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DATE: NOVEMBER 17, 2022 
 
TO: BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 
 
FROM: LUIS ROCHA, PLANNING MANAGER  
 
SUBJECT: ZONING ADMINISTRATOR DETERMINATION #57:  APPEAL OF A 

DETERMINATION BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR THAT A 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROJECT IS SUBJECT TO THE DENSITY 
REQUIREMENTS IN THE ZONING CODE AND NOT THE DENSITY IN 
THE LAND USE ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is recommended that the Board of Zoning Appeals: 
 

1. Uphold the Zoning Administrator’s Determination that a proposed development 
project is subject to the density requirements in the Zoning Code and not the 
density in the Land Use Element of the General Plan. 

 
BACKGROUND: 
 
What is before the Board of Zoning Appeals is the appeal of a determination on the part 
of the Zoning Administrator that a proposed development project is subject to the density 
requirements established in the Zoning Code and not the density in the Land Use Element 
of the General Plan.  
 
On June 24, 2022, the applicant, Daniel Taban, submitted a Concept Design Review 
application for a new mixed-use project located at 740-790 East Green Street, 106 South 
Oak Knoll and 111 South Hudson Avenue. The proposal is for a new mixed-use project 
consisting of 263 residential dwelling units, with use of density bonus, and 15,468 square 
feet of commercial space on the ground floor. The project is up to five stories in height 
with a floor area of 254,125 square feet. 
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A letter, determining that the project was incomplete for processing, was sent to the 
applicant on July 21, 2022 (Attachment C). The letter provided a list of items that resulted 
in the determination of incompleteness. In addition, the letter included an attachment 
(Attachment E of Attachment C) that informed the applicant of Zoning Code requirements 
that the project did not comply with, or additional information needed to determine 
compliance, specifically with density. The Zoning Code establishes a maximum base 
residential density of 60 dwelling units per acre (140 dwelling units). The proposed project 
utilizes a base residential density of 87 dwelling units per acre (203 dwelling units); the 
maximum density in the range for the Medium Mixed Use land use designation (0-87). In 
addition, to utilizing a density of 87 dwelling units per acre, the project makes use of a 
30% density bonus for a total of 263 dwelling units. 
 
The applicant submitted revised application material for the Concept Design Review 
application. The applicant submitted the items that were missing from the original 
submittal that resulted in the determination that the application was incomplete. As a 
result, a letter, determining that the project was deemed complete for processing, was 
sent to the applicant on September 8, 2022. However, the application material was not 
revised to address the Zoning Code requirements that the project did not comply with, 
including density. 
 
On September 8, 2022, a letter was sent to the applicant indicating that the application 
did not comply with the Zoning Code, specifically with density requirements (Attachment 
A). To calculate the base density, the project continued to use 87 dwelling units per acre, 
where the Zoning Code maximum is 60 dwelling units per acre. 
 
On September 14, 2022, an appeal was submitted by the applicant (Attachment B). The 
applicant is appealing the determination that the proposed development project is subject 
to the density requirements in the Zoning Code (60 du/ac maximum) and not the density 
in the Land Use Element of the General Plan (0-87 du/ac). Because the project utilizes 
density bonus, the applicant states that the higher density in the General Plan is 
applicable and not the density specified in the Zoning Code, citing a Los Angeles Superior  
Court decision. 
 
ANALYSIS – DENSITY: 
 
The General Plan land use diagram depicts the distribution of the four land use categories 
in the City: Housing, Mixed-Use, Commercial and Open Space. Standards for density are 
defined for each land use category, as applicable. These establish a range of minimum 
and maximum densities. The City of Pasadena Zoning Code/Map and adopted Specific 
Plans designate uses for all parcels at a greater level of specificity with densities falling 
within the ranges shown on the land use diagram. Densities defined for parcels by the 
Zoning Code/Map and Specific Plans may be less than, but not exceed those shown on 
the Land Use Diagram.   
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The subject project site is designated Medium Mixed Use in the land use diagram of the 
Land Use Element of the General Plan. The Medium Mixed Use specifies a density range 
of 0-87 dwelling units per acre.  
   
The project site is located within the CD-4 (Central District Specific Plan, Pasadena 
Playhouse subdistrict) zoning district. Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 
3-6 “Central District Maximum Residential Density”, the subject site is subject to a 
maximum base residential density of 60 dwelling units per acre. 
 
The density defined for the subject site in the Zoning Code (60 du/ac) is within the density 
range specified by the Medium Mixed-Use lad use designation (0-87 du/ac).  
 
APPEAL: 
 
The applicant is appealing the determination that the base density for the proposed 
development project is limited to the maximum density allowed by the Zoning Code (60 
du/ac maximum) and not the maximum density allowed by the Land Use Element of the 
General Plan (0-87 du/ac). Because the project utilizes density bonus, the applicant 
states that the higher density in the General Plan is the applicable base density and not 
the density specified in the Zoning Code. Specifically, the appellant states that not 
applying the higher density of the General Plan is contrary to “State Density Bonus Law.” 
 
The State Density Bonus Law is codified in California Government Code Section 65915. 
State density bonus law currently utilizes dwelling units per acre as the metric to calculate 
a density bonus. A density bonus calculation starts with determining the base density 
level applicable to a given property; this calculation yields the maximum allowable 
residential density. Government Code Section 65915(o)(5) defines “maximum allowable 
residential density” as follows: 
 

 “The density allowed under the zoning ordinance and land use element of the 
general plan, or, if a range of density is permitted, means the maximum 
allowable density for the specific zoning range and land use element of the 
general plan applicable to the project. If the density allowed under the zoning 
ordinance is inconsistent with the density allowed under the land use element 
of the general plan, the general plan density shall prevail” 

 
For this site, the Zoning Code allows a maximum density of 60 dwelling units per acre. 
For this site, the Land Use Element of the General Plan allows a density range of 0-87 
dwelling units per acre. The maximum density in the Zoning Code (60 du/ac) is within the 
density range specified by the Land Use Element of the General Plan (0-87 du/ac).  
Therefore, the density allowed in the Zoning Code is consistent with the density allowed 
in the General Plan. 
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Additionally, The Land Use Element states: 
 

[Goals and policies] are implemented through the Zoning Code, Zoning Map, and 
Specific Plan. These tools more precisely delineate permitted uses and which may 
be more restrictive in the range of permitted uses and densities… Densities 
defined for parcels by the Zoning Map and Specific Plans may be less than, but 
not exceed, those shown on the Land Use Diagram without an amendment of the 
General Plan.  

 
These Land Use Element provisions specify that the actual allowed densities are 
delineated in the City's zoning ordinance and Specific Plans. As long as permitted 
densities do not exceed those in the Land Use Element, they are consistent with the 
General Plan. 
 
Because the density of the Zoning Code is consistent with the density in the General Plan, 
the density in the Zoning Code is utilized to determine the base density for the project. 
 
In the appeal application, the appellant attached a recent Los Angeles County Superior 
Court decision holding  that the maximum density in the General Plan is the “base density” 
whether or not the zoning is consistent or inconsistent with the General Plan. A Superior 
Court decision binds only the parties to that case and is not a precedent that controls 
other cases; only a published Court of  Appeal or California Supreme Court case serves 
as a precedent. No published case has resolved this issue. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
The information submitted in the appeal has been considered and it has been concluded 
that the determination was correctly made that the “base density” for density bonus 
purposes, where the zoning and the general plan are consistent,  is the maximum density 
allowed by the Zoning Code and not the maximum density allowed by the Land Use 
Element of the General Plan.   
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
 
  
  
   
Luis Rocha  
Planning Manager  
 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment A – Determination Letter 
Attachment B – Appeal Application submitted by the Applicant 
Attachment C – Complete Letter for Concept Design Review  
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P L A N N I N G  &  C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T  
PLANNING DIVISION  

 

 

 
September 8, 2022 
 
 
Daniel Taban 
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Via email: daniel@jadeent.com  
 
Zoning Code Compliance 
Application for Concept Design Review  
740-790 E. Green Street, 106 S. Oak Knoll Ave. & 111 S. Hudson Ave.  
Case #: DHP2022-00248         
 
Dear Mr. Taban: 
 
Your application for Concept Design Review, to allow a new mixed-use building with 15,468 
square feet of commercial use and 263 residential units at the above-referenced address, has 
been reviewed for consistency with the Zoning Code.  Based on the application material 
received, the application does not comply with the Zoning Code, specifically with density 
requirements. It is also unclear whether it conforms to the City’s inclusionary housing 
requirements contained in the Zoning Code; there is a discrepancy between the number of 
affordable units listed on the application and on the development plans. 
 
Density Requirements. Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 3-6 “Central 
District Maximum Residential Density (dwelling units/acre)”, the subject site is subject to a 
maximum base residential density of 60 dwelling units per acre, or 140 dwelling units. The 
proposed project utilizes a base residential density of 87 dwelling units per acre, or 203 dwelling 
units, and is not consistent with the density that is permitted by the Zoning Code.   
 
To proceed with the project, you have the following paths: 
 

1. Revise the project to comply with the density requirements in Zoning Code Section 
17.30.040, Figure 3-6, and the inclusionary housing requirements in Zoning Code 
Chapter 17.42; 
 

2. Submit an application for a Planned Development and utilize Zoning Code Section 
17.26.020.C.3.c.(2) to request 87 dwelling units per acre as the base density and comply 
with the inclusionary housing requirements in Zoning Code Chapter 17.42; or 
 

3. Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.12.030.a, if you disagree with the application of the 
Zoning Code by the City, you may submit a request for a determination by the Zoning 

175 North Garfi,ldAvm11, • Pasadma, CA 9110 1-/704 
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Administrator. The determination by the Zoning Administrator may be appealed in 
compliance with Chapter 17.72.  

 
Please contact me, if you have any questions regarding this letter at (626)744-6747 or 
via email at lrocha@cityofpasadena.net. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Luis Rocha  
Planning Manager 
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PASADENA PERMIT CENTER 
www.cityofpasadena.neVpermitcenter 

REQUEST FOR APPEAL _] 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 

Project Address:1':b-350e. '5Ge~ b, . ., \,:) p 9. M'<,. ~Ou_ k&:, ~ \\\ "I H~o~ ~e e 
Case Type (MCUP, TTM, etc.) and Number: _ _.,Qee...'o>....L:i>~t..,.o.._.'2;.,1-•...,,0C>-...,~=AB--._ ____________ _ 
Hearing Date: ~ { f!. Appeal Deadline: b~)s;·c tweer \S, 2.() 22 
APPELLANT INFORMATION 

APPELLANT: _G)r&ikl ~~',AM?® LLC 
J Telephone: ~\~ ~.5 .. se, 

Address: ~ S. ~\l,-\J§i((A ~.J ,2,E \C\c::c:. Fax: [ ) ______ _ 

Email: dcv, ~~\~ ~AA.ee,d -~ 
City: \-o', ~• \c':a State: C.. A Zip: '3.:t:0\3-
APPLICANT (IF DIFFERENT): 

I hereby appeal the decision of the: 

D Hearing Officer 

D Design Commission 

D Historic Preservation 

REASON FOR APPEAL 

D Zoning Administrator 

5;( Director of Planning and Development 

D Film Liaison 

The decision maker failed to comply with the provisions of the Zoning Code, General Plan or other applicable plans in the following manner (use additional sheets if necessary): 

~L?i0: i~ Appellant Date 

• OFFICE USE ONLY 

PLN # ____________ CASE # _______________ PRJ # _______ _ DESCRIPTION _ _ ___ ______________________________ __ _ DATE APPEAL RECEIVED: _______ _ 

■ PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
CURRENT PLANNING SECTION 

APPEAL FEES: $ ________ _ RECEIVED BY: ______ _ 

APP-RF A Rev: 1 /18/07 
175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE 
PASADENA, CA 91101 

T 626--744-4009 
F 626--7 44-4 785 



REQUEST TO APPEAL 

On September 8, 2022, Appellant received the attached letter (Exhibit A) from the 

Planning Manager on behalf of the Director of the Planning & Community Development 

Department, which states that Appellant's proposed housing development project must comply 

with the lower density set-forth in the Zoning Code rather than the higher density allowed under 

the Land-Use Element of the City's General Plan as required under Government Code section 

65915 (i.e., the State Density Bonus Law). 

The attached letter constitutes an appealable "determination, decision, or action" under 

sections 17.72.030, as well as an interpretation "of the meaning and determinations on the 

applicability of the provisions of this Zoning Code that are believed to be in error." Specifically, 

the determination and reasoning in the attached letter is in error because it violates the State 

Density Bonus Law by requiring the use of the lower zoning code density and by requiring 

prohibited discretionary processes as the only means by which Appellant could use a concession 

as permitted under the State Density Bonus Law. A true and correct copy of the Court's July 

29, 2022 Order in 21STCP03883, which held the General Plan densities govern over lower 

zoning code densities, is attached hereto as Exhibit B to support this appeal. 

Accordingly, Appellant files this Request for Appeal so that the matter can be heard by 

the Board of Zoning Appeals at its next earliest opportunity. 
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P LANN I NG & COMMUN I TY D EVE L O P MENT D E P A R TMENT 
PLANNI NG DIVISION 

September 8, 2022 

Daniel Taban 
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Via email: daniel@jadeent.com 

Zoning Code Compliance 
Application for Concept Design Review 
740-790 E. Green Street, 106 S. Oak Knoll Ave. & 111 S. Hudson Ave. 
Case #: DHP2022-00248 

Dear Mr. Taban: 

Your application for Concept Design Review, to allow a new mixed-use building with 15,468 
square feet of commercial use and 263 residential units at the above-referenced address, has 
been reviewed for consistency with the Zoning Code. Based on the application material 
received, the application does not comply with the Zoning Code, specifically with density 
requirements. It is also unclear whether it conforms to the City's inclusionary housing 
requirements contained in the Zoning Code; there is a discrepancy between the number of 
affordable units listed on the application and on the development plans. 

Density Requirements. Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 3-6 "Central 
District Maximum Residential Density (dwelling units/acre)", the subject site is subject to a 
maximum base residential density of 60 dwelling units per acre, or 140 dwelling units. The 
proposed project utilizes a base residential density of 87 dwelling units per acre, or 203 dwelling 
units, and is not consistent with the density that is permitted by the Zoning Code. 

To proceed with the project, you have the following paths: 

1. Revise the project to comply with the density requirements in Zoning Code Section 
17.30.040, Figure 3-6, and the inclusionary housing requirements in Zoning Code 
Chapter 17.42; 

2. Submit an application for a Planned Development and utilize Zoning Code Section 
17.26.020.C.3.c.(2) to request 87 dwelling units per acre as the base density and comply 
with the inclusionary housing requirements in Zoning Code Chapter 17.42; or 

3. Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.12.030.a, if you disagree with the application of the 
Zoning Code by the City, you may submit a request for a determination by the Zoning 
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Administrator. The determination by the Zoning Administrator may be appealed in 
compliance with Chapter 17.72. 

Please contact me, if you have any questions regarding this letter at (626)744-6747 or 
via email at lrocha@cityofpasadena.net. 

Sincerely, 

.. 
Luis Ro 
Plannin Manager 
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Yes in My Backyard. Sonja Trauss, and Janet 
Jha v. City of Los Angeles and City Council, 
21STCP03883 

Petitioners Yes in My Backyard ("YIMBY"), Sonja Trauss ("Trauss"), and Janet Jha 
("Jba") seek a writ of mandate directing Respondents City of Los Angeles ("City") and the City 
Council (collectively, "City") to deem the development application for a project at 5353 Del 
Moreno Drive ("Project") as complete pursuant to SB 330, the Housing Accountability Act 
("HAA"), and the Permit Streamlining Act ("PSA"), and to approve the Project within 60 days. 

The court has read and considered the moving papers, revised opposition, 1 and reply, heard 
oral argument, and renders the following decision. 

A. Statement of the Case 
1. Petition 
Petitioners commenced this proceeding against the City on November 24, 2021. The 

Petition alleges.claims for traditional and/or administrative mandamus under the PSA, traditional 
and/or administrative mandamus under the HAA, and declaratory relief for the application process 
The Petition alleges in pertinent part as follows. 

On May 19, 2020, Jha submitted a preliminary application for the Project, which is a multi
family development with affordable units and one commercial unit at 5353 Del Moreno Drive 
("Property"). The Property is in a "Limited Commercial" area within the Canoga Park-Winnetka
Woodland Hills-West Hills Community Plan ("Community Plan") area. The preliminary 
application included all the information listed in Government Code ("Govt. Code") section 
65941.1 as necessary and Jha paid the required $1,060.26 fee on May 29, 2020. 

On June 8, 2020, the City rejected the preliminary application and informed Jha that it was 
non-compliant with the Property's RA-I zoning, which prohibits multi-family housing and more 
than one dwelling per lot. The City also stated that the Property is not eligible for a density bonus 
because the RA-1 zoning permits only one unit on the Project site, and it would require a rezoning 
of the Project site to permit a density bonus. The City directed Jha to verify the appropriate 
entitlement path and secure a signed Affordable Housing Referral Form ("AHRF"), something not 
required by Govt. Code section 65941.1 and SB 330. 

On August 17, 2020, Jha submitted a completed AHRF. The City's Housing Services Unit 
refused to process an invoice or return a signed AHRF - or a Geographic Project Planning Referral 

1 As mentioned by the court at the hearing, the parties submitted a trial notebook with 37 
requests for judicial notice -- most of them the City's requests -- without exhibit tabs. As a result, 
the court was forced to tab these exhibits. Counsel for both sides are admonished to provide exhibit 
tabs for future requests for judicial notice, particularly when they are lengthy. 

The City also filed an opposition that is compliant with the font and 12-point requirements 
of CRC 2.104 and 2.105, but which squeezes words together in an apparent attempt at page limit 
compliance. This approach may be consistent with procedural rules, but it made the opposition 
difficult to read. The court recommends that the City's counsel not take this approach in the future. 

1 



This interpretation is consistent with other pertinent housing statutes: SB 35 and the Density 
Bonus Law. 

(i). The Density Bonus Law's Inconsistency Provision 
The Density Bonus Law has a consistency provision: 

"[T]he density allowed under the zoning ordinance and land use element of the 
general plan, or, if a range of density is pe1mitted, [it] means the maximum 
allowable density for the specific zoning range and land use element of the general 
plan applicable to the project. If the density allowed under the zoning ordinance is 
inconsistent with the density allowed under the land use element of the general plan, 
the general plan density shall prevail." §65915(0)(5) (emphasis added). Pet. Op. 
Br. at 15-16. 

The Density Bonus Law provides that a local government must apply "the maximum 
allowable density for the specific zoning range and land use element of the general plan applicable 
to the project" and, if the density allowed under the zoning ordinance is inconsistent with the 
density allowed under the land use element of the general plan, the general plan density shall 
prevail. §65915(0)(5). 

The City argues that the Density Bonus Law's definition of "maximum allowable residential 
density" has two directions. The second sentence regarding zoning consistency with the land use 
element of the general plan contrasts with the first sentence stating that the maximum allowable 
density is the density allowed under the "zoning ordinance and land use element of the general 
plan". §65915(0)(5). The plain language of the first sentence directs the City to harmonize the 
impact of both zoning and the plan when there is consistency so that zone and plan can have 
"concurrent operation." Pacific Palisades Bowl Mobile Estates, LLC v. City of Los Angeles, 
(2012) 55 Cal.4th 783, 805. According to the City, Petitioners' interpretation that the general plan's 
density must always be applied would render the first sentence meaningless or redundant. Opp. at 
19. 

The first sentence exists for clarity and is not meaningless. As Petitioners argue (Reply at 
9-10), section 65915(o)(S)'s language was intended to clear up any confusion that the maximum 
density allowed by the general plan applies when there is an inconsistency by laying out the 
alternatives. The first sentence of section 65915(0)(5) provides that the density bonus is the 
maximum density permitted by the general plan and zoning where they are consistent. The second 
sentence states that the density will be the general plan's density where the two are inconsistent. 
The Legislature added this inconsistency language after an analysis of the proposed amendment 
noted that "Theoretically the land use element and zoning should always be consistent. In reality, 
they are often inconsistent. In such cases, this bill will create confusion and conflict." Resp. RJN, 

HAA subsection 65589.S(d)(S), which requires inconsistency with both zoning and the general 
plan for a local government to disapprove a very low, low-, or moderate-income housing project. 
There is no contradiction between requiring a city to comply with the density provided by its 
general plan for a market rate housing project and at the same time preventing a city from denying 
a low-income housing project unless it is inconsistent with both zoning and the general plan. 
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Ex. 34, p. 706. The analysis suggested picking one standard, either the zoning or general plan. Id. 
Instead, the Legislature added language that "[i]f the density allowed under the zoning ordinance 
is inconsistent with the density allowed under the land use element of the general plan, the general 
plan density shall prevail." 

(ii). SB 35's Inconsistency Provision 
The City argues that SB 35 is a similar statute which streamlines projects providing 50% 

affordable units, and yet it does not make inconsistency a prerequisite to using general plan density. 
Rather, it seeks to "facilitate and expedite" housing for specified income levels in specific 
jurisdictions. §65913.4(a)(4); Ruegg & Ellsworth v. City of Berkeley, (2021) 63 Cal.App.5th 277, 
326-27 (city's reliance on municipal code provision requiring very low-income units as ground to 
deny ministerial approval of low-income housing impermissibly :frustrated SB 35). An SB 35 
project is consistent with zoning "if the density proposed is compliant with the maximum density 
allowed within that land use designation .... " · §65913.4(a)(S)(A); see also, §65589.5(d)(5) 
(allowing denial of specified projects if inconsistent with "both" zoning and plan). The fact that 
the HAA and Density Bonus Law term "inconsistent" is not in SB 35 means that the Legislature 
meant to convey a different meaning. The omission of a provision from a similar statute 
concerning a related subject "is significant to show that a different legislative intent existed." 
County of San Diego v. San Diego NORML, (2008) 165 Cal.App.4th 798, 825, Opp. at 18, 22. 

Petitioners correctly reply that SB 35 does have an inconsistency provision. Section 
65913.4(b)(5)(B) requires projects to be governed by the general plan in cases where the general 
plan and zoning are mutually inconsistent. Reply at 10, n. 7. 

At the hearing, the City's counsel acknowledged the inconsistency provision of section 
65913.4(b)(5)(B) and argued that it concerns design review, not density. Counsel contended that 
section 65913 .4(b )(5)(A) provides that a housing project complies with objective zoning standards 
for housing density if it complies with the general plan's land use designation while section 
65913.4(b)(S)(B) provides that, if objective zoning and design review standards are inconsistent, 
then the project shall be deemed consistent with the zoning standards if consistent with the design 
review standards in the general plan. 

Scrutiny of the plain language of section 65913.4(b)(5)(B) shows it to be broader than 
simply design standards. It provides that, if "objective zoning, general plan, subdivision, or design 
review standards are mutually inconsistent", then the general plan standards prevail. The "or" 
means that the general plan standards prevail if objective zoning standards are inconsistent with 
the general plan. Additionally, design review standards would not be expected to be in a general 
plan. Section 65913.4(b)(5)(B) is an inconsistency provision similar to the Density Bonus Law 
and the HAA. The Director of City Planning has confirmed that SB 35 requires the approval of 
housing projects that use the maximum density allowed under the general plan and prohibits 
rezoning requirements. AR 145. 

(iii). Conclusion 
The consistency provisions of SB 35 and the Density Bonus Law are similar to the HAA. 

Petitioners are correct that section 65589.50)(4) must be interpreted to allow a project the 
maximum allowable density under a city's general plan in the same manner as those statutes. 
Otherwise, a local government would be required to grant a density bonus using its general plan 
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density but would be free to deny the project under the HAA by relying on lower zoning densities. 
Pet. Op. Br. at 16.16 Section 65589.50)(4) requires a city to defer to its general plan's density 
requirements whether a property's zoning is consistent or inconsistent with the general plan. 

In any event, the Property's zoning is inconsistent with the General Plan. See post. 

d. The Parties' Positions on Whether the Property's Zoning Is Inconsistent With the 
General Plan 

The Property is within the Community Plan, which designates the subject parcel "Limited 
Commercial," with various corresponding "C" zones that allow for commercial uses and multi
family residential uses with densities up to one unit per 400 square feet. Despite the Property's 
Limited Commercial land use designation, the site is zoned RA-I. The RA-1 zone prohibits all 
commercial and multi-family uses, allowing only one single-family residence per lot. 

(i). The Disapproval 
Petitioners argue that the City disapproved Jha's application and required a rezoning even 

though the Property's zoning is inconsistent with the General Plan. Pet. Op. Br. at 14. 
The court agrees. The City claims that there was no disapproval because the City Council 

did not take a final vote on project entitlements, but the definition of disapproval is explicitly tied 
to the project application. The HAA defines "disapproval" as any instance in which a local agency 
"[v]otes on a proposed housing development project application and the application is 
disapproved." §65589.S(h)(6).) The City disapproved the Project because of its purported non
compliance with the Project site's single-family zoning. AR 606. A City Councilmember stated: 
"[Y]ou can't do multifamily in residential agriculture in RA zones. You have to get it rezoned.'' 
AR 634. The Council's final administrative action disapproved Jha's application based on an 
inconsistency finding and directed her to seek rezoning. Reply at 4, n. 3. 

(ii). The Parties' Positions 
Petitioners argue that the City erroneously determined that Jha must submit a request for a 

rezoning even though the HAA strictly prohibits local governments from requiring rezoning where 
the general plan and zoning are inconsistent. The Property's zoning is clearly inconsistent with 
the General Plan designation. The RA-1 zoning only allows one single-family unit and entirely 
prohibits the two primary uses of commercial and multifamily that are within the General Plan's 
Limited Commercial designation. No reasonable person would conclude that a zoning district is 
consistent with the general plan where the zoning prohibits the two principal categories of uses 
specifically authorized by the general plan. This inconsistency prompted one City Planner to 
confer with supervisors to "find out if there are any errors" with the designation (AR 1098) and 
elicited a response from another planner stated that the reason for the RA-1 zoning may be the 

16 Petitioners argue that this case demonstrates the absurdity of this interpretation, as Jha 
has requested a density bonus pursuant to the Density Bonus Law relying on the maximum density 
allowed under the Property site's General Plan designation, and yet the City's concludes that the 
Project cannot be approved without a zone change and can be denied under the HAA. This 
decision would violate the Density Bonus Law requirement that the City grant a density bonus 
pursuant to its General Plan density. See §65915(-f). Pet. Op. Br. at 16. 
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Warner Ridge's reasoning aside, Petitioners note (Reply at 7-8) that the HAA changed the 
standard of review. The HAA amendments eliminated the deferential arbitrary and capricious 
standard and requires a court to find a housing project compliant if there is substantial evidence 
that would allow a reasonable person to conclude that it is. §65589.5(f)(4). "[B]ecause the HAA 
cabins the discretion of a local agency to reject proposals for new housing, it is inappropriate for 
us to defer to the City's interpretation." Cal. Renters Legal Advocacy & Educ. Fund v. City of 
San Mateo, (2021) 68 Cal.App.5th 820, 844. The Property's RA-1 zoning eliminates an entire 
category of commercial use designed in the General Plan. The RA zoning is inconsistent with the 
General Plan because it does not further the objectives and policies of the General Plan and instead 
obstructs their attainment. See Corona-Norco, supra, 17 Cal.App.4th at 994. 

The Property's RA zoning is inconsistent with the General Plan's Limited Commercial 
designation under the HAA. 

b. Even if the General Plan and Zoning Are Consistent. the City Must Facilitate the 
Density Allowed by the General Plan 

Even if the Property's RA-1 zoning were consistent with the Limited Commercial 
designation, the City still may only apply objective RA-1 standards (e.g., setbacks, coverage, 
height, etc.) to the degree that they facilitate the density allowed by the Limited Commercial 
designation. §65589.50)(4). 

Petitioners argue that the Project is consistent with the density allowed under the General 
Plan's Limited Commercial designation. The City acknowledged as much, stating that "you're 
proposing to use the development standards of the underlying land use designation rather than the 
zone and proposing to use Density Bonus." AR 1283. Pet. Op. Br. at 18. Yet, the City is 
attempting to apply RA-1 zoning density to prevent, not facilitate, the density allowed by the 
Limited Commercial designation. Pet. Op. Br. at 19. Even if the zoning were consistent, the City 
must only apply the zoning in a manner that facilitates the maximum density allowed on the 
Property site under the General Plan. Reply at 10. 

The City does not respond to this argument, which is mooted by the court's conclusions that 
the General Plan's designation prevails. 

4. The Remedy 
Petitioners argue that the City disapproved Jha's Project application without attempting to 

make the required public health and safety impact findings. Instead, the City disapproved the 
application unless and until Jha meets the City's demand to secure a rezoning - even though such 
requirement is prohibited under the HAA - based on a court-rejected theory that no reasonable 
person, not even the City planners, could believe. The City's actions were frivolous, without merit, 
and a bad-faith violation of the HAA. Petitioners seek an order that the Project is deemed 
compliant and directing Respondents to approve it within 60 days pursuant to section 
65589.S(k)(l)(A)(i), (ii). Pet. Op. Br. at 19. 

The HAA defines "bad faith" as an action that is "frivolous or otherwise entirely without 
merit." §65589.5(1). There is more than one test for this determination, and the City's conduct 
does not meet any of them. Burkle v. Burkle! (2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 387,401 (conduct that is 

consistent with the General Plan's more intense designation. 
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"objectively unreasonable"); Peake v. Underwood. (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 428. 440 (a claim is 
"legally frivolous is it is 'not warranted by existing law or a good faith argument for the extension, 
modification. or reversal of existing law"). 

Petitioners have not shown that the City's actions occurred with an improper motive or are 
entirely without merit under the HAA. At the hearing, Petitioners' counsel argued that the City's 
actions with respect to the SB 330 preliminary application and project application show bad faith. 
Without agreeing with this conclusion, the court notes that a bad faith violation of the PSA is not 
the same as bad faith under the HAA. The City has a legitimate, if wrong, interpretation of section 
65589.50)(4), and the court does not agree that Warner Ridge found footnote 9 to be void. In fact, 
footnote 9 cannot be entirely void because there are permissible applications of its cascading 
theory. Warner Ridge simply held that this cascading does not alter the inconsistency of the City's 
zoning and General Plan. 

The City's actions were taken in good faith. The court will not order the City to approve 
the Project. 65589.S(k)(l)(A)(ii). Instead, the court shall issue a judgment and writ compelling 
compliance with the HAA in 60 days. §65589.5(k)(l)(A)(i)(II), (ii). 

F. Conclusion 
The Petition is granted. A writ shall issue deeming the SB 330 application to have been 

submitted, deeming the Project application complete, and directing the City to comply with the 
HAA in 60 days. 

Petitioners' counsel is ordered to prepare a proposed judgment and writ of mandate, serve 
them ·on the City's counsel for approval as to form, wait ten days after service for any objections, 
meet and confer if there are objections, and then submit the proposed judgment and writ along 
with a declaration stating the existence/non-existence of any unresolved objections. An OSC re: 
judgment is set for September 13, 2022 at 1 :30 p.m. 

Dated: July _, 2022 

JAMES C. CHALFANT 
Superior Court Judge 
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Complete Letter for Concept Design Review 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

P L A N N I N G  &  C O M M U N I T Y  D E V E L O P M E N T  D E P A R T M E N T  
PLANNING  DIVISION  

 

 

 
July 21, 2022 
 
 
Daniel Taban 
888 S. Figueroa Street, Suite 1900 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Via email: daniel@jadeent.com  
 
NOTICE OF INCOMPLETE APPLICATION 
Application for Concept Design Review  
740-790 E. Green Street, 106 S. Oak Knoll Ave. & 111 S. Hudson Ave.  
Date of Application Submittal: June 24, 2022 
Case #: DHP2022-00248        Council District 7 
 
Dear Mr. Taban: 
 
Staff of the Design and Historic Preservation Section has reviewed your application for Concept 
Design Review of a new mixed-use, 254,125 square-foot development consisting of 15,468 
square feet of commercial use and 263 residential units at the above-referenced address.  
Based on the materials submitted, the application has been deemed incomplete for processing. 
The following additional information needs to be submitted, as specified in the Submittal 
Checklist for Concept Design Review in Attachment A:  
 

1) Master Application. The Project Description is missing from the Master Application, 
along with the following items. The Master Application is attached for your reference as 
Attachment B: 

(a) Environmental Assessment 
(b) Tree Inventory 
(c) Taxpayer Protection Act Disclosure Form 

2) Ownership Verification. The following documents are missing from the submittal 
materials to verify ownership: 

(a) Copy of Grant Deed, Deed Trust, or Title Report showing ownership 
(b) Written Consent from property owner to authorize representative, if applicable 

3) Notification Packet. Provide the public hearing notification materials as specified in 
Attachment C.   

4) Digital Massing Model. Simple, digital building form/massing model (i.e., no internal 
building elements, landscaping, people, cars) of the project as a geo-referenced Google 
Earth (.kml/.kmz) file for use in placing and viewing the project within the City’s digital 
model of existing buildings in the City.  

5) Density Bonus Concessions and Incentives. Provide a response on the Submittal 
Checklist, on page 4 of Attachment A, as it pertains to concessions and density bonus 
projects. As indicated on the form, if the project seeks a concession or incentive(s) as 
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Daniel Taban 
740-790 (770-792) E. Green Street (DHP2022-00248) 
Page 2 of 2 
 

allowed pursuant to State Density Bonus law, please submit documentation showing that 
the requested incentive or concession will result in identifiable and actual cost reductions 
to provide for affordable housing costs or rents. 

6) Environmental Review Fee. The project description has changed since the initial 
submittal of a Planned Development application and initiation of environmental review. In 
order for the environmental review to continue based on the updated project description, 
an additional deposit of funds is required to complete preparation of the environmental 
document. Please see Attachment D for an updated invoice. The environmental deposit 
is subject to additional billing if needed, or refund if funds remain after completion of the 
document. 
 

Please be advised that comments provided by the Current Planning Section are included in 
Attachment E. The project shall be revised to show compliance with the Zoning Code in order to 
receive Design Review approval. If it is determined that a Zoning entitlement is needed (e.g. 
variance, zoning code/specific plan amendment...etc.), the Zoning entitlement would need to be 
obtained for the project to receive Design Review approval.  
 
This project requires a public hearing before the Design Commission.  Due to the need for 
CEQA documentation to be completed, a tentative hearing date will be scheduled upon 
completion of the CEQA documentation. 
 
If a response to this letter is not received within 120 days, the application may be deemed 
withdrawn and no further processing will occur. Additional information may also be requested 
during the course of processing to clarify, correct or otherwise supplement the information 
provided.  Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or comments regarding 
this letter. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Stephanie Cisneros 
Senior Planner 
Design and Historic Preservation Section 
Tel 626-744-7219 
Email:  scisneros@cityofpasadena.net  
 
Attachments: 
 A: Submittal Checklist for Concept Design Review 
 B: Master Application Packet 
 C: Notification Packet 
 D: Environmental Fee Invoice 
 E: Zoning Matrix 
  

 
cc:  address file; Energov 
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Submittal Checklist for 

CONCEPT DESIGN REVIEW 

 PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 5/13/2022 
DESIGN & HISTORIC PRESERVATION SECTION PASADENA, CA   91101 Email:  DHPquestions@cityofpasadena.net Page | 1 

Concept Design Review is the primary step in the Design Review process. Applications for 
Concept Design Review normally address the basic design of a project, including compatibility 
with surroundings, massing, proportion, siting, solid-to-void relationships, and compliance with 
applicable design guidelines. 

All applications for Design Review shall adhere to applicable City design guideline 
documents, which can be viewed and downloaded from the following website: 
http://cityofpasadena.net/guidelines. Projects may also be subject to public art requirements in 
Section 17.40.100: Public Art Requirements and Design Standards of the City of Pasadena 
Zoning Code. 

This checklist should be reviewed together with a planner at the Permit Center and must be 
submitted with the complete application.  Incomplete applications will not be accepted.  

MINIMUM SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS: 
The Preliminary Consultation phase of Design Review must be completed prior to filing an 
application for Concept Design Review. Refer to the submittal requirements for Preliminary 
Consultation for further details: http://www.ci.pasadena.ca.us/Planning/Design_Review/. 

Listed below are the minimum submittal requirements for Concept Design Review.  If there 
are multiple entitlements, they may be combined under one submittal. 

ELECTRONIC SUBMITTAL  
All required submittals listed below shall be provided in electronic format via flash drive, email or 
file transfer to dhpquestions@cityofpasadena.net. 

 MASTER APPLICATION – One (1) printed copy 
a) Cover Sheet with applicant signature
b) Environmental Assessment
c) Tree Inventory
d) Taxpayer Protection Act Disclosure Form

 APPLICATION FEES 
Application fees are required for all projects.  See the adopted fee schedule (viewable at 
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/finance/general-fund/fees-tax-schedules/) or consult with 
Design & Historic Preservation staff to determine the amount of the application fee.  Application 
fee may be paid online once an invoice is created by staff:  
https://mypermits.cityofpasadena.net/EnerGov_Prod/SelfService#/payinvoice 

OWNERSHIP VERIFICATION – One (1) printed copy 
a) Copy of Grant Deed, Deed Trust, or Title Report showing ownership
b) Written Consent from property owner to authorize representative, if applicable

NOTIFICATION PACKET – Electronic submittal only  
Access public notification packet submittal requirements via this link:  
https://cityofpasadena.net/planning/wp-content/uploads/sites/30/Notification-Packet-
1.pdf?v=1652481770971

ATTACHMENT A
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    VISUAL CONTEXT PHOTO MONTAGE - One (1) printed 11”X17” copy 
The visual context photo montage is intended to demonstrate how the proposed project fits 
within the surrounding neighborhood context. Supporting text/narrative explanation may be 
provided to further explain how the project responds to its surroundings, however, it is not 
required. 
 
a) Color photographs of existing buildings on the site and existing buildings on both sides of the 

street between two cross streets. Photographs should identify the address of the property 
depicted and should be taken perpendicular to the building. If the project is on a corner lot, 
photographs should include both streets. 

b) A minimum of four (4) colored photos of varied angles of the project site, showing walls, trees, 
and existing structures. 
 

    RESPONSE TO PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION REVIEW NARRATIVE - One (1) printed 
11”X17” copy and electronic submittal must contain the narrative responses in Microsoft 
Word format. Supporting diagrams and photographs may be provided in PDF format. 

 
a) Written narrative describing how the project’s design concept responds to comments and 

recommendations provided by the Design Commission and staff during the Preliminary 
Consultation process. 

b) Written narrative describing what green building measures, including passive environmental 
control strategies and/or active environmental control systems, are incorporated into the 
building’s design. 

 
    CONCEPT DESIGN PLANS - One (1) full-size copy and one (1) 11”X17” copy.  

 The level of detail expected for this submittal is typically referred to as design development, 
wherein the architect expands upon the schematic design studies to develop more detailed 
drawings. The following drawings and criteria should be included in the submittal: 

 
   VICINITY MAP  

a) ½-mile radius street system with project site highlighted 
 

   COVER SHEET 
a) Total area of site in square footage 
b) Number of buildings and dwelling units to be removed (including sizes and construction 

dates) 
c) Number of proposed new buildings with total square footage for each (including 

parking structures) 
d) Square footage for each building’s footprint and the percentage of the site covered by 

the building 
e) Number of stories for each building 
f) Landscaped areas and percentage of the total site dedicated for landscaping 
g) Number of parking and loading spaces (including existing, proposed, and required by 

zoning) and percentage of the total site covered by parking 
h) Paved area and percentage of the total site dedicated for hardscape/paving (i.e., 

driveways, walkways, courtyards, and trash storage) 
i) Existing and proposed UBC occupancy group and the type of construction 
j) Existing zoning and land use designation 
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   SITE PLAN (fully dimensioned)  

a) A survey of the existing conditions on the site and footprint of adjacent buildings 
b) Demolition plans 
c) Proposed site plan, including exhibit, showing proposed site plan within context of 

building footprints, within one block, in all directions. Indicate any designated or 
eligible historic resources. 

d) Property line and setback dimensions 
e) Adjacent streets 
f) Existing and proposed building locations and dimensions 
g) Topography and/or any existing site-specific conditions that must be addressed 
h) Dimensions of driveway widths, existing and proposed curb cuts, parking spaces (use 

arrows to indicate traffic circulation) 
i) Sidewalks and walkways (include existing and proposed). Indicate existing paved 

areas to be removed.  
j) Walls and fences (include materials and dimensions for existing and proposed). 

Indicate walls and fences to be removed. 
k) Street lights (include existing and proposed). Indicate existing proposed for removal. 
l) Trees: show existing trees with accurate canopies and overlap, if any, between 

proposed building footprints and canopy/root system of existing street trees or large 
mature trees on the site (and on adjoining properties, which may overlap onto the 
project site). 

m) Indicate conceptual location of electrical vault, gas and electrical meters, fire sprinkler 
valves, backflow preventer, HVAC condensers, etc. 

 
   FLOOR PLANS  

a) Proposed plans and existing plans (if to be retained), including perimeter dimensions 
and openings in exterior walls 

 
   ROOF PLAN  

a) Roof pitch and material 
b) Preliminary location of all exterior mechanical equipment, if applicable 

   
   ELEVATIONS  

a) All building elevations (in color and black and white) 
b) Building heights 
c) Preliminary proposed materials 
d) Elevations of existing buildings adjacent to front elevation 
e) Conceptual locations of signs 

 
   SECTIONS (cross and longitudinal) 

a) Building walls (including freestanding walls) 
b) Floor-to-floor dimensions 
c) Cuts and fills, as required 

 
   PHASING PLAN (for multi-phased projects) 
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   PRELIMINARY LANDSCAPE PLAN 
a) Softscape (including trees and shrubs) 
b) Hardscape (identify proposed materials) 
c) Preliminary Landscape Palette 

 
 DIGITAL MASSING MODEL 

a) Simple, digital building form/massing model (i.e., no internal building elements, landscaping, 
people, cars) of the project as a geo-referenced Google Earth (.kml/.kmz) file for use in placing 
and viewing the project within the City’s digital model of existing buildings in the City.   
 

b) The City can provide surrounding models in the area of interest for context purposes, if 
desired. To assist in the creation and placement of a digital model for the project, please 
contact the Department of Information Technology or the Project Manager to obtain digital 
models of existing buildings in the vicinity of the project: 

 
 DENSITY BONUS CONCESSIONS AND INCENTIVES 

 Does the project seek a concession or incentive(s) as allowed pursuant to State Density Bonus 
law? 

 
  Yes  No 
  

a) If yes, provide documentation showing that the requested incentive or concession will 
result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to provide for affordable housing costs 
or rents. 

  Provide documentation. 
 

b) The City must grant a requested concession or incentive unless it finds the following: 
   

 The concession or incentive does not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to 
provide for affordable housing costs or rents.  

 Granting the concession or incentive would have a specific adverse impact on public 
health or safety or on property listed on the California historical register, which cannot be 
mitigated; or 

 The concession or incentive would be contrary to state or federal law. 
 

   APPLICATION FEES – See adopted fee schedule, viewable at:  
       http://cityofpasadena.net/Finance/Fees_and_Tax_Schedules/ 
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  PLANNING DIVISION MASTER APPLICATION FORM    
 

 

 

  Master Application (without supplementals)5/27/20 
 

 PLANNING DEPARTMENT // 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 
PLANNING DIVISION PASADENA, CA   91101 F    626-744-4785  

 

Project Address:                

Project Name:               

Project Description:  (Please describe demolitions, alterations and any new construction) ____________________________________________ 

                

                

Zoning Designation: _______________________________ General Plan Designation: _________________________ 

Estimated Valuation (Cost of Project): _________________________ 

 

APPLICANT / OWNER INFORMATION 

APPLICANT NAME:     Telephone: [        ]  

Address:      Fax: [        ]  

City  State:  Zip:   Email:   

CONTACT PERSON:     Telephone: [        ]  

Address:      Fax: [        ]  

City  State:  Zip:   Email:   

PROPERTY OWNER NAME:     Telephone: [        ]  

Address:      Fax: [        ]  

City  State:  Zip:   Email:   

 

TYPE OF PLANNING REVIEW AND APPROVALS REQUIRED (Mark clearly the type of approval(s) required): 
 

 ADJUSTMENT PERMIT   HEIGHT AVERAGING   PREDEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 

 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
CONCESSION OR WAIVER   HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT   

RELIEF FROM THE REPLACEMENT 
BUILDING PERMIT REQUIREMENT 

 
CERTIFICATE OF 
APPROPRIATENESS   

HISTORIC DESIGNATION 
(MONUMENT, LANDMARK, TREE OR 
SIGN)   SIGN EXCEPTION 

 CERTIFICATE OF EXCEPTION   HISTORICAL RESEARCH/EVALUATION    TENTATIVE PARCEL/TRACT MAP 

 
CHANGES TO APPROVED 
PROJECT   LANDMARK TREE PRUNING   TEMP. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 

 CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT    MASTER DEVELOPMENT PLAN   TREE PROTECTION PLAN REVIEW 

 DESIGN REVIEW   MASTER SIGN PLAN   TREE REMOVAL  

 DEVELOPMENT AGREMENT   MINOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT   VARIANCE 

 EXPRESSIVE USE PERMIT   MINOR VARIANCE    
VARIANCE FOR HISTORIC 
RESOURCES  

 
FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) 
INCREASE   PLANNED DEVELOPMENT ZONE   ZONE CHANGE (MAP AMENDMENT) 

_________ GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT _________ PRELIMINARY PLAN CHECK   OTHER:  _____________________ 

Note:  Space for signature is on reverse side 
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PLANNING DIVISION MASTER APPLICATION FORM 
 

- 2 - 

INDEMNIFICATION 
Applicant agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the City and its officers, contractors, consultants, employees, 
and commission members (collectively, “City”) from any and all liability, loss, suits, claims, damages, costs, judgments 
and expenses (including attorney’s fees and costs of litigation), including any appeals thereto (collectively, “proceeding”) 
brought against the City with regard to any approvals issued in connection with the application(s) by the City, including 
any action taken pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.  If Applicant is required to defend the City in 
connection with such proceeding, the City shall have and retain the right to approve counsel to so defend the City; and all 
significant decisions concerning the manner in which the defense is conducted; and any and all settlements, which 
approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.  The City shall also have and retain the right to not participate in the 
defense, except that the City agrees to reasonably cooperate with Applicant in the defense of the proceeding. If the City’s 
Attorney’s Office participates in the defense, all City Attorney fees and costs shall be paid by Applicant.  Further, Applicant 
agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the City from and for all costs and fees incurred in additional investigation 
or study of, or for supplementing, revising, or amending, any document if made necessary by said proceeding.   
 
CERTIFICATION:  
I hereby certify that I am the applicant or designated agent named herein and that I am familiar with the rules and 
regulations with respect to preparing and filing this petition for discretionary action, and that the statements and answers 
contained herein and the information attached are in all respects true and accurate to the best of my knowledge and 
belief. 

 
SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT OR AGENT: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 

 
 

 

For Office Use Only 
 

PLN # ___________________________ 
CASE #__________________________ 
PRJ # ___________________________ 
 

DATE ACCEPTED:___________________________ 
DATE SUBMITTALS RECEIVED: ______________ _ 
RECEIVED BY (INITIALS): _____________________ 
 
FEES: 
BASE FEE:: $ ___________________ 
3% RECORDS FEE:  $____________________ 
TOTAL: $____________________ 
 

HISTORIC ARCH. RESEARCH REQUIRED?  YES  NO               
PUBLIC ART REVIEW REQUIRED?                YES  NO                   
TRANSPORTATION REVIEW REQUIRED?    YES  NO  
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIRED?        YES  NO 

 

 
 
REVIEW AUTHORITY: 

□ STAFF 

□ HEARING OFFICER 

□ PLANNING COMMISSION/BZA 

□ DESIGN COMMISSION 

□ HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION 

□ CITY COUNCIL 

 
 
TAXPAYER PROTECTION 

□ DISCLOSURE REQUIRED 

□ NOT REQUIRED 

 
 
CEQA REVIEW: 

□ EXEMPTION 

□ INITIAL STUDY 

□ EIR 

 
CEQA REVIEW STATUS: 

□ PENDING 

□ COMPLETED 

 

Design & Historic Preservation: 
 

TYPE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
REVIEW: 

□ CATEGORY 1 (DESIGNATED) 

□ CATEGORY 2 (ELIGIBLE) 

 
LANDMARK/HISTORIC DISTRICT NAME: 
___________________________ 
 
TYPE OF DESIGN REVIEW: 

□ CONCEPT 

□ FINAL 

□ CONSOLIDATED 

□ PRELIMINARY CONSULTATION 

 

 



 

 
 
PASADENA PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
www.cityofpasadena.net 

   

APPLICANT AUTHORIZATION FOR REPRODUCTION OF 
APPLICATION MATERIALS 

   

     

 

 
  Rev: 4/7/20   

 PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 
 PASADENA,  CA   91101 F    626-744-4785  

     

Project Address:    Case #:  

 

I understand that this form grants the City of Pasadena permission to reproduce submitted materials, 

including but not limited to, plans, exhibits, and photographs, for distribution to staff, Hearing Officers, 

Commission, Board, and City Council Members, and other Agencies in order to process the application, 

and to make those materials available to the public on the City of Pasadena’s website, notwithstanding 

Health & Safety Code § 19851 or any other provision of law. Nothing in this consent, however, shall 

entitle any person to make use of the intellectual property in plans, exhibits and photographs for any 

purpose unrelated to the City's consideration of this application. 

 

Applicant’s Signature:    Date:  

Name (print or type):  Phone:  
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SUPPLEMENT TO MASTER APPLICATION FORM 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

 
 

  

      
 

PG. 1   EA – Environmental Assessment Form - Rev 02/18/16 
 

� PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT // 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 
PLANNING DIVISION PASADENA,  CA   91101 F    626-744-4785  

EXISTING PROPERTY INFORMATION: 
This section of the Environmental Assessment is for information regarding the existing property only. 
 
Your application is complete when all attached supplemental applications are completed and submitted.  The case manager will notify you if any 
additional items or reviews are necessary. 
 
Assessor Parcel Number(s): ________________________________________________________________________  

 

Square Footage of Property: ______________________ Average slope of land if over 15% ____________________ 

 
Surrounding Land Uses: 
 

North: ____________________________________________   East: ________________________________________ 
 

South: ____________________________________________   West: _______________________________________ 
 
EXISTING BUILDING(S) BUILDING A  BUILDING B  BUILDING C BUILDING D 
Total gross square footage     
Total commercial gross square footage      
Total residential gross square footage     
Year built     
Building footprint in square feet     
Open space / landscaping square footage     
Paving square footage     
Number of parking spaces     
Height of building in feet     
Number of stories     
Number of housing units     
Square feet to be demolished     
Number of covenanted affordable units to be demolished     
Number of housing units to be demolished     
Number of hotel / motel rooms to be demolished     
To be altered? ( yes  /  no  )     
To be relocated?  ( yes  /  no  )     
Un reinforced masonry? ( yes  /  no  )     
Type of use (i.e. residential, commercial, mixed uses, etc.)     

 
 
ADDRESS OF LOCATIONS OF EXISTING BUILDINGS: 
 
Building A: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Building B: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Building C: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Building D : _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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PROPOSED PROJECT INFORMATION: 
This section of the Environmental Assessment is for information regarding the proposed project only. 
 
Estimated Valuation: __________________________________________ 
Explain if the project is located in a geological hazard area (i.e. hillside area, Seismic fault, erosive soils): _______________________ 
 
 
Amount of grading proposed:  Cut: _________________  Fill: _______________ Balance: _____________________ 
 
   Imported: ____________________  Exported: ____________________ 
 
Type of development (single family residence, apartments, condominiums, commercial, industrial, institutional): ___________________ 
 
Total housing units: _____________    Is this an affordable Housing Project?     yes      no     # of affordable units: _____________ 
 
Proposed Energy Types:    All electrical    Electric Kitchen        Electric HVAC       Gas kitchen 
 
PROPOSED BUILDING(S)  BUILDING A  BUILDING B  BUILDING C BUILDING D 
Total gross square footage     
Total commercial gross square footage      
Total residential gross square footage     
Building footprint in square feet     
Open space square footage     
Landscaping square footage     
Height of building in feet     
Number of stories     
Number of parking spaces     
Number of housing units     
Number of bedrooms     
Hotel / motel number of rooms     
Hours of operation     
Number of employees     
Square feet of restaurant seating area     
Number of fixed seats (restaurant)     
Number of hotel / motel rooms to be demolished     
UBC occupancy group     
UBC construction type     
Fire sprinklers?   yes  /  no       
Type of use (i.e. residential, commercial, mixed uses, etc.)     

  *  If there are additional buildings on the site, please attach a separate sheet with the above information for each building. 
 
ATTACH AN EXPLANATION of any questions answered with yes.  
 

  yes    no Is this a phased project? 
 

  yes     no Will there be demolition or removal of any structure of any age? 
 

  yes     no Will there be any alteration of any existing structure?  

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ 

□ □ 

□ 

I 
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INCLUSIONARY HOUSING: 
(If project includes 10 or more residential units): 
 
Project type: 
 
____ Ownership (for sale)  � For Sale Subarea _____________ 
 

____ Rental   � For Rental Subarea ____________ 
 

____ Combination (sale / rental) � For Sale Subarea _____________  For Rental Subarea ________________ 
 
Net Residential floor area (habitable space) of the project in square feet: 
 
Rental units: _______________ square feet 
 

For sale units: ________________ square feet 
 
 
Total number of units proposed: ____________________ 
 

Number of inclusionary units required: ___________________ 
 

Number of inclusionary units proposed: __________________ 
 
Residential Units Mix: 
 

# 
Bedrooms 

Total #  
Units 

# Units  
on Site 

# Units  
off Site 

# Market  
Rate Units 

# Very Low  
Income Units 

# Low  
Income Units 

# Moderate  
Income Units 

Studio        
1        
2        
3        
4        
5        
 
Alternatives selected:  (if ‘yes’ is selected, provide information in second part)  
 

  yes    no On-site development  � Inclusionary Units Provided # _________________ 
 

  yes     no Off-site development � Inclusionary Units Provided # _________________ 
 

  yes     no Land Donation  � Estimate Land Value $ ______________________ 
 

  yes     no In-Lieu Fee  � Estimate In-Lieu Value $ _____________________ 
 

Land Donation of Off-Site Development Project Address: ______________________________________________________________ 
 

Incentives requested: 
 
Affordable Housing Fee Waiver   yes     no  

Unit Credit     yes     no  

Density Bonus     yes     no  

Financial Assistance    yes     no  

Enterprise Zone                                yes     no                                    
Marketing Assistance     yes     no  

Green Building Rebate    yes     no 

Residential Impact Fee Rebate   yes     no 

I 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
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� PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT // 175 NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE T    626-744-4009 
PLANNING DIVISION PASADENA,  CA   91101 F    626-744-4785  

DENSITY BONUS AND COMPLIANCE WITH ASSEMBLY BILL 2222 
(If project is utilizing the State Density Bonus Law pursuant to Government Code §§ 65915): 
 
In order to receive a building permit for a density bonus project that involves the demolition or conversion of rental units 
and/or construction on vacant land where rental units were demolished and/or converted within five years, an owner must 
comply with the housing replacement provision of California Government Code §§ 65915 as amended by Assembly Bill 
2222 (AB 2222). AB 2222 requires that owners/applicants of density bonus projects replace any rental dwelling units that 
are either existing at the time of application, or have been vacated or demolished in the five-year period preceding the 
application, which meet any of the following criteria: 
 

1) subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance, or law that restricts rents to levels affordable to persons and 
families of lower or very low income; 

2) subject to any other form of rent or price control; or  
3) occupied by lower or very low income households. 

 
The replacement units must be the equivalent size or type, or both, and be made available at affordable rent/cost to 
households in the same or lower income category. 
 
1. Density Bonus Project  YES       NO 

 
2. Existing Affordable Units on Project Site   YES          NO     

(Includes existing affordable units AND affordable units demolished and/or converted within five (5) years) 
 

Affordability 
Level* 

Number of Units  

Total 
Ownership Units Rental Units 

Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3 Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3 

Very Low        

Low        

Moderate        

 
3. Existing Affordable Unit(s) to be Demolished and/or Converted as a Result of Proposed Project             YES       NO 

     

Affordability 
Level* 

Number of Units  

Total 
Ownership Units Rental Units 

Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3 Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3 

Very Low        

Low        

Moderate        

 
IF YOU ANSWERED YES TO QUESTION #1 AND THERE ARE UNITS INDICATED IN THE HIGHLIGHTED CELLS IN 
QUESTIONS # 2 AND #3, THE PROJECT IS REQUIRED TO COMPLY WITH AB 2222 AND ANY OTHER 
SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION ASSOCIATED WITH AB 2222. 

  
It is the responsibility of the owner/applicant  to obtain all necessary documentary evidence (e.g. employer pay 
stubs of tenants, IRS forms, rent rolls, rent receipts, etc.) verifying the existing property’s affordability status and 
submit them to the City for review. In the absence of sufficient documentation, it is assumed that the vacant units 
were last occupied by 50% very low income and 50% low income households, unless the owner can demonstrate 
otherwise.  
 
*As defined by Division 31 of California Health and Safety Code 

I 

□ □ 

□ □ 

□ □ 
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TREE INVENTORY FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT _________________________________________________________ 
(For hillside project include all trees with a diameter of 4 inches or more.  For all other projects, include all trees with a diameter of 8 inches or more.) 
Application may not be process if Tree Inventory is not complete or if left blank.  If no trees exist on site, indicate “NONE” 

 

Tree #1 
Scientific Name 

DHB2 Height3 Spread 

Proposed Status 
X = Remove 
R = Remain 
L = Relocate 

Street tree or public 
tree? 

Y = Yes, N = No,  
U = Unknown Common Name 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

       
 

 
1   Tree number should match number on the site plan.  Show tree location on site plan.  Include all street trees and trees in public rights-of –way. 
2   Diameter at breast height (DBH) measured at 4 ½ feet above the point where the trunk meets the ground.  
3   Estimate the tree height and spread of canopy and provide measurement in feet.  



 

TPA Form – Rev 8/3/07   

 

Disclosure Pursuant to the 
City of Pasadena Taxpayer Protection Act 

Pasadena City Charter, Article XVII 
 
I. Does the value of this application/project have the potential to exceed $25,000?  Yes   No  (Applicant must mark one) 
 
II. Is the application being made on behalf of a government entity?  Yes   No 
 
III. Is the application being made on behalf of a non-profit 501(c) organization?   Yes    No   
   If yes, please indicate the type of 501(c) organization:   501(c)(3)     501(c)(4)     501(c)(6)     
 

Applicant’s name: ________________________________  Date of Application:    
 
Owner’s name: ________________________________   Contact phone number:     
  (for questions regarding this form) 
 

Project Address:                
 
Project Description:               
 
                 
 
III. Applicant and Property Owner must disclose all joint owners , trustees, directors, partners, officers and those with more 

than a 10% equity, participation or revenue interest in owner and/or project.  If any of these a re an organization/entity, 
include the name of the organization/entity and the first and last names of all parties of interest of that o rganization/entity. 
(List all parties below and use additional sheets as necessary, or provide all parties on an attachment)  Please print 

legibly.  Have any additional sheets or an attachment been provided?   Yes    No   
 

Names of Owner(s), Trustees, Directors, 
Partners, Officers of Owner/Project 

Names of  Owner(s), Trustees, Directors, 
Partners, Officers of Owner/Project 
(continued) 

Those with more than a 10% equity, 
participation or revenue interest in Owner 
and/or Project 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 
I hereby certify that I am the owner or designated agent and that the statements and answers contained herein, and the information attached, are in 
all respects true, accurate and complete to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
 
Signature of Owner or Designated Agent:  _______________________________________  Date: ______________________ 
 
    

   For Office Use Only 
 

   Type of Application:   Variance (all types)   Adjustment Permit    Sign Exception   Temporary Use Permit   Expressive Use Permit  
                                      Conditional Use Permit (excluding Master Plan)   Master Plan Amendment   Planned Development    Other 
 
   Assigned Planner:  __________________________________________________       PLN#:  _________________________________ 
 
   Attached Address:  _________________________________________________________       No Attached Address 
 
   Appealed:   Yes    No       Appeal  PLN#  __________________________________              Application Withdrawn   
 
   Final Decision:   Approved     Denied     Decision Date:  ___________________    Decision Maker:  __________________________ 
                                                                                                                                                            (Name and Title, or Name of Commission/Committee) 
   Votes in favor (please print): 
 

   ___________________________________      ___________________________________      ____________________________________ 
 
   ___________________________________      ___________________________________      ____________________________________ 
 
   ___________________________________      ___________________________________      ____________________________________ 
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Applications which require a Public Notice must include a mailing list of property owners within a required 
mailing radius of the project site as stipulated by the Pasadena Municipal Code.  The mailing list preparation 
requirements are listed below. 
 
1) RADIUS MAP (two sets) – A radius map (scaled) must be prepared showing the mailing radius (300 feet 

or 500 feet, depending on type of application) from the subject property or properties.  Each lot/parcel 
must be newly numbered (1 through 99...), beginning with the project site as number "�" (written within a 
circle).   Note:  If the radius line touches a lot, or simply a lot line, that lot must be included on the mailing 
list.  

 
2) OWNERSHIP LIST (two sets) – The typed ownership list of the property owners within the required 

mailing radius.  The first name on the list shall correspond to the lot newly numbered "�" on the radius 
map, the second name corresponding to lot number "�", etc.  The list must also contain the assessor's 
parcel number for each lot.  The property owner names and address must be obtained from the latest 
assessor's records.  Property ownership information can be obtained from the following County 
Assessor's offices: 

 

 
Los Angeles County Assessor Offices 
 
 
 (1) County Hall of Administration #205 (2) 1190 South Durfee Avenue 
  500 West Temple Street  South El Monte (626) 579-8589 
  Los Angeles (213) 974-3211  (626) 579-8590 
   
   
 (3) 13800 Balboa Boulevard 
 Sylmar (818) 833-6000 
 

 
3) MAIL MERGE EXCEL SPREADSHEET – Applicant shall provide the ownership list in Excel Spreadsheet 

form for mail merge purposes. The spreadsheet shall include the following columns in the following order: 
Radius Map Reference No. (corresponding to the radius map and ownership list); Property Owner’s Full 
Name; Street Address; City; State; and Zip Code (zip code may or may not include the +4).  Type all 
information in CAPS ONLY (see sample of spreadsheet attached). Applicant, owner of the site and/or 
architect shall be included in this list.  Each property owner within the radius should be listed only once.  
Simply reference each property as described above. The spreadsheet shall be saved on a USB flash 
drive and submitted as part of the notification packet. 

 
4) ON-SITE POSTING REQUIREMENTS – A sign shall be posted, at least 14 days before the public 

hearing.  The sign will be provided by the City and given to the applicant.  The applicant would then 
staple or nail the sign to the plywood or posts or locate the sign on a storefront window. 

 
The following requirements shall be met: 

  
 

I 

I 
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(1) For corner lots, signs shall be posted on each street frontage. 

(2) The sign(s) shall be located in a conspicuous place on the property abutting a street and be 
located five feet from the property line but not more than 10 feet from the property line. 

     
(3) The sign(s) may be posted in windows when there is an existing structure on site that is not 

setback from the street. 
 
(4) The Zoning Administrator may approve deviations to these requirements in order to meet the 

intent of these noticing provisions. 
 
(5) Each sign shall comply with the following: 

(a) The sign shall be 12 feet square in sign area, generally measuring three feet by four feet. 
  
(b) The sign shall not exceed six feet in height from the ground level; provided, that if the 

property is surrounded by fences, walls, or hedges at or near the street property line, 
additional height may be provided as necessary to ensure visibility of the sign from the 
public right-of-way. 

  
(c) The sign shall not be illuminated. 
 
(d) The sign shall include all of the factual information about the pending application in 

compliance with Subsection A. (Contents of notice), above. 
  
(e) The size, style, and color of the sign's lettering shall be the specifications approved by 

the Zoning Administrator. 
  
(f) Support elements for the sign shall be made of four-inch by four-inch wood posts. 
  
(g) A Building Permit shall not be required for the posting of a sign, installed in compliance 

with this Subparagraph. 
  
(h) The sign shall remain in place until the expiration of the appeal period following a 

decision by the review authority.  If the application has been appealed or called for 
review, the sign shall remain in place with the new hearing date noted until the final 
decision is rendered.  The sign shall be removed within 10 days of either of the appeal 
period or the final decision, whichever applies. 

  
(i) The applicant shall submit to the Zoning Administrator an affidavit verifying that the signs 

were posted on the subject site in a timely manner in compliance with this Subparagraph. 
  

(6) Failure to post the sign, to include the required information, or to comply with applicable 
placement or graphic standards or requirements may result in the delay of the required public 
hearing. 

  
5)  AFFIDAVIT – The affidavit is to be signed and dated, verifying that the information on the radius map 

and ownership list is accurate and obtained from the latest assessor's records.  
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MAIL MERGE EXCEL SPREADSHEET 
 

RADIUS 

MAP 

REFERENCE 

NO. 

TO: (PROPERTY OWNER) STREET ADDRESS CITY STATE 

ZIP CODE 

(MAY OR 

MAY NOT 

INCLUDE +4) 

1 
HARRY & DEBRA 

CONNICK JR. 
100 N. GARFIELD AVENUE PASADENA CA 91101-1726 

2 WILLIAM JOEL 123 JUMP STREET HOLLYWOOD CA 90047 

3 BOBBY DARIN 3200 S. SPLASH AVENUE FOREST HILLS CA 91009 

4 
MR. AND MRS. ARMAN 

ASANTI 
60 ROMA COURT PASADENA CA 91109 

5 
ROBERT & JOSEPHINE 

DINERO 
723  MILANO AVENUE VENICE CA  90803 

6 
ALBERTO & ANGELA 

PACINO 
434 PORTOFINO PLACE PASADENA CA 91101 

7 SONNY PUTRINO 1 CALABRIA BOULEVARD PASADENA CA 91104 

8 
DELTA & GERALD 

MCRAINEY 
1234 LINDA VISTA PASADENA CA 91103 
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OWNERSHIP LIST 
 
 
PROJECT ADDRESS:  4321 Newhome Street      PROJECT # CUP-4000 
Applicant:           Harry Connick Jr. Date:   April 17, 1997 

    
No. Assessor Parcel # Name Address 
1 5423-040-009 Harry & Debra Connick Jr., 100 N Garfield Ave, Pasadena 91103 

 
2 5423-040-010 William Joel, 123 Jump Street, Hollywood CA 90047 

 
 

3 5736-230-005 Bobby Darin, 3200 S Splash Avenue, Forest Hills CA 91109 
 
 

4 5736-230-006 Bobby Darin, 3200 S Splash Avenue, Forest Hills CA 91109 
 
 

5 5724-025-111 Mr & Mrs Armand Asanti, 60 Roma Court, Pasadena CA 91109 
 
 

6 5628-034-003 Roberto & Josephine DiNero, 723 Milano Avenue, Venice CA 90803 
 
 

7 5628-034-006 William Joel, 123 Jump Street, Hollywood CA 90047 
 
 

8 5628-034-007 Sonny Putrino, One Calabria Boulevard, Pasadena CA 91104 
 
 

9 5628-034-010 Delta & Gerald McRainey, 1234 Linda Vista, Pasadena CA 91103 
 
 

     etc.      etc. 
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PROJECT ADDRESS:         PROJECT # 
  

 

I,                                                                  _ hereby certify that on the                         day of                                 

________, 201       , we prepared an ownership list and radius map, including properties entirely 

and partially within ______ feet of the most exterior boundaries of the property being considered 

in the above referenced project known as (Property Address)                                                        . 

The property owner names and addresses listed on the ownership list and mail merge 

spreadsheet were taken from the latest records of the Los Angeles County Assessor.  Such 

names are recorded in the records of the County Assessor as being the present owner or 

owners of both the subject property and the property/properties within the required mailing radius 

of the subject property. 

 
We certify that said ownership list and radius map are correct and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge.  We also acknowledge that any errors in this information will constitute an 
incomplete application and may invalidate its approval. 
 
 
 
 
SIGNATURE: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 
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Please complete the following affidavit and mail or deliver to: 
 
City of Pasadena, Planning Division 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA. 91101  
 
 
I, ________________________  hereby certify that on  _________________________  I installed a 

Notice of Public Hearing at the property known as ____________________________________, for 

which __________________________________________ is being considered by the 

_______________________________ on _______________________. 

 
By signing this, I have posted the sign(s) in a conspicuous place on the property abutting a street 
frontage no more than 10 feet inside the property line but no closer than five feet to a property line, 
or the sign has been posted in a window when there is an existing structure on site that is not 
setback from the street. 
 
I hereby submit a photo(s) of the sign(s) as it was installed on the property and will submit additional 
certifications and photos of the sign for any subsequent public hearings. 
 
Furthermore, failure to adequately post and maintain the required sign(s) on the property, fourteen 
(14) days prior to the hearing date will result in an automatic delay of the application.   
 
 
 
 
SIGNATURE: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 
 

 
 
 

   
For Office Use Only 
 

Checked by: _________________________           Date:  _____________________ 
 
Hearing Date: _________________________          Photos Attached: ______________ 
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(case type and number ) 

(hearing body) (hearing date) 

I 

-
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Applications which require a Public Notice must include a mailing list of property owners within a required 
mailing radius of the project site as stipulated by the Pasadena Municipal Code.  The mailing list preparation 
requirements are listed below. 

1) RADIUS MAP (two sets) – A radius map (scaled) must be prepared showing the mailing radius (300 feet
or 500 feet, depending on type of application) from the subject property or properties.  Each lot/parcel
must be newly numbered (1 through 99...), beginning with the project site as number "�" (written within a
circle).   Note:  If the radius line touches a lot, or simply a lot line, that lot must be included on the mailing
list.

2) OWNERSHIP LIST (two sets) – The typed ownership list of the property owners within the required
mailing radius.  The first name on the list shall correspond to the lot newly numbered "�" on the radius
map, the second name corresponding to lot number "�", etc.  The list must also contain the assessor's
parcel number for each lot.  The property owner names and address must be obtained from the latest
assessor's records.  Property ownership information can be obtained from the following County
Assessor's offices:

Los Angeles County Assessor Offices 

(1) County Hall of Administration #205 (2) 1190 South Durfee Avenue
500 West Temple Street South El Monte (626) 579-8589
Los Angeles (213) 974-3211 (626) 579-8590

(3) 13800 Balboa Boulevard
Sylmar (818) 833-6000

3) MAIL MERGE EXCEL SPREADSHEET – Applicant shall provide the ownership list in Excel Spreadsheet
form for mail merge purposes. The spreadsheet shall include the following columns in the following order:
Radius Map Reference No. (corresponding to the radius map and ownership list); Property Owner’s Full
Name; Street Address; City; State; and Zip Code (zip code may or may not include the +4).  Type all
information in CAPS ONLY (see sample of spreadsheet attached). Applicant, owner of the site and/or
architect shall be included in this list.  Each property owner within the radius should be listed only once.
Simply reference each property as described above. The spreadsheet shall be saved on a USB flash
drive and submitted as part of the notification packet.

4) ON-SITE POSTING REQUIREMENTS – A sign shall be posted, at least 14 days before the public
hearing.  The sign will be provided by the City and given to the applicant.  The applicant would then
staple or nail the sign to the plywood or posts or locate the sign on a storefront window.

The following requirements shall be met: 

ATTACHMENT B

I 

I 
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(1) For corner lots, signs shall be posted on each street frontage. 

(2) The sign(s) shall be located in a conspicuous place on the property abutting a street and be 
located five feet from the property line but not more than 10 feet from the property line. 

     
(3) The sign(s) may be posted in windows when there is an existing structure on site that is not 

setback from the street. 
 
(4) The Zoning Administrator may approve deviations to these requirements in order to meet the 

intent of these noticing provisions. 
 
(5) Each sign shall comply with the following: 

(a) The sign shall be 12 feet square in sign area, generally measuring three feet by four feet. 
  
(b) The sign shall not exceed six feet in height from the ground level; provided, that if the 

property is surrounded by fences, walls, or hedges at or near the street property line, 
additional height may be provided as necessary to ensure visibility of the sign from the 
public right-of-way. 

  
(c) The sign shall not be illuminated. 
 
(d) The sign shall include all of the factual information about the pending application in 

compliance with Subsection A. (Contents of notice), above. 
  
(e) The size, style, and color of the sign's lettering shall be the specifications approved by 

the Zoning Administrator. 
  
(f) Support elements for the sign shall be made of four-inch by four-inch wood posts. 
  
(g) A Building Permit shall not be required for the posting of a sign, installed in compliance 

with this Subparagraph. 
  
(h) The sign shall remain in place until the expiration of the appeal period following a 

decision by the review authority.  If the application has been appealed or called for 
review, the sign shall remain in place with the new hearing date noted until the final 
decision is rendered.  The sign shall be removed within 10 days of either of the appeal 
period or the final decision, whichever applies. 

  
(i) The applicant shall submit to the Zoning Administrator an affidavit verifying that the signs 

were posted on the subject site in a timely manner in compliance with this Subparagraph. 
  

(6) Failure to post the sign, to include the required information, or to comply with applicable 
placement or graphic standards or requirements may result in the delay of the required public 
hearing. 

  
5)  AFFIDAVIT – The affidavit is to be signed and dated, verifying that the information on the radius map 

and ownership list is accurate and obtained from the latest assessor's records.  
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MAIL MERGE EXCEL SPREADSHEET 
 

RADIUS 

MAP 

REFERENCE 

NO. 

TO: (PROPERTY OWNER) STREET ADDRESS CITY STATE 

ZIP CODE 

(MAY OR 

MAY NOT 

INCLUDE +4) 

1 
HARRY & DEBRA 

CONNICK JR. 
100 N. GARFIELD AVENUE PASADENA CA 91101-1726 

2 WILLIAM JOEL 123 JUMP STREET HOLLYWOOD CA 90047 

3 BOBBY DARIN 3200 S. SPLASH AVENUE FOREST HILLS CA 91009 

4 
MR. AND MRS. ARMAN 

ASANTI 
60 ROMA COURT PASADENA CA 91109 

5 
ROBERT & JOSEPHINE 

DINERO 
723  MILANO AVENUE VENICE CA  90803 

6 
ALBERTO & ANGELA 

PACINO 
434 PORTOFINO PLACE PASADENA CA 91101 

7 SONNY PUTRINO 1 CALABRIA BOULEVARD PASADENA CA 91104 

8 
DELTA & GERALD 

MCRAINEY 
1234 LINDA VISTA PASADENA CA 91103 
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OWNERSHIP LIST 
 
 
PROJECT ADDRESS:  4321 Newhome Street      PROJECT # CUP-4000 
Applicant:           Harry Connick Jr. Date:   April 17, 1997 

    
No. Assessor Parcel # Name Address 
1 5423-040-009 Harry & Debra Connick Jr., 100 N Garfield Ave, Pasadena 91103 

 
2 5423-040-010 William Joel, 123 Jump Street, Hollywood CA 90047 

 
 

3 5736-230-005 Bobby Darin, 3200 S Splash Avenue, Forest Hills CA 91109 
 
 

4 5736-230-006 Bobby Darin, 3200 S Splash Avenue, Forest Hills CA 91109 
 
 

5 5724-025-111 Mr & Mrs Armand Asanti, 60 Roma Court, Pasadena CA 91109 
 
 

6 5628-034-003 Roberto & Josephine DiNero, 723 Milano Avenue, Venice CA 90803 
 
 

7 5628-034-006 William Joel, 123 Jump Street, Hollywood CA 90047 
 
 

8 5628-034-007 Sonny Putrino, One Calabria Boulevard, Pasadena CA 91104 
 
 

9 5628-034-010 Delta & Gerald McRainey, 1234 Linda Vista, Pasadena CA 91103 
 
 

     etc.      etc. 
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PROJECT ADDRESS:         PROJECT # 
  

 

I,                                                                  _ hereby certify that on the                         day of                                 

________, 201       , we prepared an ownership list and radius map, including properties entirely 

and partially within ______ feet of the most exterior boundaries of the property being considered 

in the above referenced project known as (Property Address)                                                        . 

The property owner names and addresses listed on the ownership list and mail merge 

spreadsheet were taken from the latest records of the Los Angeles County Assessor.  Such 

names are recorded in the records of the County Assessor as being the present owner or 

owners of both the subject property and the property/properties within the required mailing radius 

of the subject property. 

 
We certify that said ownership list and radius map are correct and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge.  We also acknowledge that any errors in this information will constitute an 
incomplete application and may invalidate its approval. 
 
 
 
 
SIGNATURE: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 
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Please complete the following affidavit and mail or deliver to: 
 
City of Pasadena, Planning Division 
175 North Garfield Avenue 
Pasadena, CA. 91101  
 
 
I, ________________________  hereby certify that on  _________________________  I installed a 

Notice of Public Hearing at the property known as ____________________________________, for 

which __________________________________________ is being considered by the 

_______________________________ on _______________________. 

 
By signing this, I have posted the sign(s) in a conspicuous place on the property abutting a street 
frontage no more than 10 feet inside the property line but no closer than five feet to a property line, 
or the sign has been posted in a window when there is an existing structure on site that is not 
setback from the street. 
 
I hereby submit a photo(s) of the sign(s) as it was installed on the property and will submit additional 
certifications and photos of the sign for any subsequent public hearings. 
 
Furthermore, failure to adequately post and maintain the required sign(s) on the property, fourteen 
(14) days prior to the hearing date will result in an automatic delay of the application.   
 
 
 
 
SIGNATURE: __________________________________________ Date: _______________ 
 

 
 
 

   
For Office Use Only 
 

Checked by: _________________________           Date:  _____________________ 
 
Hearing Date: _________________________          Photos Attached: ______________ 
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(name) 

(site address) 

(date of posting) 

(case type and number ) 

(hearing body) (hearing date) 

I 
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INVOICE (INV0032695)
FOR CITY OF PASADENA

BILLING CONTACT

DANIEL TABAN
STANFORD PASADENA, LLC
888 S. FIGUEROA ST, ST 1900
LOS ANGELES, CA 90017

INVOICE NUMBER INVOICE DATE INVOICE DUE DATE INVOICE STATUS INVOICE DESCRIPTION

INV0032695 07/21/2022 07/21/2022 NONEDue

REFERENCE NUMBER FEE NAME TOTAL

DHP2022-00248 Environmental Analysis $18,515.00 

$18,515.00 SUB TOTAL770 E Green St Commercial Building Pasadena, CA 91101

TOTAL $18,515.00 

REMITTANCE INFORMATION  PAY ONLINE: CLICK HERE OR SCAN CODE BELOW

By Mail:

City of Pasadena

175 N. Garfield Ave

Attn:  Invoice Processing

Pasadena, CA  91101 

(Please write invoice number on check)

Page 1 of 1July 21, 2022 175 N Garfield Avenue, Pasadena, CA 91101

https://mypermits.cityofpasadena.net/EnerGov_Prod/SelfService/#/invoice/ca724b83-c183-4574-a5f8-9888ad49fe13/true
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MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE:  7/21/22 
TO:   STEPHANIE CISNEROS, DESIGN & HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
FROM: JENNIFER DRIVER, CURRENT PLANNING 
RE:  DHP2022-00248 

Zoning Review for Concept Design Review 
770 – 792 E. Green Street 

 
The Pasadena Current Planning Section has finished reviewing the above referenced project. 
The following Zoning corrections and/or comments shall be addressed by the applicant in order 
received Design Review approval. 

1. Topographic Survey: 

a. The survey shall be signed and stamped with a valid, current date. This survey will verify 
the lot size to be used throughout the application and building process. 

b. Include the lot area of each parcel. 
c. Include clear outline of the property lines. 
d. On a separate plan, include an outline of the proposed footprint and identify the lowest 

existing grade at an exterior wall of the proposed structure. 

2. Density Calculation 

a. The proposed project utilizes a base residential density of 87 dwelling units per acre and 
is not consistent with the density that is permitted by the Zoning Code. 

b. Per Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 3-6 “Central District Maximum Residential 
Density (dwelling units/acre)”, the proposed site is subject to a maximum density of 60 
dwelling units per acre. 

c. Revise the project to be consistent with Zoning Code Section 17.30.40, Figure 3-6. 

d. The proposed project would otherwise require approval of a text amendment of the Zoning 
Code and text amendment of the Specific Plan to change the base density to 87 dwelling 
units per acre. These amendments can only be initiated by Council Action, Commission 
Action or by the City Manager pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.74.030 (Initiation of 
Amendments). 

3. Subdivision: The proposal involves floor area that extends across six separate parcels 5734-
025-024, 5734-025-014, 5734-025-026, 5734-025-027, 5734-025-027 and 5734-025-029. 
The calculation for maximum floor area ratio (FAR) uses the aggregate site area. The Zoning 
Code requires that a series of lots must be considered a single lot in order for FAR to apply 
singly. To consolidate the six parcels, submit an application for a Tentative Parcel Map. Be 
advised the subdivision must be recorded prior to building permit issuance. 

4. Floor Area Ratio:  

a. Per Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 3-9 “Central District Maximum Floor Area 
Ratio”, the proposed site is subject to a maximum floor area ratio of 2.0:1. 

b. Application forms indicate that the FAR concession for an additional 0.5 FAR as outlined 

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART3SPPLST_CH17.30CEDISPPL_17.30.040CDGEDEST
https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/16551/394916/17-3-6.png
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART3SPPLST_CH17.30CEDISPPL_17.30.040CDGEDEST
https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/16551/403031/17-3-9.png
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in Zoning Code Section 17.43.050.B.2 is to be utilized. Please include reference to this 
utilized concession on the project plans as well as in the application forms. Current project 
plans indicate that the base allowed FAR for the property is 2.5:1, and is not correct. 

c. In addition, provide a dimensioned exhibit in the set identifying areas counted towards 
gross floor area by level. Gross floor area means the total enclosed area of all floors of a 
building measured to the inside face of the exterior walls including halls, stairways, 
elevator shafts at each floor level, service and mechanical equipment rooms and 
basement or attic areas having a height of more than seven feet, but excluding area used 
exclusively for vehicle parking or loading.  

5. Setbacks 

a. Building setbacks from property lines for the structure are not clearly identified. 

b. Per Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, Figure 3-7 “Central District Required Setbacks”, the 
following setbacks are required:  

Setbacks: Requirement 

Green Street (Setback Type 1) 0 Feet 

Oak Knoll Avenue (within 135’ of Green St)  
(Setback Type 1) 

0 Feet 

Remainder of Oak Knoll Ave  
(Setback Type 2)  

0 - 5 Feet 

Hudson Avenue (within 135’ of Green St)  
(Setback Type 1) 

0 Feet 

Remainder of  Hudson Avenue  
(Setback Type 2) 

0 - 5 Feet 

Interior Side/Rear (South PL): None Required 

c. On the site plan, clearly outline the property lines, and any required street dedication, and 
show the provided setbacks. 

d. The applicant may request an exception to the front or corner side setback requirements 
per Zoning Code Section 17.30.050.A (Setback exceptions), which allows for an increased 
front or corner side setback to allow for pedestrian paseos or arcades.  

6. Height:   

a. Height Maximums: 

i. Per Figure 3-8 of Zoning Code Section 17.30.040, the maximum allowed height is 
as follows: 

(1) Parcels 5734-025-024, 5734-025-014 and 5734-025-026: 35 feet  

(2) Parcels 5734-025-027, 5734-025-027 and 5734-025-029: 50 feet and 65 feet 
with height averaging. 

ii. Application Forms and Plans indicate that pursuant to Zoning Code Section 
17.43.050.B.1 a concession is requested for a 12-foot height increase for both height 
limits for no more than 60 percent of the building footprint.  

https://mcclibrary.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/codecontent/16551/394916/17-3-8.png
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART3SPPLST_CH17.30CEDISPPL_17.30.040CDGEDEST
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iii. In order to determine compliance with the allowed height increase, please submit 
additional plans (elevations, roof plan etc.) showing the dimensions and percentage 
of the areas that exceeds the allowed height limit compared to the building footprint. 

b. Height Measurement: 

i. Per Zoning Code Section 17.40.060.C, height is measured from the, “…lowest 
elevation of the existing grade at an exterior wall of the structure to the highest point 
of the structure.” 

ii. As the project includes a single structure, the height is measured from the singular 
lowest existing grade abutting the proposed structure. In this case, the lowest 
existing grade abutting the structure appears to be located towards the southeast 
corner of the site fronting on Hudson Avenue and plans indicate that it is 
approximately 807.45’. 

iii. All height measurements shall be taken from this low existing grade. 

iv. Identify on the existing topographic survey the low existing grade abutting the 
footprint of the proposed structure.  

v. Label and identify the location of the existing grade across all elevations and cross-
sections to distinguish between existing and finished grades.  

c. Height Exceptions: 

i. Per Zoning Code Section 17.40.060.D, for commercial (or Mixed-Use) structures, 
appurtenances covering not more than 25 percent of the roof area may exceed the 
height limit established by the applicable zoning district by a maximum of 15 feet.  

ii. For the subject project, please identify the location, dimensions, square-footage and 
height of any appurtenances over the base height limits of 35 feet and 50 feet. In 
addition, identify the square-footage for the entire roof area of the building. 

iii. An appurtenance is defined as a tower, spire, cupola, chimney, penthouse, water 
tank, flagpole, theater scenery loft, radio or television antenna, transmission tower, 
fire equipment, or other similar structure that is attached to a structure and not 
intended for human occupancy.  

iv. Appurtenance calculation shall include all screening mechanisms for mechanical 
equipment in the total appurtenance area. 

7. Mixed-Use Projects (Zoning Code Section 17.50.160) 

a. Commercial Uses along Street Frontages: 

i. The subject site is a corner lot and Zoning Code Section 17.50.160.E includes the 
following standards for commercial uses on a corner lot (note, Green Street has been 
determined to be the primary frontage for the purposes of this Zoning Code Section):  

(1) “Commercial uses shall be located along street frontages and have a minimum 
depth of 50 feet. The Zoning Administrator may reduce the commercial uses for 
a secondary street. 

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.40GEPRDEUSST_17.40.060HEREEX
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.40GEPRDEUSST_17.40.060HEREEX
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART5STSPLAUS_CH17.50STSPLAUS_17.50.160MIEPR
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(2) On corner lots, the commercial space shall turn (wrap around) the corner for a 
minimum depth of 50 feet. 

(3) The Zoning Administrator shall determine the primary frontage for purposes of 
compliance with this subsection. 

(4) Projects within the Central District shall comply with Figure 3-4 (Ground Floor 
Concept) in Zoning Code Section 17.30.040.” 

ii. Proposed project plans include a commercial use along the entire Green Street 
frontage, along Oak Knoll for length of 66’-1” and along Hudson for a length of 45’.  

iii. Per subsection (2) above, on corner lots, such as this site, commercial uses are 
required to turn (wrap around) the corner for a minimum depth of 50 feet.  

iv. The proposed commercial use does not turn (wrap around) the corner along the 
Hudson Avenue frontage for at least 50 feet. Revised plans shall address the above 
requirement for commercial uses along all street frontages. 

v. In addition, revise project plans to identify that no portion of the proposed commercial 
tenant space has a depth less than 50 feet. Portions of the proposed tenant spaces 
meet this requirement, while other portions do not. 

b. Ground Floor Height (PMC 17.30.040):  

i. The minimum height of the ground floor of all nonresidential buildings (including 
mixed-use projects) shall be 15 feet. This height shall be measured from the floor of 
the first story to the floor of the second story. Portions of the ground floor that are 
devoted exclusively to residential or parking areas are not required to adhere to this 
requirement, because the height is deemed not necessary for the viability of these 
uses.  

ii. The grade of Green Street slopes downwards west to east and the nonresidential 
portion of the project does not provide at least 15 feet between the floor of the first 
story to the floor of the second for the entire frontage and ranges between 13 feet 
and 15 feet. 

iii. Please revise project to address the above requirement. 

c. Community Space:  

i. Per Zoning Code Section 17.50.160.H, Mixed-Use Projects require at least 150 
square feet of community space for each dwelling unit, or 39,450 square feet for the 
subject 263-unit project. In addition, this Code section requires the following as it 
pertains to Community Space: 

(1) An indoor recreational room of up to 600 square feet may be credited toward 
fulfilling this requirement. 

(2) Community space can be in the form of private open space (e.g., balconies) or 
common open space (e.g., pool or side or rear setback areas). 

(3) Required front and corner side setbacks do not count toward this requirement. 
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(4) Private open space: 

(a) Private open space shall not exceed 30 percent of the total requirement for 
community space, or 35 percent of the total if determined necessary during 
Design Review.  

(i) For this site, no more than 30 percent, or 11,835 square feet, can classified 
as private open space. 

(b) The minimum dimension of private open space shall be six feet in both 
directions. 

(5) Community open space shall have at least one minimum dimension of 15 feet 
and the other dimensions shall be at least six feet, except for private open space 
(e.g., balconies or patios).  

ii. Include a more detailed and dimensioned “Community Space” diagram for each floor.  

(1) Each area must be identifiable and dimensions verifiable on the floor plans as 
well as the Community Space diagrams. 

d. Balconies. Balconies may project no closer than six feet to an interior or rear property 
line and four feet into a front or corner side setback. 

i. Balconies along the southern interior property line shall maintain a minimum six-foot 
setback from the property line.  

ii. Submitted plans show an approximate four-foot setback from the southern property 
line and do not comply with this requirement. 

iii. Please revise project to address the above requirement.  

e. Inclusionary housing requirements. Per Zoning Code Section 17.50.160.J, Mixed-use 
projects shall be subject to the inclusionary housing requirements of Zoning Code 
Section 17.42.040 (“Inclusionary Unit Requirements”). 

i. Please demonstrate compliance with Zoning Code Section 17.42.040. 

ii. Per Zoning Code Section 17.42.040, a minimum of 20 percent of the total number of 
dwelling units in a residential project shall be developed, offered to, and sold or 
rented to households of very low, low, and moderate-income, at an affordable 
housing cost as follows: 

(1) Units for sale. If the project consists of units for sale, a minimum of 20 percent of 
the total number of units in the project shall be sold to very low, low, or moderate-
income households. 

(2) Rental units. If the residential project consists of rental units, a minimum of five 
percent of the units shall be rented to very low-income households, five percent 
of the units shall be rented to very low or low-income households, and 10 percent 
of the units shall be rented to very low, low, or moderate-income households. 

(3) Rounding of quantities in calculations. Per Zoning Code Section 17.42.040.B, in 

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.42INHORE_17.42.040INUNRE
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.42INHORE_17.42.040INUNRE
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calculating the required number of inclusionary units, fractional units of 0.75 or above 
shall be rounded-up to a whole unit if the residential project consists of 10 to 20 units; 
and fractional units of 0.50 or above shall be rounded-up to a whole unit if the project 
consists of 21 or more units. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the minimum 
requirement for any project shall not be less than one unit for very low, low or 
moderate-income households and one unit for very low or low-income households. 

(4) In addition, indicate whether the proposed residential units will be offered for-sale or 
as rental units. 

iii. Please revise project to address the above requirements. 

8. Walls and Fences 

a. Regulations pertaining to walls and fences can be found in Zoning Code Section 
17.40.180. Not enough information was provided to determine compliance with the 
applicable development standards. 

b. Please revise project plans to address the above requirement.  

9. Parking  

a. Labeling:  

i. Correct references from “retail” parking to “office” parking as no retail use is proposed 
in this project.  

ii. Update plans to include a total number of tandem parking stalls and document that 
no more than 30% of the residential stalls are in tandem. 

b. Parking stall dimensions:  

i. Double striping. Parking spaces shall be double-striped. See Figure 4-12 below: 

ii. Minimum parking stall dimensions is 8’-6” x 18’. Additional width required as follows: 

(1) Per Zoning Code Section 17.46.120, an additional width of one foot shall be 
provided for each parking space the length of which is contiguous to a fence, 
structure, wall, or other obstruction. Except if columns are set back away from 
the aisles, the one-foot additional width required by this Subsection may be 

---- ---::.. ... .... 

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.46PALO_17.46.120APDIRE
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lessened three inches for each foot the columns are set back from the aisles.  

iii. At the end of an aisle providing access to a parking space perpendicular to the aisle, 
the aisle shall extend two feet beyond the side of the last parking space in the aisle. 

iv. Identify the width of the provided parking stalls that require a non-standard width.  

v. Identify the distance that the columns are set back from the aisles and verify the 
respective parking stall widths, per the above regulation. It appears that many of the 
columns are set back 2 feet from the aisle, thus requiring a 9-foot wide parking stall 
in lieu of the standard 8’-6”. Some stalls show 9 feet or more, whereas some are less 
than 9 feet.  

vi. Identify the end of aisle stalls and the required additional 2 feet. 

vii. Please revise project plans to address the above requirements.  

c. Tandem Parking:  

i. Include dimensions of tandem spaces and required aisle depth. 

ii. Required dimensions are 9’ x 34’. 

d. Driveway Visibility:  

i. Per Zoning Code Section 17.46.170, each driveway for a nonresidential use shall 
comply with the following requirements.  

(1) View corridor. A view corridor shall adjoin both sides of a driveway crossing a 
street property line. The view corridor shall be a minimum depth of five feet at 
the edge of the driveway and a width measured on both sides of the driveway of 
50 feet, or the distance to the intercepting property line, whichever is less. 

(2) Visibility. The view corridor shall not be blocked between a height of 2.5 feet and 
seven feet. 

(3) Landscaping. At least 50 percent of the view corridor shall be landscaped. The 
landscaping shall meet the visibility requirement identified in Subsection B., 
above. 

(4) Modifications by Directors of Public Works and Transportation. The Director of 
Public Works and the Director of Transportation may modify the requirements of 
this Section. 

ii. Project plans do not demonstrate compliance with the above and do not have 
approval from the Directors of Public Works and Transportation to deviate from these 
standards.  

iii. Please show the view corridor from the property lines. 

e. Loading Space: 

i. Per Table 4-15 in Zoning Code Section 17.46.260, developments with office use floor 

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.46PALO_17.46.170DRVI
https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART4SIPLGEDEST_CH17.46PALO_17.46.260NULODEORELOSP


 

Zoning Comments   Page 8 of 9 
DHP2022-00248  770 – 792 E. Green Street 

area between 8,000 and 40,000 square feet, require one loading space. With 15,468 
square feet of office use floor area, one loading space is required. 

ii. Loading space dimensions: In addition to the minimum required, there are several 
specifications that loading spaces have to comply with in Zoning Code Section 
17.46.260. Specifically, the loading spaces shall be designed and maintained so that 
vehicles do not back in from, or onto, a public street and any loading spaces or areas 
visible from a street shall be screened on three sides by a fence, hedge, or wall a 
minimum of six feet in height. In addition, the following table summarizes the 
requirements for the proposed project: 

Space Stall Size Vertical Clearance Turning Radius 

1 12’ x 30’ 14’ 45’ 

iii. In future submittals identify the interior dimensions (height) and turning radius of the 
proposed loading space. Additional documentation is required to determine 
compliance. 

f. Driveway Ramps:  

i. Zoning Code Section 17.46.270 regulates the size and slope of ramps in parking 
facilities. All parking plans involving ramps shall be accompanied by a profile 
showing the ramp, ramp transitions, and overhead and adjacent wall clearances in 
order to determine compliance with this Code section.  

(1) For ramps 65 feet or less in length, the ramp slope shall not exceed 16 percent, 
with the first and last 10 feet of the ramp not exceeding eight percent.  

(2) For ramps longer than 65 feet, the ramp grade shall not exceed 12 percent, with 
the first and last eight feet of the ramp not exceeding six percent. 

ii. Ramp length is not shown on each parking level so compliance with these 
requirements cannot be determined at this time. Provide an updated profile of the 
ramps leading to the parking levels showing the length and slope of the transitions 
and ramps.  

iii. Submitted ramp profile identifies slopes of 10% and 20% for the transition and ramp, 
respectively, and exceeds both slope limits for both lengths identified in the Zoning 
Code. As the proposed slopes exceed what’s allowed by the Zoning Code, the 
Department of Transportation shall review and approve the requested transition and 
ramp slopes. 

g. Parking Area Slope: Pursuant to Zoning Code Section 17.46.270, the slope of all parking 
areas shall not exceed five percent, excluding ramps. Identify the slope of all parking areas. 

h. Bicycle parking: 

i. Bicycle parking shall be provided per the requirements set forth in Zoning Code 
Section 17.46.320. Please refer to Section 17.46.320.E for location and design of 
bicycle facilities.   

ii. For nonresidential structures with more than 15,000 square feet of floor area, the 
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number of bicycle stalls shall equal to at least five percent of the number of required 
motor vehicle parking, but not less than four. With 15,468 square feet of 
nonresidential floor area and 35 motor vehicle stalls required, four bicycle stalls are 
required. For nonresidential uses, 75% of the stalls shall be of the Class 1 type and 
25% of the stalls shall be of the Class 2 type.  

iii. For residential structures, one bicycle stall is required for every six dwelling units, or 
44 stalls for the 263 dwelling units. For residential uses, 100% shall be of the Class 
1 type. 

iv. As a result, one Class 2 bicycle space is required and 47 Class 1 bicycle space are 
required.  

v. The provided application materials identifies two bicycle parking rooms on Level P1 
but does not indicate the number or class of stalls available. 

vi. Upon resubmittal, identify location, number and design of the required bicycle 
parking spaces. Demonstrate compliance with the specific design standards outlined 
in Zoning Code Section 17.46.320. 

10. Sidewalk Width (Figure 3-10, PMC 17.30.050): Minimum sidewalk widths within the Central 
District are referenced below. In areas where the existing sidewalk does not meet the 
minimum width, development projects are required to be set back as necessary to adhere to 
the minimum sidewalk width standard.  

CD Minimum Sidewalk Width Requirements 

Green Street 10' minimum width; tree grates are recommended for new street 
trees, except where there is an existing tree lawn. 

Hudson Avenue 10’ minimum width (5’ minimum paved width may be acceptable in 
combination with a tree lawn); existing sidewalk widths in excess 
of the specified minimum should not be reduced. Existing 
landscaped parkways shall be retained and not paved. 

Oak Knoll Avenue 10’ minimum width (5’ minimum paved width may be acceptable in 
combination with a tree lawn); existing sidewalk widths in excess 
of the specified minimum should not be reduced. Existing 
landscaped parkways shall be retained and not paved. 

Compliance with this standard cannot be determined, as plans do not reference existing 
and/or proposed sidewalk widths. Plans should provide a level of detail that demonstrates 
compliance with these standards. Please refer to Public Works/Transportation comments 
regarding street dedication and sidewalk width. Be advised, any City/departmental 
requirements mandating wider sidewalks and/or specific requirements shall supersede 
this standard.    

https://library.municode.com/ca/pasadena/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT17_ZONING_CODE_ART3SPPLST_CH17.30CEDISPPL_17.30.050CDEXGEDEST
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