
# 5, Fuller Planned Unit Development, from Jill Shook, June 8th, 2022 

 

While I applaud the 32.5 density bonus that would be granted in exchange for including affordable housing at 

a range of lower income levels, the proposal states that only 16 of the 105 unites will be affordable. If you 

apply the inclusionary requirement of 20%, it should be more like 21-22 units that are to be affordable.  

It is my understanding that the existing Fuller Planned Development, all of the units are to be 20% below 

market rate. This feels like an unfair exchange. The full 20% of units to be affordable, vs. all the units to be 

20% below market rate. The need is so severe for affordable units that it makes no sense to remove a site 

from a plan that requires affordable housing.  But perhaps a significant reason for leaving the Fuller 

agreement is to allow others outside of a student population to live in these units. But why would we allow for 

those outside of Fuller to live on a Fuller own site, when the need for affordable housing among Fuller staff 

and students I so significant.  

My preference would one of the following:  

1. For Fuller to keep the full Master Plan as it is with the 20% below market rate requirement and change 

it only so that non-students would be able to live on Fuller owned or other properties within the Fuller 

Master Plan, only after the needs of Fuller are first satisfied. Both Fuller students and staff need 

affordable housing.  And to assure that affordable housing stays affordable, Fuller can retain the land 

and do a long-term capitalized ground lease on that portion of the land which would provide much 

needed income for the seminary.   

 

2. To allow students within Pasadena to have the next priority. With 19% of Pasadena City College 

students saying that they are experiencing homelessness, make sure that this population is given 

priority after Fuller student need are met. We have no business removing affordable housing 

requirements when there are 511 Pasadena residents still counted as experiencing homelessness.  

 

3. For any developer that wishes to build on this corner, which is an ideal site for high density housing, 

could still build and have this site kept in the Fuller MP. If only Fuller-owned properties are required to 

allow Fuller students and/or staff, then make that one site affordable for students/staff.   

I do have a big question regarding #3 above, I am unclear as to why all the properties are still in the Fuller 

Master Plan, owned by Fuller or not, should not be guided by the Fuller MP.  

While this proposal today is consistent with the General Plan in terms of Street Character, it is not consistent 

with the Housing Element that is part of the General Plan.  Our city has not met it RHNA goals from the last 

Housing Element and the upcoming HE requires over 6,000 affordable units in the next 8 years. So, either way 

it makes no sense to change a policy that will limit the number of affordable units. Any developer that wishes 

to build on this corner, which is an ideal site for high density housing, could keep it in the MP, and if only Fuller 

owned properties are one ones that only allow students/staff, then make that one site affordable for 

students/staff.   

The state law has removed all development caps, so this proposal is out of date, suggesting that the 

development of this site must meet development caps. But is this is not a concern even if we were to 

demonstrate that it is within caps, because Pasadena has not reached it caps.  


