
February 10, 2022

Mr. Jason Van Patten
Senior Planner
City of Pasadena Planning and Community Development Department
175 North Garfield Ave.
Pasadena, CA 91101

RE- 465-577 Arroyo Parkway

The residents of Magnolia Avenue are alarmed by the planned development proposal to build a
430,000 sf, seven-story complex just a block and a half from our landmark boundaries. The
Project will either be medical offices with senior living, or a residential complex.

The following services that are required for medical offices and senior living facilities and are
high volume trip generators in the following aspects-

· Arrivals and departures of staff three times per day for caregiver shifts, as well as daily
shifts of administrative, nursing, housekeeping, food service and maintenance
departments;

· Daily deliveries of food, pharmaceuticals, and supplies;
· Multiple trash pick-ups for regular trash, medical waste, and recycling;
· Visits by the family and friends of as many as 100 residents;
· Regular visits by medical professionals, social workers, therapists, nurses, care

managers, hospice staff, fiduciaries, consultants, entertainers, etc.;
· Technician visits for maintenance of facility equipment, resident TVs, telephones,

computers, etc.;
· Occasional movers for residents moving in or out; and
· Emergency vehicles at any time of the day or night. (This happens because facility

procedures require that whenever a resident has a fall and there is an injury, or if a
resident suddenly has a serious health condition, facility staff are required to call 911,
which almost always results in blaring sirens.)

The Project with medical uses has a traffic volume of 6,366 trips a day (before trip credits are
given) and 2,779 for soley residential use. The City of Pasadena has not placed any conditions
of approval in the CEQA study for either variation to protect our neighborhood from cut through
traffic and they have not provided conditions to ensure we can readily exit our street when the
train creates backup all the way to Euclid Avenue during peak hours. The Project with just
residential uses, which includes 650 parking spaces, has been analyzed to only have additional
41 vehicle trips a day (Exhibit 1).  Can you verify the status of the current number of parking
spaces being used by the retail and restaurants to support the trip credits of 2,454 trips a day? If
the city claims the additional 430,000 sf project will only add 41 additional trips, why do they



need 650 parking spaces? Can you explain in greater detail how this calculates and makes
sense?

How will the lack of any limitations or conditions for approval prevent this adjacent historic
neighborhood of quiet streets and single-family homes turn into a very busy, noisy and unsafe
living environment?  Why did the draft EIR fail to mention the incredible back up along California
Boulevard when the train is present? We have asked the City to closely look at the intersection
of Marengo and California for safety purposes of all transportation uses while cars frequently get
stuck in the intersection. Safety IS an environmental impact and must be reviewed for this
project to proceed. The transportation section only mentions traffic collisions at Arroyo and
California and does not recognize the concern when the train is backed up all along the
California Blvd. corridor. Why?

Pasadena Land Use regulations were meant to help neighborhoods evolve without sacrificing
their unique characteristics or charm. This proposed use will erode our surrounding historical
neighborhood if it moves forward with the massive number of vehicle trips adjacent to our single
family neighborhood. Therefore, the draft needs to address further how the immense vehicle
trips will be mitigated especially for the medical use.

This planned development is completely incompatible with our General Plan which promises to
protect the character of our neighborhoods. This draft must do more to understand the impacts
of building 430,000 sf of new space a block and a half from our boundaries. How we can be
assured there will be mitigations put in place to show the true differences between healthy,
comfortable residential neighborhoods, and thriving commercial districts?  We must ensure this
idea of a high-growth, high-density model for Arroyo Parkway and South Fair Oaks Specific
Plan has been thoroughly reviewed and impacts are appropriately mitigated before moving
forward. As for conditions in the plan, the only evidence of this occurring is to plant one new
street tree. How can a project of this size go unmitigated?

This development is too tall, lacks enough green space for future residents, and will cause
massive use of cars next to our neighborhood. This part of Pasadena does not have the proper
infrastructure to support such an endeavor, and we are concerned that all of this new traffic will
make it nearly impossible for residents to access adjacent roads for our own transportation
needs. Can you honestly say there are no significant impacts? When was the last time
Pasadena approved a project of this size with only one condition of approval being a street
tree?

Thank you for your consideration,
Residents of Magnolia Landmark District



Exhibit 1
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February 18, 2022 
 
Mr. Jason Van Patten, Senior Planner, Pasadena Planning & Community Development Dept. 
and the Pasadena Planning Commission 
175 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
RE: Questions about the Affinity Project, 491-577 South Arroyo Parkway 
 
The Madison Heights Neighborhood Association is very concerned about the massive 
construction of over 429,000 sf of new commercial and living units being proposed for the 
corner of Arroyo Parkway and California Boulevard.  As you can imagine, MHNA residents are 
surprised by and deeply concerned about what is currently proposed and how it will impact our 
historic, single-family neighborhood — which is about to be designated as the second-largest 
Landmark District in Pasadena. The loss of 25 trees alone is a considerable issue, but traffic, the 
addition of 850 parking spaces, loss of cherished mountain views, limited walkability, no addition 
of green space, and lack of community outreach are also serious problems. The planned 
development seems to violate key tenets of the City's General Plan, especially the mobility 
element and protecting single-family neighborhoods. We hope to clarify some of our concerns 
through the draft EIR process. We have the following questions regarding the published draft 
environmental report: 

1. TRIP CREDITS 

How can the CEQA thresholds determine a project's expected level of impact on the 
transportation system when trip credits of 2,454 are being given for the property 
businesses which are in low demand/basically empty (figure 1)? Can you give supporting 
documentation to verify the accuracy of the following trip credits?  The trip credits being 
given are not reflective of the current usage, due to the fact the parking lots are empty, 
one of the former restaurants has been closed for years, and the demand of the other is 
not as high as suggested. How do these trip credits affect overall mitigation for local 
intersections and the CEQA study overall?  
• Animal Hospital Veterinary Clinic, 273 trips a day 
• Retail, 857 trips a day 
• High Turnover Restaurant, 1,324 trips a day 
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2. IMPACT NEAR RAIL CROSSING, AND OUTSIDE COMPANY ANALYSIS 

The Project is directly adjacent to the frequent METRO train passing and subsequently an 
intersection with failing turn signals (figures 2-3).  Why is this not considered to be a 
substantial increased hazard that must be mitigated? In order to assess the effect that at-
grade light rail crossings have on the roadway and nearby intersection operations, 
shouldn’t the CEQA study include this crossing in the study?  There are many situations 
where intersection operations are regularly disrupted due to the at-grade crossing.  Why 
is this not considered in the CEQA study or even mentioned? Isn't this a safety issue for 
future residents, motorists as well as the elderly pedestrians? The intersection may not 
“be considered a high collision location,” but what happens when the backup from the 
train impedes pedestrians from using the crosswalk at Arroyo Parkway as well as 
Marengo Avenue? What happens when residents who live on Magnolia Avenue cannot 
cross the jammed roadway when exiting north and accidents occur from the inability to 
safely make a left turn? Isn’t it the norm that an outside transportation company should 
determine and evaluate the conflicts in the Project's circulation system under CEQA, 
rather than Pasadena DOT? The draft EIR says that Pasadena DOT has determined that 
the Project does not exceed any of the five CEQA transportation thresholds. Shouldn’t an 
outside engineering company be conducting the report for a project of this magnitude? 
Will the trip credits hide the actual impacts on the intersection when it comes to safety 
and emergency vehicle access? 

 
3. IMPACT OF DRIVEWAY NEXT TO RAIL CROSSING AND TURN-ONLY LANE 

Related to #2:  Has there been a study about the traffic and safety ramifications of having 
an entrance/exit to this massive building right in front of the light rail crossing, which is 
also where the rightmost westbound lane becomes a right-turn only lane immediately 
after the tracks? This leg of E. California Blvd. is only about 160 feet long (between S. 
Arroyo Pkwy. and the tracks). Cars headed westbound on California Blvd. that intend to 
turn north on S. Raymond Ave. have to merge into the right lane there, while any cars 
exiting this new development and planning to head west on California Blvd. without 
turning north onto Raymond Ave. will not only have to cross the tracks immediately, but 
cross to the second, third or even fourth lane (if planning to turn south on Raymond Ave.) 
to get out of the right lane of California Blvd. That leg of California Blvd. between the 
tracks and Raymond Ave. is only about 150 feet long. How will all this stopping, turning, 
and crisscrossing traffic work safely and efficiently in this cramped area that sees much 
traffic and many train crossings during peak periods? Will there be dangerous traffic 
backups by the tracks? Will there be increased gridlock at the intersection of Arroyo and 
California? Since it’s Metro rather than the City that controls all three of these traffic 
signals (including the rail), how will new traffic issues be mitigated here? Can we see any 
relevant studies on this? 
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4. CUMULATIVE IMPACT ON INTERSECTIONS AND VMT/VT 

The Pasadena DOT has concluded that “additional trips generated by the Project, on its 
own, are not expected to generate a safety concern at the intersection,” but what 
happens when we have a cumulative impact on the intersection from the tremendous 
planned buildout from the Central District Specific Plan and the South Fair Oaks Specific 
Plan? As seen in the city's own data, we already have turning movements that are failing 
(figures 2- 3).  Shouldn’t the CEQA study recommend that the City does an analysis of 
local project buildout conditions with all pipeline projects within 1,000 feet?  The 
development proposed for the area is substantial and ignoring this fact is a detriment to 
the city and its residents.  What happens when the intersection of California Boulevard 
and Arroyo Parkway fails and ambulances cannot get to the hospital? In addition to safety 
concerns, will the traffic backup from the failing intersection and train crossing become so 
impeded that it actually physically divides an established community around the hospital?  

Alternative 4 in table 4-5 (figure 4) shows the VMT/VT thresholds being surpassed and a 
significant impact occurs. If the VMT/VT threshold is crossed with Alternative 4 of just one 
additional medical building, wouldn't that mean our cumulative VT/VMT in the area would 
be triggered with the additional medical buildings in process of being built? We have 590 
South Fair Oaks and 758 South Fair Oaks (figure 5-6) which are massive medical offices in 
the process of being developed.  If there is an impact with Alternative 4, how is there no 
impact cumulatively at an intersection which is already showing signs of failure? 

What was the vehicle trip number for this incremental scenario result for Alternative 4? If 
Building A and B are both medical offices, and add so many vehicle trips that it causes a 
significant impact, at what lesser data point does the impact go away? What would be the 
number of vehicle trips where it is no longer triggered? Can you provide the VMT/Cap 
and VT/Cap calculation summary for Alternative 4? 
 

5. PROXIMITY TO RESIDENTAIL NEIGHBORHOODS AND HISTORIC/LANDMARK 
DISTRICTS, AND GREEN SPACE / URBAN TREE CANOPY 

The City’s General Plan first guiding principle states that higher density development will 
be directed away from residential neighborhoods and that new development will build 
upon Pasadena’s tradition of strong sense of place, great neighborhoods, gardens, 
plazas, parks, and trees.  In the CEQA study supporting this guiding principle, there was a 
blatant omission of the fact we have residential neighborhoods less than a block away 
from the corner of Arroyo parkway and California Boulevard (figure 7).  Can the draft EIR 
comment on how this will impact those living almost adjacent to the development? How 
does this development build upon a strong urban tree canopy ideal when their condition 
only requires the planting of one street tree while removing 25 trees onsite?  

The City’s General Plan also includes goals and policies that have the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect which focus on historic resources, GHG emissions 
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and trees and open space.  Policy 8.5 is particularly concerning for MHNA in regards to 
scale and character when developing near Landmark and Historic Districts. How will the 
size and mass of the proposed development show contextual relationship to the South 
Marengo Historic District, the Magnolia Landmark District, the Marengo-Pico Landmark 
District, the soon-to-be-designated proposed Madison Heights Landmark District, and the 
collection of historic buildings on the Northeast corner of Arroyo Parkway and California 
Boulevard (figures 8-9).  How will the proposed variance overshadow these one story 
buildings? The seven story building (figure 10) directly across the street from one story 
historic buildings could destroy the preservation and enhancement of this entire street, 
and nearby districts. Can the variance be allowed in such a case?  

Goal 10 is of utmost importance to MHNA.  We strive to be leaders on environmental 
stewardship.  How can this project be found to not conflict with policy 10.12, 10.13 and 
10.14 of the General Plan where there is limited public open space with true green 
amenities? How is planting ONE additional street tree helping to contribute to the 
reduction of the urban heat island? How is providing 850 parking spaces sequestering 
GHG emissions (see figure 11)?    
 

6. WALKABILITY AND ACTIVATING THE AREA 

How does this project promote walkability? Aren’t wider sidewalks, deeper setbacks, and 
more trees essential ingredients? How would the medical offices option “activate” the 
street, which is a goal? Wouldn’t that be deactivated during non-business hours and 
days? 

The board of MHNA looks forward to participating further in the draft EIR process. Our 
association hopes to engage in constructive dialogue and problem-solving to ensure that the 
integrity of our residential neighborhoods and historic city center are protected and respected. 
Planned developments like the Affinity Project have the very real potential to cause great harm to 
the fabric of our community and way of life if significant impacts are not properly discerned and 
mitigated.  

 
Thank you for your attention to, and careful review of, this project. 
 

 
John Latta 
President, MHNA 
 
cc:   Councilmember Andy Wilson 

District 7 Liaison Pam Thyret 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2
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Figure 3 
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Figure 4 

 
 
Figure 5 
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Figure 6 
 

 
 
 
Figure 7 
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Figure 8 
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Figure 9 
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Figure 10 
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Figure 11 

 



 
 

February 19, 2022 

Planning Commission 

100 North Garfield Ave.  

Pasadena, CA 91101 

    

Re: Proposed project at 491-577 Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear members of the Planning Commission: 
 
 We would like to submit the following letter with regards to the proposed Affinity Project.  We have 

been following this project and have many concerns.   The attached letters describe some of our many issues.  

Additionally, we have reviewed the draft EIR for this project and will be preparing a letter addressing our 

continuing concerns and questions.   

 

 

Thank you,  

 

Megan Foker 

On behalf of Livable Pasadena 

 

 



 

August 25, 2021 
 
 
Att:  Jason Van Patten 
Senior Planner 
City of Pasadena 
Planning and Community Development Department 
175 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Re: 491-577 Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear Mr. Van Patten: 
 

Livable Pasadena would like to submit the following additional concerns and requests for inclusion in 
the EIR for the proposed project. 

 
First, we believe that, as a threshold issue, the drafting of an EIR for this project is premature.  The 

proposed project is not “stable,” which is a requirement under CEQA.  CEQA requires that an EIR contain “[a]n 
accurate, stable and finite project description.”  (Cty. of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal. App. 3d 185, 
193; see also Washoe Meadows Community v. Department of Parks and Recreation (2017) 17 Cal.App.5th 277, 
288; CEQA Guidelines § 15124.)  For example, in the recent case, Stopthemillenniumhollywood.com v. City of 
Los Angeles (2019) 39 Cal.App.5th 1 (“Millennium”), the court held that a project description was inadequate 
under CEQA when the EIR failed to specify “the siting, size, mass, or appearance of any building proposed to be 
built at the project site” and only provided an “impacts envelope” with “conceptual” designs.  (Id. at 18.)   The 
developer at issue here has presented two different concepts for their proposed project, resulting in an 
inconsistent and unstable project description.  That could trigger different building designs and different 
physical layouts, which could result in significantly different project impacts.  Until the physical concept is firm, 
the project does not qualify for an EIR under CEQA.   

 
Furthermore, the purpose and intended use of the project still is uncertain.  The developer has 

proposed several different uses for the project space and has not settled on a final project.  The change of the 
use could dramatically change the impact the project has on the community.  For example, various projects 
could differ greatly in the use of water, the impact on traffic, and the impact on air quality.  Therefore, until 
the proposed project is clearly defined, both in physical planning and in use, an EIR is premature.  Once the 
project is finalized, the EIR will have to include all possible projects and all possible building specifics.  
Currently, however, it is just too early to move to the EIR drafting stage.  Without a firm physical concept and 
clearly defined use for the project, an EIR would fail to meet CEQA’s fundamental purpose to “provide public 
agencies and the public in general with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely 
to have on the environment.”  (Pub. Resources Code, § 21061.)  The unstable project description included in 
the initial study fails to meet CEQA’s public disclosure objectives.   

 



If the city is determined to continue with this project and draft an EIR, Livable Pasadena urges the city 
to include a study and analysis of the impact this project would have on our water and on the heat index.  Only 
a week ago, the City Council announced a dire water shortage and increased city-wide restrictions on water 
consumption.  This alone should be enough of a reason to add a study of the impact on water usage to the 
EIR.   We asked for a full water analysis in our earlier letter, and we reiterate that request here.  We also have 
asked City Council to require a water use analysis for all projects.  The potential impact of this massive project 
on our water supply is too great to ignore. The project proposes development with significantly more density 
than included in any approved land use plan for the city and thus would not have been included in the city’s 
urban water management plan. Due to the high levels of water usage that would be required for medical and 
assisted living uses, preparation of a water supply assessment or other water use analysis must be included in 
the EIR. Just because the impact is unknown does not mean that the impact goes away.  Pasadena cannot go 
into the project blind.   
 

Climate change is very real.   Adding a project of this magnitude with limited green space, while also 
taking away existing mature trees on the site, will only exacerbate the problems we are facing with increased 
heat.  We will lose the shade giving and cooling impact on our neighborhoods from mature trees and green 
planting.  The proposed above ground tree boxes will not make up for this loss.  The result will be increased 
concrete area, increased car emissions, and an increased heat index.   We would be creating an urban heat 
island effect, which is intensified in areas with large swaths of concrete or blacktop.  An urban heat island is 
described as “dense urban areas with fewer trees, less green space, more buildings, higher energy use, and 
more impervious asphalt and concrete. These characteristics create urban heat islands where nighttime 
temperatures may be as much as 22°F higher than surrounding areas.” Climate Change, Health, and Equity: A 
Guide for Local Health Departments (2018)1.  This study also demonstrates that increased heat levels can result 
in significant health impacts.  CEQA requires an EIR to analyze health impacts as well as increased energy 
usage.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 [EIR must analyze “health and safety problems” resulting from the 
project]; Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 510; CEQA Guidelines App. G, VI.) The impact this 
project would have on our heat index, therefore, should be carefully considered as part of the EIR. 

 
We ask the city to slow down and require a fully developed project before moving to the EIR planning 

stage.  Once the drafting of an EIR is appropriate, we urge the city to include a study of the impacts this project 
will have on our water and on our heat index, as well as the other concerns raised in our earlier letter. 
 
 
Megan Foker 
On behalf of Livable Pasadena 
 

 
1 available at: 
https://www.apha.org//media/files/pdf/topics/climate/guide_section4.ashx?la=en&hash=118F4FD2E4719EF51A76 
C0B0865BAEF57BEB7EDB (“Climate Change, Health, and Equity”).)  
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