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I live on South Hudson Avenue.  I am very concerned about the height limits and
density proposed for the Central District at the south end of South Lake, along
California Blvd from Lake to El Molino, and also specifically the Craft Fair parcel at
the SE corner of Hudson and California Blvd.  It seems the city has not addressed the
boundary areas from the Central District to the residences of Madison Heights. 
Rather than some hard boundary - tall buildings abutting residences, it would make
more sense for there to be a gradual decrease of height limits as the Central District
transitions into the residences nearby.  The five or six story building at the SE corner
of Lake and California is a great example of what a building on the edge of the district
should not look like.  It is out of place and an eyesore.  I'm asking that we not make
the same mistake again.

Craft Fair - currently the parcel is zoned for a 35 foot height, which would allow only
two stories.  The commissioners want to increase this to 36' so that three stories can
be built.  A three story building at that corner would be a travesty for the  residents of
South Hudson.  The next closest building that is 36' is a block away.  This would be
setting a new height precedent for the block, and stick out like a sore thumb for the
residences just to the south of the Craft Fair. In addition, because it is mixed-use,  the
building could be even higher than 36 feet. No one from Hudson would have a
mountain view, whether from their property or walking along California.  It would
also create a building that is completely out of scale for that corner and it would loom
over the historic Haskett Court property and the South Hudson Landmark District.  I
am asking that you not increase the height to 36 feet, so that no one can build a three
story (or larger) building there.  

Central District - South Lake.  It makes a lot more sense to have the building height
on South Lake gradually decrease as it heads toward California.  You have a transition
into the neighborhoods to the south.  Maybe height averaging is a good idea when
you're talking about areas that are completely commercial, but when there are
commercial properties transitioning to residential neighborhoods, it is the wrong
thing to do from the neighborhood perspective.  It feels like an encroachment of tall
buildings looming over one and two story houses, many of them historical.  I question
why the intersection of South Lake and California is even considered the 'Central
District'.  Perhaps the city should consider removing this boundary area since and
creating a South Lake specific plan, as this area is nothing like much of the rest of the
Central District.   Someone from the planning department commented to me that
they'd never had any neighbors complaining about the plans until now, and it may be
because none of us realized part of our neighborhood is in the Central District.  

The north side of California Boulevard from Lake to El Molino has  five or six older



four-plex type buildings.  Those smaller apartment buildings were on both sides of
California from Lake to Marengo when we first moved here.   Now as you drive along
California most of them have been replaced by large condo complexes.  The map
shows the height as increasing to 55 feet.  If you increase the height in that area you
might as well take a wrecking ball to those historic structures that remain.  I have
been told this was done to create more varied roof lines, but the truth is what has been
created is a better opportunity for a developer to make a much more dense (and
generally ugly project) instead of preserving the historic structures.  

I would really like the members of the Planning Commission to take some time to look
at how the proposed height limits would affect the beautiful neighborhoods to the
south.  I think we have to assume that if the zoning changes, eventually there will be
buildings that will be built to the maximum size and density.   Please protect us from
that.

Thank you,

Sally Howell
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Dear Planning Commission,

As you meet for the study session this evening regarding potential changes to the Central District Specific Plan, I
strongly urge you to consider changes to allow for zoning changes which would allow housing to be built in the
Lake Avenue corridor near the Gold Line Station.  The landscape has shifted dramatically and there is now an
urgent need to create additional housing and to be supportive of downtown commercial development.  Today’s new
landscape was never envisioned — a worldwide Pandemic and shifts to working from home, etc. — when this plan
was conceived, and we would be neglecting our community if we fail to act to amend the CDSP in this particular
instance.  The Playhouse Village Association strongly supports this — as do my neighbors in the Playhouse Village.

Thank you,

Marjorie

Marjorie Lindbeck
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As a resident of South Hudson Avenue, I want to echo what Sally Howell wrote in her letter. I, too, am
extremely concerned about the height limits and density proposed for the south end of Lake, California to
El Molino, and am very concerned and puzzled as to why the Craft Fair located at the end of South
Hudson is considered to be part of the Central District. The Craft Fair parcel needs to be looked at
separately and very carefully, and should not be re-zoned so that a higher building can be built.  The
monstrosity at Lake/California (the bank building) was a mistake that never should have been allowed to
be built. 

I could go on for another six paragraphs but really, Sally said it so well. South Hudson (and South Lake)
are very special and need to be preserved. It's why our neighborhood is featured in so many films, TV
shows, commercials, etc. 

Thank you for your consideration of our views and letters. Please protect what is great about Pasadena. It
all doesn't need to be comprised of huge buildings.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Boyer
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December 8, 2021
 
City of Pasadena Planning Commission
Attn: Hayman Tam
Pasadena City Hall
100 N. Garfield Avenue
Pasadena, CA 91101
 
Dear Commissioners and Staff,
 
Thank you to the members of the Planning Commission and the City Staff for your continued time and dedication in 
updating our Specific Plans.  I am writing in advance of your study session on the Central District Specific Plan, but my 
comments are also relevant for other areas of the City.
 
Our firm has been an active owner and manager of commercial buildings in Pasadena for over 25 years, including having 
the privilege of working on over 20 historic buildings, as well as on more contemporary projects.  We have worked 
primarily on commercial projects in Old Pasadena, NW Pasadena, the Playhouse District, South Lake Avenue, the 
Huntington Medical Corridor, and East Pasadena, all of which have been rewarding in different ways.
 
We understand the need for broad-based standards to guide development, simplify planning, and attempt to provide 
consistency in different neighborhoods.  Indeed, in some instances this can be successful.
 
However, I would echo the earlier concerns voiced by our city’s own Design Commission (and noted in the Staff Report), 
especially:
 
• Concerns that proposed development standards may be too prescriptive; and 
• Desire for increasing design flexibility by providing a process for projects to seek exceptions to certain development 
standards such as modulation requirements, subject to Design Review approval. 
 
There are many design concepts discussed in the specific plans that are generally desirable.  For example, it is easy to 
support wider sidewalks, open spaces, larger building setbacks, buildings stepped back at upper floors, ground floor 
retail uses, paseos, and so on.  However,  we all know that Pasadena in the 2020’s is not Irvine of the 1970’s.  Pasadena 
is largely built out, and most projects are redevelopments that have far different requirements that 100 years – or even 
25 years ago.  Projects frequently include adaptively re-using existing (often historic) buildings, narrow lot sizes/
dimensions, sensitivity to neighboring buildings and uses, less than ideal ingress/egress, meeting stringent fire and access 
requirements, and often all of these elements together.  Additionally, modern tenants often have very stringent operating 
requirements, and some users – most obviously retail – have shrunk dramatically in size and number (and may continue to 
shrink in the post-covid economic recovery); parts of Pasadena are meaningfully over-supplied in retail space (and likely 
generic office space as well.)  



 
Most notably, every block in Pasadena is different; indeed, almost every parcel in our commercial areas is unique in 
some way.  Broad, over-arching design mandates, which might sound attractive in the abstract, can actually prescribe ill-
conceived projects, or prevent needed developments from occurring in the first place, thereby stalling the City’s efforts to 
achieve its larger community development goals.  Simply put, we should be careful to impose one-size-fits-all solutions 
for a city as diverse and unique as Pasadena. 
 
Therefore, I encourage you to continue to study building flexibility into the code as much as possible, and provide 
reasonable discretion to the City’s commissions and building officials in order to encourage thoughtful design that 
reflects the specific context of each property and setting and maximize the quality of life for Pasadena’s residents and 
stakeholders.
 
 
Most respectfully,

Pete Kutzer
Managing Partner



December 8, 2021 
 
Dear Director Reyes, Chair Olivas and the Members of the Planning Commission, 
 
Rather than repeat the same points, I would simply like to echo everything Sally Howell wrote in her letter to you 
about the Central District Specific Plan for this evening’s study session. 
 
The only comment I’ll add is that the two-story buildings on California Boulevard west of Lake were originally 
zoned that way to act as a gentle transition from the historic single-family Madison Heights neighborhood to the 
largeer buildings north of California. That was the sort of careful, thoughtful zoning design that Pasadena has been 
known for, and should not be further diminished. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Best regards, 
Glenn Camhi 
(Secretary, Madison Heights Neighborhood Association; writing for myself) 
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DATE:    DECEMBER 8, 2021 

 TO:       PLANNING COMMISSION  

 FROM: MARSHA V. ROOD, FAICP; CENTRAL DISTRICT RESIDENT; VICE PRESIDENT, 
DOWNTOWNPASADENA NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION (DPNA)  

 RE:      DRAFT CENTRAL DISTRICT  SPECIFIC PLAN 
 
I would like to address the following two topics: 
 
I. Permissibility in specific plans of pedestrian improvements, including street crossings  
 
The State Office of Planning and Research planning staff says that Specific Plans do not exclude 
pedestrian street crossings. Depending on why pedestrian street crossings are included, pedestrian street 
crossings could become part of an implementation step in the Specific Plan process. (12-7-2021)  
 
Germaine are excerpts stating that specific plans must include the extent and intensity of 
“public…transportation” as well as a “program of implementation”, including the funding of public works 
projects.” Importantly, the statute states: “The specific plan may address any other subjects which in the 
judgment of the planning agency are necessary or desirable for implementation of the general plan.”  
 
[See Attachment A for relevant excerpts for the specific plan state state] 

II.   City’s General Plan Land Use & Mobility Elements (2015) – need for pedestrian network 

Both the Land Use and Mobility elements are replete with references and specific recommendations for 
improving the pedestrian environment in the Central District (see excerpts in Attachments 2 and 3).     

One of the Guiding Principles of the General Plan (consistent for 30 years) is the following:  

“5. Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate without cars. Specific plans in targeted 
development areas will emphasize a mix of uses, pedestrian activity, and transit; public and 
private transit will be made more available; neighborhood villages and transit villages will reduce 
the need for auto use.“ 

Given the proposed development intensity recommended in the Draft CD Specific Plan, it is of critical 
importance to have a robust pedestrian network the connects the Central District, including being 
able to cross the street safely. The Land Use Element of the General Plan shows densities in the Central 
District that range from 1-16 du/acres; 1-32 du/acre/ 0-48 du/acres; 1 – 87 du/acre. [see Figure 1: 
“Development Density/Intensity Standards (p. 2)].   However, in the Draft Central District Specific Plan, 
Chapter 6 “Development Standards,” Map 6.1-1 “Allowable Density” (p. 36) shows that nearly all the Central 
District is zoned for 87 du/acre. This does not comply with the City’s Adopted General Plan.  

The Central District is home to about 25,000 resident; arguably, there will be upwards of 30,000 residents 
living in the Central District in the next five years, given the number of housing units under construction and 
in the pipeline. On this basis alone, it is of critical importance to have a robust pedestrian network the 
connects the Central District, including being able to cross  the street safely. 

At this point, the Draft Central District Specific Plan focuses solely on sidewalk widths and zones, parkways 
and street trees  (pp.16 – 30). This is good as far as it goes.  However, it  does not adequately address 
developing a pedestrian network in the Central District, including making it safe and 
accommodating for pedestrians to cross the street.  The General Plan Mobility Element states (see 
other excerpts in Attachment No. 2) that “Special attention will be given to crossing points and traffic 



 2 

calming.  The Mobility Element specifically calls out “scrambles” or diagonal crossings” (p. 20)  as a desirable 
example of what the City has done already (i.e., the pedestrian “scramble” system in Old Pasadena). 

CONCLUSIONS: It appears that the Draft Central District Plan does not carry through the adopted General 
Plan Land Use & Mobility Elements regarding development intensities and the need for a robust pedestrian 
network in the Central District. For those of us who live in the Central District, pedestrian safety and mobility 
are more than “amenities”. The lack of a safe and connected pedestrian network threatens our well-being, 
health, and enjoyment of living in the Central District. Given the intensity of development already in the 
Central District, the recommended increasing densities in the Draft Central District Specific Plan, the need 
for a safe pedestrian network connecting Central District the residences to various parts of the Central 
District will become more and more critical to a sustainable City. 

RECOMMENDATION: Provide for a connected and robust pedestrian network in the Central District 
Specific Plan,  including pedestrian street crossings at intersections and other specific elements and 
implementation measures, to allow and support this network.   

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Marsha Rood 

ATTACHMENT NO. 1 

EXCERPTS FROM SPECIFIC PLAN STATUTES, CALIFORNIA CODE 

I. California statutes allow pedestrian networks, including pedestrian cross walks. Section 65451 states:   

“(a) A specific plan shall include a text and a diagram or diagrams which specify all of the following in detail:  

“(2) The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of major components of public and private 
transportation, sewage, water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential facilities proposed to be 
located within the area covered by the plan and needed to support the land uses described in the plan.”  

“(4) A program of implementation measures including regulations, programs, public works projects, and financing 
measures necessary to carry out paragraphs (1), (2), and (3).”  

Section 65452. Optional subjects  

The specific plan may address any other subjects which in the judgment of the planning agency are necessary or 
desirable for implementation of the general plan.  

 

ATTACHMENT NO. 2 

PASADENA GENERAL PLAN LAND USE ELEMENT 

(excerpts) 

GUIDING PRINCIPLES (p. 1): “5. Pasadena will be a city where people can circulate without cars. Specific plans 
in targeted development areas will emphasize a mix of uses, pedestrian activity, and transit; public and private transit 
will be made more available; neighborhood villages and transit villages will reduce the need for auto use. “ 

CITYWIDE GOALS AND POLICIES (p. 7) 
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GOAL 1. Sustainable Growth. Sustainable growth and change in orderly and well-planned developments within 
targeted areas that allow for higher density development in an urban core setting and in close proximity to 
transit that provides for the needs of existing and future residents and businesses, ensures the effective 
provision of public services, and makes efficient use of land, energy, and infrastructure.  

Policies  

“1.2  Targeted Growth. Target growth and new construction in infill areas and away from Pasadena’s residential 
neighborhoods and open spaces by redeveloping underutilized commercial and industrial properties, especially 
within the Central District, Transit Villages, Neighborhood Villages, and along selected corridors.  

GOAL 10. City Sustained and Renewed. Development and infrastructure practices that sustain natural 
environmental resources for the use of future generations and, at the same time, contribute to the reduction 
of greenhouse gas emissions and impacts on climate change.  

Sustainable Energy & Infrastructure Policies (p. 16 – 17) 

10.19  Sustainable Transportation Network. Implement an integrated network of transit, bike facilities, and 
pedestrian improvements as specified by the Mobility Element to reduce automobile trips and commute lengths, 
with corresponding reductions in energy consumption, pollution, and GHG emissions.  

Correlation of Land Use with Mobility  (p. 20) 

By statute, the types and intensities of development permitted by the Land Use Plan must be correlated with the ability 
to provide adequate mobility to residents and visitors consistent with community values for acceptable levels of 
congestion. A primary principle defined by General Plan and Land Use Element is that Pasadena will be a city 
where people can circulate without a car. Implementation of the mix and densities of uses depicted on the Land Use 
Diagram and urban form policies will promote walking, bicycling, and transit use achieving this objective. The following 
goals and policies express the relationship between land use development and mobility.  

GOAL 18. Land Use/Transportation Relationship. Pasadena will be a City where there are effective and 
convenient alternatives to using cars and the relationship of land use and transportation is acknowledged 
through transit-oriented development, multi- modal design features, and pedestrian and bicycle amenities in 
coordination with and accordance with the Mobility Element.  

Policies 

18.3 Modal Choices. Promote the development of infrastructure supporting walking, bicycling, and transit use 
and complete streets as specified by the Mobility Element.  

Residential Neighborhoods  

GOAL 18. “Land Use/Transportation Relationship. Pasadena will be a City where there are effective and convenient 
alternatives to using cars and the relationship of land use and transportation is acknowledged through transit-oriented 
development, multi- modal design features, and pedestrian and bicycle amenities in coordination with and 
accordance with the Mobility Element.”  

Policies  

1. “18.1  Development Mix and Densities. Accommodate the mix and density of land uses and urban form that 
induce walking, bicycling, and transit use as an alternative to the automobile, as specified by the Land 
Use Diagram. “ 

2. “18.2  Mobility. Correlate land use development intensities with adequate infrastructure improvements and 
transportation strategies to ensure mobility in all areas of Pasadena”.  

3. 18.3  Modal Choices. Promote the development of infrastructure supporting walking, bicycling, and transit 
use and complete streets as specified by the Mobility Element.  
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4. 18.4  Transit-Pedestrian Coordination. Implement physical improvements facilitating pedestrian access 
from development projects to the street, bus stops, and/or transit stations.  

5. 18.5  Land Use-Mobility Compatibility. Manage vehicle traffic volumes and speeds to improve their 
compatibility with the character of the adjacent land uses, the function of the street(s), and bicycle and 
pedestrian traffic.  

GOAL 21. Desirable Neighborhoods. A City composed of neighborhoods with a variety of housing types that are 
desirable places to live, contribute to the quality of life, and are well maintained.  

21.6 Walkable Neighborhoods. Manage vehicle speeds and maintain sidewalks, parkways, street tree canopies, and 
landscaping throughout residential neighborhoods. Encourage walking as an enjoyable and healthy activity and 
alternative to automobile use.  

Mixed-Use Corridors and Villages (p. 26) 

Policies  

“28.4 Design Integration. Require residential and nonresidential portions of mixed-use buildings and sites to be 
integrated through architectural design, development of pedestrian walkways and landscaping. 

“GOAL 29. Transit Villages. Moderate to high density mixed-use clusters of residential and commercial uses 
developed in an integrated “village-like” environment with buildings clustered on common plazas and open spaces 
in proximity to Metro Gold Line stations capitalizing on their induced market demands and land values, facilitating 
ridership, and reducing automobile use while increasing walkability.”  

Policies  

“29.1  Mix of Uses. Accommodate mixed-use development permitted by the applicable land use classification on 
the Land Use Diagram, whether it is horizontally or vertically integrated, as an essential component to the creation 
and implementation of the Transit Village vision. “ 

“29.2  Neighborhood Identity. Design Transit Villages to be distinct, cohesive, and pedestrian-oriented places 
that are linked with and walkable from adjoining neighborhoods.”  

“29.3  Pedestrian Orientation. Require the inclusion of improvements and amenities to create a safe and 
comfortable environment for sitting, meeting neighbors and friends, walking and providing easy access to Metro 
Gold Line station areas and a mix of uses in close proximity to the station.“ 

ATTACHMENT NO. 3 

PASADENA GENERAL PLAN MOBILITY ELEMENT 

(excerpts) 

Vision: “Pasadena envisions a more livable and economically strong City for the 21st Century. That vision speaks to 
transportation policy and sets forth a Guiding Principle that views Pasadena as “a community where people can 
circulate without cars.” (p. 1)  

“The provisions of the Mobility Element support the goals, objectives, policies and provisions of the General Plan Land 
Use Element.”  

Framework: The framework for the Mobility Element  focuses on three major objectives, including this one:  

•   Encourage walking, biking, transit and other alternatives to motor vehicles 

OBJECTIVE 1. Enhance Livability. 
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Policies include: 

Page 10: 

OBJECTIVE 1. Enhance Livability. 

• 1.1 “Encourage connectivity and accessibility to a mix of land uses that meet residents' daily needs within walking 
distance.” 

• 1.2 “Streets that reflect neighborhood character Neighborhood Protection Measures”  
• 1.5. “Encourage connectivity and accessibility to a mix of land uses that meet residents' daily needs within walking 

distance.”  
• 1.5 “Promote greater linkages between land uses and transit, as well as non-vehicular modes of transportation to 

reduce vehicular trip related emissions.” 
• 1.7 “Consider the mobility needs of the disabled, students and especially seniors, when designing new 

infrastructure and developing transportation programs.” 

Page 11: 

1.11. “Design Streets to reflect the mobility needs of the adjacent land use context to support healthy  activities 
such as walking and bicycling.” 

OBJECTIVE 2. “Encourage walking, biking, transit and other alternatives to motor vehicles.  

‘Public Involvement - Ensure community participation at all levels of planning for transportation and pedestrian 
improvements.”   

SECTION 4: MOBILITY ELEMENT PLAN  

“4.6 Pedestrian Facilities (P. 20) 

“Pasadena has taken great strides in creating a walkable environment. In recent years, the following pedestrian 
enhancements have been implemented: pedestrian signals on automatic recall rather than requiring a button to actuate 
the signal; “scramble” or diagonal crossings; and crosswalks enhanced with art designs, stamped R brick patterns, 
or ladder striping; pedestrian wayfinding signs.  

“The Pedestrian realm will be addressed through the following initiatives: Complete Streets, Specific Plans 
and the Pedestrian Plan. As the Department of Transportation prioritizes the implementation of Complete Streets, 
every street will be considered to create a better environment for walking. Several pedestrian design tools will be 
employed through the Form Based Street Design Guidelines to make city streets safe, attractive and accommodate 
pedestrians. Special attention will be given to crossings points and traffic calming.” 

MOBILITY ELEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM  

Page 11:   

                                
2.9 
Promote 
Pedestria
n-and 
Bicycle-
Friendly 
Places  

Enhance pedestrian circulation and create walkable places in neighborhoods, community centers, and 
appropriate locations at major activity centers and along mixed-use boulevards. Provide for safe and 
convenient pedestrian and bicycle connections to and between major commercial districts, 
activity centers, and neighborhoods within the City. 

   x     

11|P a g e August2015  
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2.10 
Promote 
Pedestrian 
Linkages  

Promote direct pedestrian linkages between transit portals/platforms and their adjacent 
commercial development through project orientation and design— taking into account the 
particular needs of seniors, youth, and persons with disabilities. Identify High Pedestrian Activity 
Areas and develop project review guidelines to develop, protect, and foster the pedestrian-oriented 
character of these places. Consider traffic impacts on these places and apply mitigation measures which 
do not restrict pedestrian circulation.  
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