
 

July 12, 2022 

Planning Commission  
City of Pasadena 
100 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Re: 491-577 Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 

Livable Pasadena is asking the Planning Commission to slow down and take the time necessary to 
gather the information needed to make a full informed decision on the proposed Affinity Project.  We, along 
with many other members of our community, have repeatedly pointed out important issues raised by this 
project in letters to the Planning Commission.  These questions still are outstanding and are not adequately 
addressed in the EIR or the Staff Report.  We believe that Pasadena deserves a careful look at all possible 
impacts and that any decision to approve this project is premature.   
 

A primary, and critical, question is that of water use.   The developer claims that we have enough 
water and that this project will not negatively impact future water availability for people living in Pasadena or 
for businesses currently operating here.  If this is true, if we have enough water, why are we restricting current 
water use?  We are in a level 3 water shortage and all indications are that this will worsen over the coming 
years.  We are being encouraged to continue to restrict water, to change landscaping and appliances, and that 
“every drop counts.”  Indeed, the current water crisis cannot be ignored.  To say that a project of this size and 
scale will have no impact on our water use does not make sense.  It will have an impact.  The question is how 
dramatic the impact will be.  When we asked the developer about the water use, and the options for grey 
water, permeable pavers, and other water saving options, the developer replied that the project will reduce 
water usage because residents will move out of their homes (with yards and landscaping) to the residential 
units in their project, thus saving water.  This casual, non-sensical response is not what Pasadena deserves.  Of 
course, other residents would move into those homes, and thus there would not be a net water savings.   We 
need to do a more careful and thorough water use analysis, once the project has been set, before 
recommending approval.    
 

Additionally, the developer is seeking a height increase across the project as an off-set for saving 
historic buildings.  While it appears that are several buildings on the site that are potentially eligible for historic 
status, it does not appear that they have been listed or designated as historic.   Certainly, this is a threshold 
question.  Why is the off-set being granted if they are not, in fact, historic?  If they are eligible, then they 
should be analyzed and listed or designated before any height bonuses are granted to the project.   The height 
increase gained by the developer though the off-set in this project is a large one.  We need to be sure that the 



buildings actually are historic, that they are worth saving, and that the off-set in added height is worth it.  The 
increased height sought here would dramatically increase the height of these buildings and would cause them 
to tower over the surrounding area.  This project would dominate the Pasadena skyline.  This is inconsistent 
with the goals, policies, and objectives of our General Plan and of the applicable Specific Plan.  We need to 
carefully consider whether a historic variance is available and appropriate here, and if it is, if it should be 
granted. 
 

In addition, traffic continues to be a problem throughout Pasadena.  Recently the city implemented 
the Local Mobility Analysis, a new, more accurate, method of measuring the impact a project will have on 
traffic.  The potential traffic impact created by this project was not measured under this newer, more accurate 
method.  The impact of this project, in combination with the other large-scale projects currently under 
construction/consideration in the area was not measured.  If a more accurate method of analysis is available, 
why not use it for the betterment of the city?  Why knowingly use a flawed system?  Shouldn’t we be looking 
for the best development for Pasadena, rather than the speediest and most cost effective for the developer?   

 
These are only a few of the unanswered questions we have regarding this proposed project.  We have 

not discussed here our continuing issues regarding trees, set-backs, green spaces, or parking.  Those important 
questions also deserve careful consideration.  Once again, we ask the city to slow down and require a fully 
developed project before approval.  We ask the city to study the impacts this project will have on our water, 
our traffic, and our heat index, as well as the other concerns raised in our earlier letters.   
 
 
Megan Foker 
On behalf of Livable Pasadena 
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