
From:
To: Tam, Hayman
Subject: Planning Commission Item 6- Affinity Project 465-577 S. Arroyo Parkway
Date: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 10:18:11 AM

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

Hi, my name is Laton Phillips, I am a local union carpenter out of Carpenters Local 661.
Carpenters Local 661 represents over 5,000 working families in the area which include
members that live, work, and make use of businesses in and around Pasadena. We would like
to see a Community Wealth Plan as part of this project. The City of Pasadena should
implement a Community Wealth Plan which requires family supporting wages, the use of a
skilled and trained workforce, and local hire as a condition of approval for this project.
            Specifically:
The construction workforce should require;
-Full family health plans
-Skilled and trained workforce standards through certified apprenticeship
-Paid sick leave. Pension, and vacation-holiday pay.
-Local Hire
 
High quality responsible bidder standards should be established to ensure high quality
construction performance;
-Construction contractors at every level comply with labor law and have no history of
fraudulent or grossly negligent business practices.
- General Contractors should be required to self perform a
Minimum of 5% of all construction craft work for which they are responsible.
 
We believe all Pasadena and nearby residents deserve an innovative economic solution that
puts them on the path to build better careers, increase access to family healthcare, and enrich
the community at large.
 
 
Local 661 Carpenters Union Member,
Laton Phillips
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To: Tam, Hayman
Subject: Planning Commission Item 6 . Affinity Project 465.577 S. Arroyo Parkway
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CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

Hi, my name is ____Joel Perez________, I am a local union carpenter out of Carpenters Local
661. Carpenters Local 661 represents over 5,000 working families in the area which include
members that live, work, and make use of businesses in and around Pasadena. We would like
to see a Community Wealth Plan as part of this project. The City of Pasadena should
implement a Community Wealth Plan which requires family supporting wages, the use of a
skilled and trained workforce, and local hire as a condition of approval for this project. 
             Specifically: 

The construction workforce should require;
-Full family health plans
-Skilled and trained workforce standards through certified apprenticeship
-Paid sick leave. Pension, and vacation-holiday pay.
-Local Hire
 
High quality responsible bidder standards should be established to ensure high quality
construction performance;
-Construction contractors at every level comply with labor law and have no history of
fraudulent or grossly negligent business practices.
- General Contractors should be required to self perform a
Minimum of 5% of all construction craft work for which they are responsible.
 
We believe all Pasadena and nearby residents deserve an innovative economic solution
that puts them on the path to build better careers, increase access to family
healthcare, and enrich the community at large.
 
 
Local 661 Carpenters Union Member,
 Joel Perez 



From: Van Patten, Jason
To: Tam, Hayman
Subject: FW: The Affinity Project – Planning Commission Meeting Tonight (2/23).
Date: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 3:00:16 PM
Attachments: 22-0223 Affinity Support Letters copy.pdf

Jason Van Patten
Senior Planner
P: 626-744-6760
jvanpatten@cityofpasadena.net

-----Original Message-----
From: 
Sent: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 2:59 PM
To: Van Patten, Jason <jvanpatten@cityofpasadena net>
Subject: The Affinity Project – Planning Commission Meeting Tonight (2/23).

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more...<https://mydoit.cityofpasadena.net/sp?
id=kb_article_view&sysparm_article=KB0010263>.
------------------------

I am writing on behalf of the Affinity project which is on today’s agenda for the February 23 Planning Commission
meeting.  The project has received the attached support letters.

Thanks.

The Affinity Project Team
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Varsh, Tess

From: Jim Gamb 
Sent: Tuesday, August 3, 2021 11:39 AM
To: Varsh, Tess
Cc: Reyes, David
Subject: Kutzer Co. Affinity Project

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the 
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn 
more...<https://mydoit.cityofpasadena.net/sp?id=kb_article_view&sysparm_article=KB0010263>. 
------------------------ 
 
 
 
     As a long time resident of West  Pasadena, member and board chair of HMRI, I am writing in support of this Kutzer 
Co. project. I have had an opportunity to review the plans and believe it would be a high quality addition to the 
development of the area near HMH and have a positive influence on adjacent property values. 
    As a real estate investor,  I am very familiar with the expertise the Kutzer Co. brings to the development and 
management of like projects,  and I urge approval of the Affinity development. 
 
 
 
 
James(Jim) D. Gamb, CFA 
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Varsh, Tess

From: Dean Kitchens 
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 11:12 AM
To: Varsh, Tess
Cc: Reyes, David
Subject: Affinity Project Pasadena

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the 
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn 
more...<https://mydoit.cityofpasadena.net/sp?id=kb_article_view&sysparm_article=KB0010263>. 
------------------------ 
 
 
 
Dear Ms. Varsh: 
 
I am writing to express my support for the Affinity Project on Arroyo Parkway in Pasadena.  It is a lovely and much-
needed development for the area, with goals and uses consistent with the neighborhood and the demographics of the 
City of Pasadena.  I understand it will soon come before the planning commission and I therefore wanted to register my 
strong approval of the project. 
 
I am a long-term resident of Pasadena, and have been active in the life of the City, including my ongoing service as a 
director of the Oak Knoll Neighborhood Association (albeit my endorsement of this project is solely as an individual).  I 
care greatly about development in Pasadena, and urge approval of outstanding projects such as this one which will add 
to the beauty of Pasadena and will provide much needed health-related resources to the community. 
 
Thank you for considering my views regarding approval of the Affinity Project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dean Kitchens 
 

 
Pasadena CA. 91106 
 

 







  
 

Marissa Marchioni, OTD, OTR/L, CEAS 
Assistant Professor of Clinical Occupational Therapy 

USC Occupational Therapy Faculty Practice 
USC Mrs. T H. Chan Division of Occupational Science 

and Occupational Therapy  
 

 
 
May 18, 2021 
 
City of Pasadena Design Commission 
Attn: Michi Takeda 
Hale Building 
175 N. Garfield Ave. 2nd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
RE: 491-577 S. Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear Members of the Design Commission: 
 
USC Chan Division of Occupational Science and Occupational Therapy is invested in supporting people of every age can 
enjoy life to the fullest. Our vision aspires to promote community, work, and living spaces that are inclusive and health-
promoting, which includes attention to the design and flow of the physical space to craft a future environment where 
people thrive. In harmony with this vision, the Occupational Therapy Faculty Practice (OTFP) consults with organizations 
and communities that share our vision and core values that strive to create inclusive environments that consider the range 
individual needs across the lifespan. Specifically, we recognize that the health of the individual is in part constructed by a 
reciprocal interaction with their environment. While environmental adaptations are not novel in the realm of health and 
safety, OTFP supports the creation of environments that enhance well-being rather than solely decrease risk to health.  
 
With this in mind, we have been supporting the applicant’s team in the design of the Affinity Project in considering how 
community members might manage their physical health and mental well-being within the site (e.g., exercise facilities, 
community space, green space), how to facilitate safe and efficient navigation of the environment for individuals of all 
ability levels (e.g. cognition, vision, mobility), room designs that support open communication, and other health-promoting 
design choices. Throughout the last year, OTFP has been working with the applicant’s team on ideation, design, and layout 
to explore and implement best practices including the consideration of design principles that support inclusiveness and 
productive aging. OTFP finds that the project is exemplary in design and function to support ease of use and enjoyment for 
all members of the community including but not limited to those with limited mobility.  
 
As a partner in this exciting project, we look forward to continuing our collaborative process until completion. We look 
forward to continued work ensuring that all aspects of the site have been thoughtfully considered with respect to the 
breadth of diversity and abilities. 
 
Sincerely, 

     
____________________________                                                                           
Marissa Marchioni, OTD, OTR/L, CEAS 
USC Occupational Therapy Faculty Practice 
1640 Marengo St. Suite 500 Los Angeles, CA 90033 
P: 323-442-3340 | F: 323-442-3351 
marissa.marchioni@med.usc.edu  















2

In my opinion this project is long overdue. 
 
We are 100% in favor of the Affinity Project. 
 
Best to you, 
 
Gregg Smith 
 
Sent from my iPad 



Victoria Stratman 

August 4, 2021 
 
 

City of Pasadena Planning Commission 
Hale Building 
175 N. Garfield Ave., 2nd Floor 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
I write to express my support for the proposed Affinity Project on Arroyo Parkway.  I have had the 
opportunity to see the plans for this project and am truly excited about it.  Having recently retired from 
the California Institute of Technology as General Counsel, I am very interested in remaining connected 
to Pasadena.  The proposed Affinity Project would provide some much-needed senior living in one of the 
most vibrant parts of Pasadena.  Rather than being cut off and isolated, the Affinity project will allow 
seniors to continue being an active part of the community with a variety of opportunities within walking 
distance, including access to two Gold Line stations. 
 
Equally important to me, the project preserves the nature of that very special area on the Arroyo 
Parkway.  The plan includes restoring two historic buildings on the site and creating a public 
courtyard in addition to a mixed-use facility with medical offices.  Based on what I have seen of 
the proposal, the result will be a beautiful, pedestrian friendly addition to Pasadena while at 
the same time serving seniors, such as myself, with a chance to remain active in the 
community. 
 
For these reasons, I hope that the Planning Commission favorably reviews this project and thank you for 
your consideration of my input. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

Victoria D. Stratman 
 
Victoria D. Stratman 
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Email:   
Lic #: 01525534 
This message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged information. The 
contents of this email are intended only for the recipient(s) listed above. If you are not the intended recipient, you are 
directed not to read, disclose, distribute or otherwise use this transmission. If you have received this email in error, please 
notify the sender immediately and delete the transmission. 
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Takeda, Michi

From: Julianne Worrell 
Sent: Monday, May 24, 2021 11:11 AM
To: Takeda, Michi
Cc: Pete Kutzer
Subject: The Affinity Planned Development, 555 S. Arroyo Parkway, Pasadena

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the 
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn 
more...<https://mydoit.cityofpasadena.net/sp?id=kb_article_view&sysparm_article=KB0010263>. 
------------------------ 
 
 
 
Attention: 
 
 
City of Pasadena Design Commission 
Michi Takeda 
Hale Building 
175 N. Garfield Avenue, 2nd Floor 
Pasadena, CA  91101 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
I am a 34 year resident of Pasadena and a former commissioner in the City.  I therefore appreciate what you do and the 
time that you devote to reviewing and considering projects for our City. 
 
I am writing to you to express my opinion that an assisted living project is an important component for our City now and 
in the future.  We all are aging and at some point, many of us may need a place where cutting-edge healthcare and 
research is available outside the hospital environment.  It is then, if not right now, when we would look to The Affinity,  
and find a well designed, state of the art and (travel) accessible resource. 
 
I have reviewed the Affinity Planned Development proposal and appreciate that it makes very good use of the space at 
555 S. Arroyo Parkway.  The location is very appropriate for access given the Gold Line stations, reducing potential 
traffic.   The building designs works well with the existing historic structures and, being a fan of natural light and outdoor 
spaces, I again think this design (incorporating courtyards, and extensive landscaping) provides a very inviting 
atmosphere for potential residents as well as the entire community, if and when they have an opportunity to visit the 
facility. 
 
I think The Affinity Planned Development would be a welcome asset to the City, for all residents now.  With the evolving 
and expanding world of healthcare, it should also provide great potential for the future. 
 
Thank you again for the time you are devoting to the review and consideration of this project. 
 
 
 



From:
To: Tam, Hayman
Cc:
Subject: AMENDED Affinity Project Draft EIR Questions from MHNA - Feb 23 Planning Commission Mtg
Date: Wednesday, February 23, 2022 3:04:13 PM
Attachments: Feb 23 Amended Letter re Affinity Project Draft EIR Questions from MHNA.pdf

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the
content is safe.  Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more....

Attached is an amended letter from the Madison Heights Neighborhood Association with
questions regarding the Affinity Project Draft EIR, for the Feb. 23 Planning Commission
meeting.  If it's possible to replace our prior letter with this one, that would be great. We had
an opportunity to speak with some of the project's team, and have altered two questions. No
reason for them to have to explain things they've already explained to us.

Thank you very much.

Glenn Camhi, secretary, MHNA



 
115 West California Boulevard, #305, Pasadena, CA 91105 www.mhnapasadena.org 
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February 23, 2022  (amended prior letter) 
 
Mr. Jason Van Patten, Senior Planner, Pasadena Planning & Community Development Dept. 
and the Pasadena Planning Commission 
175 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
RE: (amended) 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 ground-planted 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 to these massive buildings 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 entering this new 
development may back traffic up with any slowness or delay getting into the driveway. 
The leg of California Blvd. between the tracks and Raymond Ave. is only about 150 feet 
long, so there is not much room here for lane changing after the driveway. How will the 
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? 



 p.3 

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 ground-planted trees 
onsite? How does planting new trees in planters, which are much less successful than 
planting in the ground and don’t allow for the same size or canopy, make up for this loss? 
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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 
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 
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