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Molinar, Tess

From: julianna <julianna.delgado@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 10:20 AM
To: Molinar, Tess
Cc: 'julianna'; 'David Delgado'
Subject: RE:  Comment Letter for July 8th PC Meeting -- Item #5A
Attachments: PC Meeting 070820 Item 5A - Delgado Letter.docx

Importance: High

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is safe. 
------------------------  

Tess, 
Please find attached my comment letter for item #5A – Church Housing. 
Please distribute this to the Commissioners for this afternoon’s meeting. 
 
Also, would it be possible to read aloud these comments during Public Comments for this item (I will also submit a Public 
Comment form)? 
 
 

“Pasadena, like most California cities, is in dire need of affordable housing units.  I support the provision 
throughout the City as long as projects are designed well and do not create unintended negative consequences 
for surrounding properties, our treasured historic resources, the environment, and the community in general. 
 
Given that limitation, I support allowing housing on property owned by faith-based and educational institutions 
but feel that assignment is too limiting and could be extended to other uses, if the effort were conducted in a 
more comprehensive, transparent, and inclusive way.  How to craft regulations and incentives to ensure building 
more housing is a dilemma, given that we cannot control the rate, location, timing, and intensity of 
development but quickly amending the Zoning Code in a piecemeal way is not a solution or efficient use of 
public funds.  A better solution would be to address and fully support consideration of affordable housing as the 
citizens of Pasadena currently update their Specific Plans, a sweeping and comprehensive planning effort that 
implements the General Plan Update that took years to complete.   
 
In your deliberations today, I would hope you would consider the comments and questions in my letter.  Thank 
you for your careful consideration of this important issue to increase Pasadena’s supply of affordable housing, 
its potential impact on city resources, and your commitment to ensure transparent and comprehensive 
planning.”   

  
 

Thanks for your help, 
Julianna 
 
Julianna Delgado, M.Arch, Ph.D, AICP 
President, Southern California Planning Congress 
 
Professor Emerita, Department of Urban and Regional Planning 
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Co-Director, California Center for Land and Water Stewardship 
California State Polytechnic University Pomona 
3801 West Temple Avenue 
Pomona, California 91768 
Email: jdelgado@cpp.edu 
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Julianna Delgado, M.Arch, Ph.D, AICP 
Home Address: 982 N. Mentor Avenue, Pasadena CA 91104 

Telephone: 626-797-7716         Email: julianna.delgado@sbcglobal.net 

 

 

July 8, 2020 

Members of the City of Pasadena Planning Commission 

RE: Item #5 A -  Church Housing  

 

Dear Commissioners, 

 

Pasadena, like most California cities, is in dire need of affordable housing units.  I support the provision 

throughout the City as long as projects are designed well and do not create unintended negative 

consequences for surrounding properties, our treasured historic resources, the environment, and the 

community in general. 

 

Given that limitation, I support allowing housing on property owned by faith-based and educational 

institutions but feel that assignment is too limiting and could be extended to other uses, if the effort 

were conducted in a more comprehensive, transparent, and inclusive way.  How to craft regulations and 

incentives to ensure building more housing is a dilemma, given that we cannot control the rate, location, 

timing, and intensity of development but quickly amending the Zoning Code in a piecemeal way is not a 

solution or efficient use of public funds.  A better solution would be to address and fully support 

consideration of affordable housing as the citizens of Pasadena currently update their Specific Plans, a 

sweeping and comprehensive planning effort that implements the General Plan Update that took years 

to complete.   

 

In your deliberations today, I would hope you would consider the following comments and questions.    

 

I. PROCESS-RELATED QUESTIONS: 

 

1. What is the urgency to approve a Zoning Code Amendment at this time?  What is the genesis—in 

addition to impending State laws--and what meetings have already taken place in Pasadena with faith-

based organizations and institutions that will benefit?  

 

2. Pasadena spent years updating its 2015 General Plan, including defining eight Specific Plan areas, and 

has embarked on a community-based process for updating the Plans and Zoning Code, called Our 

Pasadena.  As staff notes, in the General Plan’s Land Use Element and Diagram, many properties in 

almost all of the Specific Plan areas are designated Mixed-Use, in addition to Multi-family Residential 

and Public/Semi-Public Institutional (PS).  Many of the City’s religious and non-profit institutions are 

located within Specific Plan zones that already allow housing by right.  Why not complete the Specific 

Plan update process first, which may eliminate the need for this proposal and additional piecemeal 

Zoning Code amendments? 
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3. A Guiding Principle of the General Plan states:  “Community participation will be a permanent part of 

achieving a greater city. Citizens will be provided with timely and understandable information on 

planning issues and projects; citizens will directly participate in shaping plans and policies for the city’s 

future.”  How will the concerns of surrounding property owners and the community at large be included 

in both vetting this proposal, and ultimately weighing in on the decision-making process in approving 

new housing?  What is the outreach process?  

 

4. Why is this Zoning Code Amendment being considered allegedly for PS zones only? Is the intent to 

amend the definition of Public and Semi-public (PS), to include auxiliary housing for employees, clients, 

or congregants?  Why not allow additional housing in all non-residential zones?  Why not allow all non-

profits, businesses, and agencies similar opportunities? (For example, the new Home Depot site could be 

a prime location for adding employee housing; the underutilized Public Works yard as well).  Why just 

for faith-based and educational institutions? 

 

5. Land Use Element Policy 2.1, Housing Choices, states, “The types, densities, and location of housing 

shall be determined by the Land Use Diagram and reflect the projected needs specified in the Housing 

Element.”  Would a Zoning Code Amendment, if a text or other revision is proposed for this issue, be 

concurrent with the required General Plan Amendment to change the adopted Land Use Diagram?  

 

6. All Saints Church went through an arduous Master Plan process, which included approval of an EIR, to 

allow building affordable senior housing and other additions on its church-owned property.  Shouldn’t 

other churches and institutions, and other businesses, be required to go through a similar Master Plan 

process to change their campuses permanently, especially if they are building 40 units to the acre with 

related accessory uses (daycare building, play areas, tenant storage lockers, etc.)?  Obviously, requiring a 

Master Plan would impact disproportionately those uses on smaller properties but should there be a 

threshold established in the size of the property and development density that would trigger the need 

for a Master Plan?  If so, what should that be? 

 

 

II. HOUSING SPECIFIC QUESTIONS: 

 

7. Given staff’s analysis, how many faith-based and other non-profit organizations located outside 

single-family residential zones where the underlying zoning does not allow for multi-family housing, 

could potentially benefit from a Zoning Code Amendment?  Please provide a map showing their 

locations.   Could these properties be considered for rezoning on a case-by-case basis to allow housing 

as development applications are actually submitted, rather than amending the Zoning Code text ‘in 

preparation’?   

 

8. There is strong local opposition to many of the State’s ‘one-size-fits-all’ housing needs fixes.  Given 

that same approach in the proposed State laws staff cites,  should housing be allowed on any of these 

properties by right, or should it be conditionally permitted (as in Walnut Creek) depending on the 
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location, i.e. abutting single-family residences, historic resources, open space, etc.?  How can a proposed 

amendment to the Zoning Code ensure a holistic method to improve living conditions in Pasadena? 

 

9. Once new housing is built, what is the process for ensuring current Pasadena residents will have 

priority for leasing, renting, or buying them, if for-sale units?  Will the City’s Housing Department create 

a prioritization list for new units?   

 

10. If tenancy or sales is open to anyone whether a current Pasadena resident or worker or not, will this 

proposal increase population growth and the need for additional City services?  What are the 

unintended and potential consequences and impacts if this measure is ‘growth-inducing’? 

 

11. If a percentage of market-rate housing is also allowed, will institutions lose their non-profit status if 

they are in the market-rate/for-profit housing business? 

 

12. If housing is considered accessory to the primary religious or educational use, what happens if the 

primary use changes?  Further, what happens if social services for tenants or residents who are disabled 

or at risk are discontinued?  Should there be a plan required to continue providing housing and services 

in spite of changes in the primary use, and how would that be memorialized? 

 

13. If units have affordability requirements, who will select the tenants and how will exceptions be 

made?  What happens if a tenant later exceeds the income limits? Will there be a plan in place for 

relocation or can the lease agreement be modified?  Should there be a requirement, as per the 

proposed State law, to partner with a “Qualified” not-for-profit housing developer and property 

management team to address these types of issues, who would also be party to the development 

application and liability requirements? 

 

 

III. PARKING-RELATED QUESTIONS: 

 

14. If required onsite parking is reduced by building units in church lots, how will neighborhoods and 

other surrounding uses be protected from negative traffic and parking impacts, especially on Saturdays 

or Sundays, religious holidays, or during events when congregants may drive from anywhere in the 

Southland to Pasadena and will need parking? 

 

15. In the LA-area, transportation is still largely car-centric (public transit use is diminishing) and 

households contain multiple earners and vehicles.  Requiring one parking space per unit seems limiting 

and impactful.  Should more than one space be required?  If more than one is not required for tenants’ 

or owners’ vehicles, how would excess parking be accommodated? 
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Thank you for your careful consideration of this important issue to increase Pasadena’s supply of 

affordable housing, its potential impact on city resources, and your commitment to ensure transparent 

and comprehensive planning.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
President, Southern California Planning Congress 

Professor Emeritus, Dept. of Urban and Regional Planning, Cal Poly Pomona 

Founder and Co-Director, California Center for Land and Water Stewardship 

 

Past Chair, City of Pasadena Design Commission 

Past Chair, City of Pasadena Transportation Advisory Commission 

Past Chair, City of Pasadena General Plan Update Advisory Committee 

Past President, Bungalow Heaven Neighborhood Association 

 

 


