can offer the homeless free yoga and meditation in the future. 
  
Kevin L. Christman 
Gardner Homeowner 
 
P.S.-Rina, Please make sure these emails are entered into the Minutes of today's Council Meeting. 
  
To raul.peralez@sanjoseca.gov raul.peralez@sanjoseca.gov, bridget.brown@sanjoseca.gov bridget.brow
n@sanjoseca.gov,  
 

 
Kevin L. & Karena Christman Raul, Bridget and Dzung, 
 



Here are some of the questions the neighborhood would like to have answered tonight.  This list is in no 
way complete, but it is meant to be a starting point for our conversation. 
 
1.  If this is an actual business rather than just a Branch Temple, then what is the operations plan? 
    What are the days of operation? 
    What will be the hours of operation each day? 
    How many classes will you have each day? 
    How long will a class be? 
    How many students and how many instructors will be in each class? 
    Who will be the Site Manager, and will this be our contact person if problems or issues arise with the 
neighborhood? 
 
2.  Who will be the contact person for the yoga center, as the contact we have had with Dzung has been 
insufficient and erratic. 
 
3.  Why did the yoga instructor in southern California, who BLI gave us as a source of information, say he 
had no plans to move to San Jose? 
 
4.  If it becomes evident that this is not a yoga studio, but a Branch Temple, how will the City of San Jose 
remedy this breach of trust? 
    How many complaints, and through what City Department will complaints be made to?  Code 
Enforcement will not be considered an acceptable answer in light of their                inability to handle even 
a simple complaint about the fence height. 
    What will be the procedure to cancel the Special Use Permit? 
 
5.  If this is a yoga studio, we will not accept weddings, memorials, gatherings involving the consumption 
of food, or the celebration of religious holidays, as this is more in keeping with Branch Temple. 
 
6.  If parking becomes a problem, what mitigation measures will Bodhi Light International and/or the City 
of San Jose implement?  Could the Special Use Permit be pulled for violations or restrictions regarding 
parking?  (same question regarding noise). 
  
7.  What are they doing about the illegal fence, and when will we see this issue resolved? 
  
8.  What about the bright lights the neighbors have complained about?  Will these be removed? 
  
9.  If vandalism is not an issue, can the front metal gate be removed or replaced with something more 
attractive? 
  
10. How late can the construction work continue into the evening?  On October 1st, construction 
noise/work was still going on well after 6:30 PM. 
  
11. On the adjacent property at 790 Delmas, what is the legal occupancy limit?  Will there be any people 
living in the yoga center? 
  
12. People have been seen on the roof after dark, this violates the outdoor usage of the Special Use 
Permit.  Can the Special Use Permit be pulled because of this? 
  
The answer to these questions must be made in writing and be made part of the Special Use Permit so 
that neither the Gardner Neighborhood nor the yoga center can claim ignorance, malice by the other 
party, or "forgetfulness" of these agreements and provisions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Kevin L. Christman 
  



 

 
1.  If this is an actual business rather than just a Branch Temple, then what is the operations plan? 

   What are the days of operation?  
   What will be the hours of operation each day? 

 
The city has clarified our operational plan in last night’s meeting. We do not have anything more to add to 
the above two questions. 
 

   How many classes will you have each day? 
   How long will a class be? 
   How many students and how many instructors will be in each class? 
   Who will be the Site Manager, and will this be our contact person if problems or issues arise 

with the neighborhood? 
  
The plan is to hold one to up to three sessions a day everyday for one to two hours each.  
Specific class schedules are still in determination and will adjust depending on the number of 
attendances. We will abide by the city permitted operational hours and rules. Specific operational plans 
may change according to our operational needs but will remain within guidelines by the city permit. 
 
XianXin(Amy Tseng)  will be the contact person for the time being until we have an official site manager. 
 
2.  Who will be the contact person for the yoga center, as the contact we have had with Dzung has been 
insufficient. 
  
XianXin(AmyTseng)  will be the contact person for the time being. 
 
3.  Why did the yoga instructor in southern California, who you gave us as a source of information, say he 
had no plans to move to San Jose? 
  
We regret having to do this. We held on to the enclosed letter from David, the yoga instructor because we 
did not want to make anyone look bad. 
 
As David reported in his letter, he never said he had no plans to move to San Jose. That statement was 
made by Mr. Robert Jones who called David pretending to be a potential student and never inquired 
about San Jose. (See attachment of David’s letter)  
  
4.  If it becomes evident that this is not a yoga studio, but a Branch Temple, how will the City of San Jose 
remedy this breach of trust? 
  
BLI applied to use the facility to run meditation/yoga classes to the public. Our main focus is to introduce 
our form of meditation and will NOT be a typical “yoga studio” The plans for offering yoga are still very 
fluid and will be based on feasibility and need within the city permit guidelines. 
 
 
How many complaints, and through what City Department will complaints be made to?  
Code Enforcement will not be considered an acceptable answer in light of their inability to handle even a 
simple complaint about the fence height. 
 



 

I suppose this is a question to the City 
  
What will be the procedure to cancel the Special Use Permit? 
City’s question. 
 
5.  If this is a yoga studio, we will not accept weddings, memorials, gatherings involving the consumption 
of food, or the celebration of religious holidays, as this is more in keeping with a Branch Temple. 
 
Again, it is a yoga and meditation center. The plans to include yoga are still fluid and are based on the 
feasibility of implementing classes. We will not know this feasibility until we are open. All public 
events/classes will accord with city guidelines during the permitted public hours. 
 
6.  If parking becomes a problem, what mitigation measures will Bodhi Light International and/or the City 
of San Jose implement?  Could the Special Use Permit be pulled for violations or restrictions regarding 
parking?  (same question regarding noise). 

  
If parking becomes a problem, we’d appreciate the neighbors would at least have the courtesy to notify us 
of the issues first. To give us a chance to fix it first. We cannot predict and control how new visitors will 
park in the future.. But as soon as we know what the specific issue is we will do our best to mitigate the 
problems. 
 
Again, we cannot control how people will park but can only educate our staff and members to utilize the 
on-site parking. 
 
7.  What are they doing about the illegal fence, and when will we see this issue resolved? 
 
The project is under construction. Due to the use of heavy equipment and in some cases machinery, the 
law requires a fence to ensure the safety of both pedestrians and working crew. Instead of a typical 6ft 
minimum solid chain fence, we decided to spend money on constructing a nice 6ft temporary fence to 
avoid the industrial area environment. The fence will be lowered to comply with the City fence height 
ordinance when construction is complete. Note that the first two sections of the fence are already lower to 
4ft high, which is the absolute minimum, and lower than the fence high recommendation of 6ft. 
  
8.  What about the bright lights the neighbors have complained about?  Will these be removed? 
 
We will lower outdoor fix lighting brightness to under 300 lumens. Bright lights will be only used for motion 
sensor lights.  
 
They will not be removed. Just to add that our neighbor lives on 389 West Virginia Street expressed they 
feel safer with the lights. (See attached transcripts of neighbor’s testimonials)  
 
9.  If vandalism is not an issue, can the front metal gate be removed or replaced with something more 
attractive? 
 
We will consider replacing it with something more attractive if our budget allows it. 
  
10. How late can the construction work continue into the evening?  On October 1st, construction 
noise/work was still going on well after 6:30 PM. 
  



 

The City of San Jose allows construction between 7am to 7pm, and the contractor wants to complete the 
project ASAP so he can move on to the next project, but we will stop at 6:30pm as per your request. 
 
11. On the adjacent property at 790 Delmas, what is the legal occupancy limit?  
City’s question? 
Will there be any people living in the yoga center? 
No 
  
12. People have been seen on the roof after dark, this violates the outdoor usage of the Special Use 
Permit.  Can the Special Use Permit be pulled because of this? 
  
One monk and a volunteer were fixing the air conditioner up on the roof at one time during the daytime 
and sat down and took a 15 minutes break. Misunderstanding might come from him sitting in the 
meditation posture during the break. As far as we know, it only happened one time with him sitting down 
taking a break. We warned him not to do that again. We do not do ANY sessions of ANY kind up on the 
roof.  
 
Please clarify how it violates the outdoor usage of the Special Use Permit simply because “People have 
been seen on the roof after dark”? The statement itself makes us look suspicious for doing repairs on our 
own roof. The claim that it violates the outdoor usage of the Special Use Permit makes us become 
paranoid in the future about getting on our own roof for any necessary reasons due to weather or 
construction repairs.  
 
  
The answer to these questions must be made in writing and be made part of the Special Use Permit so 
that neither the Gardner Neighborhood nor the yoga center can claim ignorance, malice by the other 
party, or "forgetfulness" of these agreements and provisions. 
 
 
We are happy to address your “valid” questions and concerns.  
 
We abide by the city permitted operational plans and rules. Specific operational plans change 
according to our operational needs.  
 
The intention of subjecting us to your vague & unfounded questions and requesting it to be 
made part of the Special Use Permit seems unreasonable under most normal circumstances. 
 
While we have tremendous respect for your activist work and as a member of this community, 
we will receive benefits from it, we hope that you will give us the benefit of the doubt. We have a 
long term track record of making substantial contributions to the local communities while abiding 
by the laws of the country. Our ideals are not that much different from your beliefs. We hope to 
have the chance to build together a respectful, truthful and all-embracing relationship that will 
provide great benefits to our neighbors as well as the Greater San Jose and Bay Areas at large. 
 
 
 
 



 

Neighbors’s testimonial 
l: I am a neighbor of the subject property, and as far as I can tell, they are very 

peaceful & friendly people willing to cooperate with the neighborhood and they are fixing the property. 
Every time I have spoken with them about issues regarding the conditions of it, they are willing to improve 
it. They are peaceful, no drug activities or nothing harmful or negative that I can notice. I am happy to 
have them as neighbors. If there is anything else I can add, let me know. I would be happy to speak in 
their favor. 
 

: Hello my name is Florence Martinez. I live at  
, and I am here representing my sister, Alice Arzola, who lives at the same address and she has 

been here over 50 years. I am here to let you know that this place has been empty for many many years, 
and it has been an eyesore – very bad! People were coming and dropping off unwanted items behind and 
on the sidewalk of the store. It was very very dirty all the time. We had homeless people living in the little 
shed in the back a couple of times and they would fill it up with garbage and it would be out on the 
driveway. We even had people moving in their RV’s and living in the driveway. People even came and 
dropped off their cats which would come into our yard, and end up staying with us and we would have to 
get rid of them. We even had someone try to burn the place down in the middle of the night, which scared 
us because we were close to the place. Since these people have been here and building the center… 
They are very nice people, they are very polite. They don’t bother us. We don’t bother them. My sister & I 
feel a lot safer having these people here because they do have an outside light that we feel 
protected, and we feel safe knowing that there is somebody here and that no homeless people can 
come into this yard. We have no problems with them. We have no problems with their cars because 
there aren’t that many cars coming in and going out of this place. And, we see nothing wrong with what is 
going on here. In fact, the place looks a lot better than what it did before. And from my point of view, I 
think they did a very good job here and the place looks a lot better than before. I have no problems with 
them as my neighbor.  
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City Counsel: 20-1130 1 10.1 (a) Land Use Consent Agenda
David Andrew Miliotis Wed, Sep 30, 2020 at 5:15 PM
To:  

Dear Mayor Liccardo & City Counsel,

I am writing to clarify comments made by Robert Jones, who had spoken at the meeting on 9/29/2020 regarding C20-013
and SP20-027 - Conforming Rezoning and Special Use Permit on Certain Real Property Located at 796 Delmas Avenue.

Mr. Jones commented that he had spoken with me, David Miliotis, earlier that day (9/29) on the phone and that - as the
proposed yoga instructor & consultant for Bodhi Light International - that I did not have any knowledge of the
proposed project for this property. He was clearly trying to portray an impression that Bodhi Light Internation is not being
forthcoming about the intended use of the property. His statement about my lack of knowledge was a outright lie. During
our conversation, there was never any need to mention this to him. He called and presented himself as a potential client.

My main point is that Robert Jones lied for the purpose of making Bodhi Light International look deceitful. His allegations
need to be considered in this light and his true motive better understood. Below is a description of our conversation
should you be interested:

Mr Jones called me twice yeterday: once at 9:41am & then again at 12:05pm. Both times he left me voice mails saying he
had questions about yoga. I returned his calls at 12:38pm and we spoke for 10 and a hlaf minutes. He began by telling
me he was interested in starting yoga. Since the only public information about me is tied with my currently closed Irvine
location (closed due to COVID-19), I assumed he was calling me because he was interested in my Irvine location. There
is no mention on my website of any other locations other than online: ashtangayogaorangecounty.com/

He asked about how yoga could benefit him. We spoke about the phiscal & mental benefits. He then asked me if he
needed to adopt any religious beliefs - like Buddhism or anything like that. I assured him that  yoga & meditation are very
practical & straightforward practices that develop more self awareness and reduces stress by working with the body & the
breath and that proper yoga does not involve any religious belifes. It is very scientific. He asked if he could maintain his
own current religion. I again assured him that yes he could. He then said thank you and said that he would go to my
website to sign-up for classes. At the time, I thought it was a bit quick how he ended the call. Now, I see that he was not
really interested in beginning yoga. It is understandable that he would call and ask me those questions. I do not hold that
against him. But there was no need for him to lie to me saying he would go to my website to sign-up for classes. That was
a uncessary lie. And certainly, based on the questions he had asked me about yoga, I had no need to mention anything to
him about a program opening sometime in the future in San Jose.

After the city counsel meeting, I politely reached out to him about his false statement of my lack of knowledge regarding
Bodhi Light International in San Jose. He has not replied to my texts nor returned my phone call. So, I wonder how much
he truly wants to get to know us? He made a lot of claims about communicating with the "new neighbors" yet he clearly -
based on our interaction yesterday - is himself a deceitful person.

David Andrew Miliotis
Ashtanga Yoga Orange County

ॐ tat sat ॥

https://www.google.com/maps/search/796+Delmas+Avenue?entry=gmail&source=g
https://www.ashtangayogaorangecounty.com/



