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Dear Hayman,
If possible, could you please forward this message to the Planning Commissioners regarding
their review of the Affinity Project today? I’m sorry to be sending it so late and hope you will
be able to distribute the message.

Many thanks, Sue Mossman

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Pasadena Heritage, I am writing to express our strong and consistent
support for the retention and reuse of the historic buildings on Arroyo Parkway
that are part of this project. We have met with the developers, expressed our
views and ideas, and appreciated being asked to share our opinions through
several iterations of the proposed project. Our focus has always been first and
foremost the treatment of the historic resources as part of this project. 

We believe that the restoration and adaptive re-use of these smaller scale historic
buildings adds character to the project, ties the new buildings to their larger
historic context, and creates an open, lower-scale component to the project that
improves it and the pedestrian experience along Arroyo Parkway. 

As you review this PD proposal and deliberate today, please do not consider any
change to the project that would jeopardize or eliminate these historic resources
which would be to the detriment of the project and the city.

Susan N. Mossman
Executive Director

160 N. Oakland Avenue | Pasadena, CA 91101



T. 626-441-6333 ext 14  |  smossman@pasadenaheritage.org
website |  email  |  facebook  |  twitter  |  flickr |  join now
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August 24, 2022 
 
Planning Commission, City of Pasadena 
100 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA 91101 
 
RE: PLANNED DEVELOPMENT - AFFINITY PROJECT (465-577 ARROYO PARKWAY) 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
We support the proposed uses of The Affinity project for much-needed assisted living and medical offices. 
While there are many aspects of the proposal we favor, we also have a number of questions and concerns. We 
are guided primarily by two key factors: 1) the fact that the Central District Specific Plan is in the midst of an 
update that will reshape this entire entrance to the city along Arroyo Pkwy, setting the standards for all new 
projects; and 2) our belief that it is essential to promote consistent, inviting walkability from Glenarm Blvd to 
Old Pasadena, and not set bad precedents. These are our issues and requests: 
 
1. HEIGHT AND STEPBACKS: 
 
We approve of the way Building B (in the northern half of the project area) steps up from Arroyo Pkwy, with 
the greatest height set back along the railway. But we are concerned about the dramatic height of Building A at 
the corner of California Blvd and Arroyo Pkwy, which does not notably step back. If possible, we’d like the City 
to require lower height along the street-facing sides, with a stepback before rising at the opposite (northwest) 
corner of this building. This would help avoid a stark canyon feel along the entrance to the city. That risk would 
otherwise become great, since this project would set or solidify a precedent. A stepback would also create 
more visual variability, aka “modulation,” a goal of the Specific Plan. 
 
We also have questions about the height variance the project proposes in exchange for preserving two 
potential historic resources. 90 ft. and 87 ft. (or 93.5 ft. and 90.5 ft. including parapets) respectively for the two 
new proposed buildings is significantly higher than the Central District allows. Even the proposed Specific Plan 
update currently sets the maximum height at 63 ft. (or 78 ft. with height averaging) on that block. 
 

a. Is our understanding correct that in order to get such a height variance, the condition in question cannot 
be self-created by a project? If so, haven’t the developers created their own condition by choosing to do 
a planned development with the proposed design? We think there are other creative options. 

b. Does a project have to provide more public open space in order to qualify for such a variance? 
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2. SIDEWALKS AND SETBACKS: 
 

The project proposes merely 10 ft. sidewalks on Arroyo Pkwy, without any setbacks (except for 2 ft. in front 
of the proposed Building A at the corner of California Blvd). This is much too narrow to encourage 
walkablity and create a comfortable, welcoming feel for pedestrians, especially where massive buildings are 
proposed. The proposed Central District Specific Plan will require 15 ft. sidewalks on that stretch of Arroyo 
Pkwy (including an amenity zone and frontage zone), plus additional setbacks of up to 3 feet may be 
required or encouraged. 
 
We feel very strongly that there must be at least 15 ft. from the street to the new buildings, preferably with 
an additional setback. This would also allow more room for street trees to soften the impact of the project, 
and allow other amenities (like bike racks) to be placed without taking up precious sidewalk space. 
 
MHNA Board members met with the developers and asked about this. They claimed that because the two 
historic buildings are only 10 ft. from the street, the new buildings couldn’t be farther back because it 
would be too difficult and potentially dangerous for pedestrians to navigate different setbacks of different 
buildings. This claim is nonsense. Even in cities like New York where sidewalks are packed with pedestrians, 
there is no crisis of people crashing into the sides of jogged buildings. It’s a non-issue. There is no reason 
the new buildings cannot be set back farther from the street than the two small, older buildings (especially 
since they’ll all be separated by wide gaps). This would also add more modulation for visual interest. 

 
3. TRAFFIC: 
 

It is our understanding that this project’s traffic measurement protocol is not up to date with current city 
standards, which include other proximate projects for an overall traffic assessment. If this is true, we would 
like the newer method to be utilized, to better understand the true traffic impact.  

 
4. PUBLIC OPEN SPACE: 
 

According to the Pasadena Municipal Code (PMC), one of the purposes of planned developments is to 
encourage more public open spaces. PMC 17.50.160 (H) stipulates that a project’s “private open space shall 
not exceed 30 percent of the total requirement for community space.” However, if we’re reading the 
proposal correctly, it appears this project is proposing exceeding that limit by doubling it, so that 60% of the 
open space would be private. Is that accurate? The code further specifies that “This maximum 30 percent 
requirement may be modified by not more than five percent if determined to be necessary during Design 
Review.” If the proposal violates this provision, it should be altered to comply. 

 
5. TREES IN PLANTERS VS. GROUND: 
 

The project proposes all (or most) trees would be put into above-ground planters. This is obviously 
necessary on upper floors. But we feel strongly that most of the ground level trees can and should be 
required to be planted in the ground. This can even be done over the parking lots, by digging large, deep 
planters which would only eliminate a couple parking spaces each. This is done elsewhere. The project’s EIR 
claims that above-ground planters are equal or even preferable to in-ground planting, but their logic is 
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dubious at best and includes a misleading claim. Planting in the ground is much better both because the soil 
remains cooler than in above-ground planters in our hot region – which also means less water is required – 
and because mature roots can eventually reach the water table and require even less, if any, watering. 
(Obviously the latter does not apply over a parking lot.) 
 
Moreover, the developers claim that “street trees ... through much of the City are planted in four-foot by 
eight-foot sidewalk cutouts, which can be considered a tougher environment than an above ground planter 
for a variety of reasons, including limited usable soil for root growth, poor drainage, and damage by people 
or vehicles.” However, any cutouts are only at the surface. Our street trees are planted directly in the earth, 
without barriers on all sides, unlike planters. Roots and drainage are not blocked. 
 
Enormous above-ground planters would also take up precious sidewalk and other pedestrian space. We 
hope the City will require most of the ground-level trees to be planted in the ground. The recent Amazon 
Fresh project on Colorado Blvd serves as a good example of new tree planting. 
 

6. WATER CONSERVATION: 
 

We would like the City to require permeable surfaces everywhere possible, as well as the use of greywater 
wherever applicable (including irrigation). We believe these are essential requirements, given the ongoing 
and increasing drought conditions coupled with the City’s growth. 
 

7. BICYCLE RACKS: 
 

Are we reading the plans right that only one bike rack is proposed? Pasadena is working to encourage more 
modes of transport to mitigate traffic – including additional traffic that will be caused by this massive 
project. We would like to see at least 3 or 4 multi-bike racks required along Arroyo Blvd and California Blvd. 

 
We hope the Planning Commission considers these questions carefully, bearing in mind the Specific Plan 
update and the impact of setting precedents. Thank you. 
 

 
John Latta 
President, MHNA 
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Please see the attached support letters for the Affinity project.
 
Thank you,
Renee
 
RENEÉ SCHILLACI

[213] 254-2442 | renee@advocacy.la | www.advocacy.la
2450 Mission  Street, Ste. 21 | San Marino, CA 91108

GOVERNMENT & COMMUNITY RELATIONS
PUBLIC AFFAIRS
LAND USE ENTITLEMENTS

 
 





Submission to Hearing on Wednesday, July 13, 2022 for the Proposed Affinity Project at 

465-577 S. Arroyo Parkway, Pasadena  

The Affinity Project is a significant addition to address Pasadena’s unmet senior needs.  

Central Pasadena has historically been characterized as a community of local and LA-

wide leaders in civic, corporate and medical affairs. Therefore, it is physically a 

community of large, single- family homes and has been largely self-contained for its 

needs.  Such a community has many leaders who reach their career peak in their 50s-

60s.  

That means that 20-30 years later such citizens need access to elegant retirement 

facilities, easy access shopping facilities and first-class geriatric medical care.  Pasadena 

is not positioned to meet these needs.  There are long waiting lists for our few 

continuum-of-care retirement communities, and, with the exception of Huntington 

Community Hospital, limited and decentralized medical care inadequate for the complex 

diseases of the elderly.   

In the last few years, the greater Los Angeles medical community has identified these 
needs and there is currently a competition among the leading medical schools and 
health providers in Los Angeles to get a foothold in Pasadena.  In the last few years 
Cedars-Sinai Medical Center has affiliated with Huntington Hospital and UCLA with 
Doheny Eye Institute; Kaiser has established a 4-year Medical School in central 
Pasadena; and USC is building a 100,000 square foot Medical Office Building to bring its 
affiliated faculty into the community. In a few years, Pasadena will be known as the 
City of Roses, of the Rose Bowl and of an easily accessible center of exceptional 
medical care. 
 
The Affinity Project is a proposed Complex meeting all of these needs. It is a Wellness 
Innovation Community consisting of a Continuum of Care Assisted Living Facility, an 
Independent Senior Living building, a Medical Research Building, an existing Whole 
Foods Market, underground parking, new commercial space and interwoven and 
surrounding attractive pedestrian grounds. 
 
This new core Wellness Community will be part of a 5 square block area of downtown 
Old Pasadena with this extensive medical community, plus many great restaurants, six 
national chain hotels, and shopping and entertainment in the Paseo Colorado as well as  
many individual establishments.  It will bring Independent Senior Living, the continuum 
of Assisted Living and a Medical Research facility to this extensive complex of care. 
 
As a retired Professor of Medicine and Genetics who has lived in Pasadena for 20 years, 
I urge support for the creation of this complimentary community to further extend the 
capability of Pasadena as a Leading Community of medical and residential care for 
Seniors. 
            Elizabeth M Short MD, Emerita Professor of Medicine, Pasadena, July 13, 2022 
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