
 

August 22, 2022 

Planning Commission  
City of Pasadena 
100 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Re: 491-577 Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
  
 Livable Pasadena is disappointed and surprised to see that the proposed Affinity project has returned 
to the Planning Commission wholly unchanged.  It is becoming clear that the developer is uninterested and 
unwilling to work with the Planning Commission and the community to create a project that is a benefit to 
Pasadena.  All our objections, unaddressed by the developer, remain.   We are very concerned about the 
impact this project will have on our water usage, and we would like to water saving tools being used here.  The 
buildings are too high.  They will loom over the surrounding area and will change the character of Arroyo 
Parkway.  The developer has not made a commitment to retain the market, currently located at Whole Foods.  
It is important to retain a walkable market for the area.  Traffic has not been analyzed under the new 
guidelines.  There are no setbacks or community green spaces.  The developer is unwilling to set back the 
underground parking to ensure that the street trees have the root space they need to survive.    We have 
attached a copy of our letter, dated July 12, 2022, which discusses in greater detail some of our concerns.   

 
We ask the Planning Commission to require the developer to work with the city to address the 

concerns raised at the last Planning Commission meeting so that the project can move forward in a way that is 
consistent with Pasadena’s General and Specific Plans, that meets the needs of the community, and that is not 
out of harmony with the surrounding area.    
 
 
Megan Foker 
On behalf of Livable Pasadena 
 
 
 



 
August 23, 2022 
 
Planning Commission 
City of Pasadena 
100 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
Re: 491-577 Arroyo Parkway 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I am writing in support of Liveable Pasadena’s position on the proposed Affinity project: 
 
Livable Pasadena is disappointed and surprised to see that the proposed Affinity project has returned 
to the Planning Commission wholly unchanged. It is becoming clear that the developer is uninterested 
and unwilling to work with the Planning Commission and the community to create a project that is a 
benefit to Pasadena. All our objections, unaddressed by the developer, remain. We are very concerned 
about the impact this project will have on our water usage, and we would like to water saving tools 
being used here. The buildings are too high. They will loom over the surrounding area and will change 
the character of Arroyo Parkway. The developer has not made a commitment to retain the market, 
currently located at Whole Foods. It is important to retain a walkable market for the area. Traffic has not 
been analyzed under the new guidelines. There are no setbacks or community green spaces. The 
developer is unwilling to set back the underground parking to ensure that the street trees have the root 
space they need to survive.  
 
We ask the Planning Commission to require the developer to work with the city to address the 
concerns raised at the last Planning Commission meeting so that the project can move forward in a way 
that is consistent with Pasadena’s General and Specific Plans, that meets the needs of the community, 
and that is not  out of harmony with the surrounding area. 
 
 
 
Jeanette Mann 
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LINDA VISTA-ANNANDALE ASSOCIATION 

Pasadena, CA 

 

August 23, 2022 

 

Re:  Planned Development (PD) 39 – Affinity Project;  Planning Commission Meeting  

8-24-2022; Agenda Item 5.   

 

Planning Commission Chair Lyon and Commissioners: 

 
 The Linda Vista-Annandale Association (LVAA) appreciates this additional opportunity 

to comment on the above-referenced Agenda item. We join with our community-based 

partners (West Pasadena Residents’ Association, Madison Heights Neighborhood 

Association and Livable Pasadena) in expressing, again, a number of concerns 

regarding this proposed PD and questioning, again, whether this proposal is “ripe” for 

decision since, apparently, little or nothing has changed with respect to the proposed 

Project since the last Planning Commission Hearing. 

 

Your attention is directed to our prior comment letter dated July 11, 2022, discussing a 

number of important issues which remain relevant.  This comment letter adds two 

additional topics of discussion:  water supply issues in the CEQA context, and inclusion 

of the Whole Foods site as part of the Planned Development (PD) aspect of the 

proposed Project. 

 

1.  EIR Certification:  The EIR Analysis of Project Water Supply  is Inadequate. 

 

The EIR analysis of Project Water Supply is inadequate even though the EIR is fairly 

recent in that new information and changed circumstances both render the analysis out-

of-date, incomplete, illogical, and misleading to the public.  Since preparation and 

circulation of the EIR, California’s drought emergency has significantly worsened over 

the last several months and on a day-by-day basis, and is now unprecedented, leading, 

in part, to Pasadena taking steps to address the situation as of September 1, 2022, 

including mandating one-day a week outdoor watering and mandating additional water 

conservation measures.  As a result, the EIR and all supporting studies and documents, 
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such as the state Water Supply Assessment (WSA), must be updated to meet the 

present, current situation, and the EIR Supplemented including circulation of all 

supplemental EIR Project water supply documentation and analysis.  Matters which 

should inform the updated analysis include, but are not limited to, the precise current 

drought conditions including MWD Colorado River impacts and mitigations that should 

be imposed considering significant Pasadena and Project water supply impacts, the 

Cumulative impacts of concurrent large development projects in Pasadena, and 

appropriate Project Alternatives given the water supply situation.  

 

The current EIR Project water supply analysis, which we believe must be updated, is 

quoted, and summarized below.  Note the following definitions:  Adopted 2020 Urban 

Water Management Plan (UWMP) for the City of Pasadena, and State required WSA:  

water supply assessment (WSA) 

 

Project CEQA Initial Study dated August, 2021; Page 2-60: 
 

“The Project would increase demand for potable water. The PWP has concluded the 

Project does not meet the thresholds to require a Water Supply Assessment pursuant to 

SB 610 (Sections 10910 et. seq. of the California Water Code) (Dion 2020). However, 

potential impacts related to the sufficiency of water supplies for the Project will be 

further evaluated in the Draft EIR.” Note:  a WSA was prepared for the Draft EIR. 

 
Project Water Supply:  Draft EIR. Dated January 2022; Page 3.11 et seq. 
 

Threshold 3.11b: Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve 

the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and 

multiple dry years? 

. . . . 

“Project Water Supply Sufficiency 
 

As stated previously, the 2020 UWMP aligns with Pasadena’s population and land use 

and is consistent with SCAG population and employment projections; and thereby 

includes potential water demands that would be generated by land use changes and 

new commercial and residential developments like the Project. Additionally, PWP staff 
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reviewed the WSA for the Project and concluded that the WSA meets the requirements 

of SB 610 and SB 221 and concurs that PWP would have sufficient water supplies to 

meet existing demands combined with the Project’s estimated demands of 76 afy and 

cumulative demands anticipated in the 2020 UWMP(PWP 2022). Therefore, there 

would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and reasonably 

foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. There 

would be a less than significant impact related to water supplies, and no 

mitigation is required (emphasis added).” 

 

Project Water Supply: Final EIR dated May, 2022; Page 21. 

 

“Response 105.2. As discussed, beginning on page 3.11-1 of the Draft EIR, a water 

supply assessment (WSA) was prepared for the Project. As stated on page 3.11-1: 

 

“It is noted that the Project and Project with Building A Residential/Commercial do not 

qualify as a “project” under Senate Bill (SB) 610, which requires preparation of a WSA 

(Section 10912[a] of the Water Code). Nonetheless, based on comments received on 

the Notice of Preparation of this Draft EIR and given that all of California’s 58 

counties are under a drought emergency proclamation as of the preparation of 

this EIR (California 2021), a WSA was prepared for the Project and Project with 

Building A Residential/Commercial to inform the environmental analysis.” (Emphasis 

added.) 

 

The results of the WSA were summarized in Section 3.11, Utilities and Service 

Systems, of the Draft EIR and provided as Appendix I. As discussed on page 3.11-23: 

Therefore, there would be sufficient water supplies available to serve the Project and 

reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 

There would be a less than significant impact related to water supplies…” 

(Emphasis added.)  Note:  This is one typical Final EIR Response to Water Comments. 

 

2.  PD:  Project Inclusion of the Whole Foods Site. 
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Including the Whole Foods site within the PD area, in addition to providing the Project 

with more parking at a time when less is encouraged for developments such as the 

proposed Project, also provides an enormous Floor Area Ration (FAR) benefit to the 

Applicant – reducing the Project FAR from an excessive 3.79 to 2.89, which still 

significantly exceeds the underlying base FAR of 1.50. 

 

The Whole Foods Market is a widely recognized benefit to the community in this area of 

Pasadena.  The Applicant itself has often touted the Whole Foods Market as a 

significant Project amenity.  Typically, in connection with large projects and PDs such as 

this one where a developer seeks a benefit for itself such as the significant reduction in 

FAR to facilitate PD approvals, a Development Agreement is required by the City in 

order to provide a reciprocal benefit to the City and to the surrounding community. 

 

LVAA suggests, assuming entitlement approvals, that a Development Agreement or 

similar mechanism be required so as to ensure that Whole Foods, or a similar type and 

quality of Market, will be retained on the site by the developer for a significant period of 

time such as 15 or 20 years.  The City has required development-related reciprocal 

benefits through Development Agreements many times before, and one should be 

required in connection with this proposed PD for the overall benefit of the community. 

 

 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments and concerns. 

  

Sincerely, 

Linda Vista-Annandale Association  

/s/ Nina Chomsky  

Nina Chomsky, LVAA President 

cc:  LVAA Board of Directors  
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