
Introduced by: _c_o_u_n_c_i_l _m_e_m_b_e_r_M_a_d_1_· s_o_n_ 

ORDINANCE NO. 
7376 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA AMENDING SECTION 17.35.050.C 
OF TITLE 17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE PASADENA MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW 
A MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF 62 FEET FOR CERTAIN AREAS IN THE SP-2 
(SOUTH FAIR OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONING DISTRICT (590 S. FAIR OAKS) 

The People of the City of Pasadena ordain as follows: 

SECTION 1. Pasadena Municipal Code, Title 17, Article 3, Chapter 17.35, 

Section 17.35.050.C - SP-2 DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES, HEIGHT BONUS is 

amended as follows: 

"C. Height Bonus. For parcels that abut Fair Oaks Avenue south of Pico 

Street but do not abut a residential use, the maximum height shall not exceed 56 feet. A 

maximum height of 62' shall be allowed for parcels identified in Figure 3-23 Height 

Districts Map of the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan." 

SECTION 2. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this ordinance and shall 

cause this ordinance to be published by title and summary. 

SECTION 3. This ordinance shall take effect 30 days from its publication . 

Signed and approved this __ 3r_d __ day of _ _,,.M"'\-a_y ____ , 2021 . 

Victor Gordo 
Mayor of the City of Pa 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the City Council of 

the City of Pasadena at its meeting held this __ 3_r_d_day of __ M_a_y ___ 2021 , by 

the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers Hampton, Kenndy, Ma suda, Rivas, 
Vice Mayor Wilson, Mayor Gordo 

NOES: Councilmember Williams 

ABSENT: Councilmember Madison 

ABSTAIN: 

Date Published: May 6, 2021 

Approved as to form: 

/s/ Theresa Fuentes 
Theresa E. Fuentes 
Assistant City Attorney 

0000166132C031 

City Clerk 



Ordinance Fact Sheet 

TO: CITY COUNCIL DATE: April 26, 2021 

FROM: CITY ATIORNEY 

SUBJECT: ZONING CODE AMENDMENT TO INCREASE HEIGHT IN SOUTH FAIR 
OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN (590 S. FAIR OAKS) 

TITLE OF PROPOSED ORDINANCE 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA AMENDING SECTION 17.35.050.C 
OF TITLE 17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE PASADENA MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW A 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF 62 FEET FOR CERTAIN AREAS IN THE SP-2 
(SOUTH FAIR OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONING DISTRICT (590 S. FAIR OAKS) 

PURPOSE OF ORDINANCE 

As directed by the City Council on March 8, 2021 , this ordinance codifies a modification 
to the building heights allowed in a portion of the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan. 

REASON WHY LEGISLATION IS NEEDED 

This legislation is needed to allow for increased height in an area of the South Fair Oaks 
Specific Plan consistent with surrounding heights, and to allow for proper floor-to-ceiling 
heights in a proposed medical office building at 590 South Fair Oaks. 

PROGRAMS, DEPARTMENTS OR GROUPS AFFECTED 

The Planning & Community Development Department will implement the proposed 
ordinance. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 

There is no fiscal impact associated with the adoption of the proposed revision to the 
Zoning Code. 

ENVIRONMENT AL DETERMINATION 

On March 8, 2021, the City Council adopted an Addendum to an EIR for Condition al Use 
Permit No. 6831 , which analyzed the project at 590 S. Fair Oaks and the increased height 
that is the subject of this ordinance. 

Prepared by: 

Isl Theresa Fuentes 
Theresa Fuentes 
Assistant City Attorney 

Concurred by: 

~ 
Steve Mermell 
City Manager 

0000166 133C03 I 

Respectfu I ly submitted, 

Michele Beal Bagne· 
City Attorney 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Honorable Mayor and City Council 

FROM: David~~ Director of Planning & Community Development 

DATE: May 3, 2021 

SUBJECT: Map for Text Amendment to 590 South Fair Oaks 

At its April 26, 2021 meeting, and during the first reading of the above referenced 
ordinance, the Council requested that the map identifying the parcel that was approved 
on March 8, 2021 for a maximum height of 62-feet be presented for reference. The 
subject map is enclosed herewith. 
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Introduced by: __________ _ 

ORDINANCE NO. 

SEE ADOPTED 
ORDINANCE NO. 7376 

----

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA AMEN NG SECTION 17.35.050.C 
OF TITLE 17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE PASADENA NICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW 
A MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT OF 62 FEET FOR RTAIN AREAS IN THE SP-2 
(SOUTH FAIR OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONING TRICT (590 S. FAIR OAKS) 

The People of the City of Pasadena ordain as f ows: 

SECTION 1. Pasadena Municipal C e, Title 17, Article 3, Chapter 17.35, 

Section 17.35.050.C - SP-2 DEVELOP NT INCENTIVES, HEIGHT BONUS is 

amended as follows: 

"C. arcels that abut Fair Oaks Avenue south of Pico 

Street but do not abut a resi ntial use, the maximum height shall not exceed 56 feet. A 

ure 3-23 Hei ht 

cause this or nance to be published by title and summary. 

TION 3. This ordinance shall take effect 30 days from its publication. 

igned and approved this ____ day of _______ , 2021 . 

Victor Gordo 
Mayor of the City of Pasadena 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by the c· 

the City of Pasadena at its meeting held this ____ day of ________ 2021 , by 

the following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ABSTAIN: 

Date Published: 

Approved as to form: 

Isl Theresa Fuentes 
Theresa E. Fuentes 
Assistant City Attorney 

#QWK40PYHODAROlv1 

Mark Jomsky 
City ~erk 



CORRESPONDENCE 

FROM 

APRIL 26, 2021 

CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
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April 26, 2021 

City Council 

c/o Mark Jomsky 

City Clerk 
100 North Garfield Ave. Pasadena, CA 91101 

Re: Fair Oaks Specific Plan Zoning Code Amendment for 590 South Fair Oaks 

Dear Mayor Gordo and City Council members: 

livable Pasadena believes that the proposed project, located at 590 South Fair Oaks, was 
prematurely approved, and that the approval was based upon inaccurate and inadequate information and 
notice. Only projects that have gone fully through the approval steps and that are in alignment with the 
current Specific Plan should be approved. We therefore request review of the project's approval and denial 

of the zoning code amendment. 

This project did not complete all necessary steps before approval can be granted. First, the public 
was given inadequate notice of the discussion of this proposed project. The Brown Act requires to the City to 
provide a brief description of the item to be discussed. It is the City's standard practice to include the 
address of a project when it is listed on the agenda and thus, the public relies on the listing of a project's 
address when reviewing what items are listed on an agenda. Despite this, the agenda for the City Council 
meeting on March 8, 2021 did not provide the address to the project. This prevented the public from 
understanding which project was up for discussion, and therefore the public did not have full opportunity to 
comment. I have spoken to several residents that did not realize this project would be heard at the March 8 
City Council meeting because the address was not listed. Had they been provided adequate and standard 
notice, they would have participated in the City Council hearing for the project. For a project this big, and 
outside of our current regulations, public comment is a crucial component of the approval process. That is 
missing here. 

Secondly, the developer submitted an addendum to an earlier EIR for this project, which did not 
reflect the new size of the revised project. As a result, the EIR does not evaluate the land use impacts from a 
project of this size - the revised project is much bigger and the area has substantially changed since the 
original EIR was submitted. We have serious concerns about the impact this project would have on the safety 

of the surrounding intersections and believe that those impacts need to be more carefully explored. The 
developer should have been required to submit a new EIR specific to this project. In a very similar situation, 
the court in Ventura Foothill Neighbors v. County of Ventura (2014) 232 Cal.App.4th 429 found that an 
increase in height of a county medical building from 75 feet to 90 feet was a substantial change requiring a 
supplemental EIR, rather than an EIR addendum. 

04/26/2021 
Item 18 



Finally, the developer relied on an unfinished and unapproved draft of the South Fair Oaks Specific 
Plan to justify height and building size. The draft specific plan is just that - a draft. It has not completed the 
review process, has not undergone public comment, and is still in the drafting stages. A project should be 
judged by the Specific Plan currently in place, not on a possible Specific Plan. We can' t remember any other 
projects approved based on theoretical standards. That is likely because courts have found that it is 
improper to rely on a draft land use plan in assessing the impacts of a project. (County of Amador v. El 
Dorado County Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 950.) If the developer would like to rely upon a 
revised Specific Plan, the proposed project should be withdrawn until the Specific Plan is revised and 
adopted. 

Moreover, to revise the zoning code to provide rights to project site not provided to the surrounding 
properties, where the existing height and FAR restrictions remain in place, is illegal spot zoning. (Foothill 
Communities Coalition v. County of Orange (2014) 222 Cal.App.4th 1302, 1311.) The developer of this project 
should not be granted special rights not afforded to others. The zoning code amendment here should be 
continued or denied until the additional environmental review and project corrections take place. 

livable Pasadena believes that the proposed project should be redesigned to comply with the 
current Specific Plan and with the current maximum height standard. We also believe that a project of this 
size should comply with all steps of the approval process. The public should be given adequate notice to be 
able to provide comments, and the full scope of the impact of the project should be explained. The 
proposed zoning code amendment therefore should be denied 

Thank you, 

Megan Foker 
On behalf of livable Pasadena 
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April 23, 2021 

Anita Cerna 
Community Planner 
City of Pasadena 
100 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

Re: South Fair Oaks Specific Plan 
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The board of Madison Heights Neighborhood Association is pleased to participate in the 
planning and shaping of the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan. This area, which is adjacent 
to our boundaries, is very important because it functions as a "blank slate" for future 
development. 

We take the opportunity to shape the look and feel of our city seriously, and are 
committed to getting the planning right in terms of adding additional housing, trees, 
community areas, and unique shopping destinations to this zone. Ideally this plan will 
compliment and continue to support what we love about Madison Heights: walkable 
streets, tree-lined sidewalks, a friendly neighborhood community, and historic touches. 

As a board representing over 1700 Pasadena residents living near South Fair Oaks, we 
would like you to consider the following points to improve upon the draft you have 
presented: 

1) Parks, trees, and open space are imperative to creating a great neighborhood. 
As far as we can tell, there are no parks or significant open green space within 
the plan. The opportunity to use park and traffic impact fees from the future 
developments to create open green space should be seriously considered. \Nhile 
some mitigation fees can go to the General Fund, we believe most of the 
acquired resources should be spent in the immediate area to address 
quality-of-life issues. 
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2) The setbacks on Raymond Avenue of 0-3 ft are of considerable concern for our 
association. This minimal-to-zero setback does not allow for in-ground trees 
around the periphery of new buildings. We would like to see all setbacks 
increased to 10-15 ft. This adjustment will improve walkability, allow for in-ground 
tree plantings, and add an overall neighborhood feel, especially on the western 
side of Arroyo Parkway. By allowing for more foresting of trees, we will create an 
environmentally friendly community, add beauty and shade, and honor our 
reputation as a tree city. 

3) Structure height on both sides of Arroyo Parkway at Fillmore should be zoned 
identically to the area east of Arroyo Parkway in order to avoid tall buildings 
looming over adjacent neighbors. A drastic, disjointed increase in height and 
density is currently drafted for Fillmore and Arroyo Parkway and would be 
damaging to the Madison Heights historic neighborhood as well as the smaller 
multi-family units to the east. Overall, substantial increases in density and height 
would be more appealing if the transition from single-family homes to multi-family 
complexes was less extreme. On a similar note, we also believe the FAR on 
western Arroyo should be 2.0, which is similar to other areas within the plan that 
are adjacent to single-family neighborhoods. 

4) We support reducing parking up to % of typical allotments, but want to ensure 
residents in new developments will not be allowed to park overnight on streets in 
our district, especially along Marengo Avenue, which currently has an exception 
to accomodate for older units with no parking garages. No permanent, on-street 
parking permits should be issued to future residents of these projects. 

5) A walkable greenway or bikeway from Art Center to Old Pasadena would be a 
nice way to alleviate the use of cars, especially for students and younger tenants 
of these new developments. 

We are disappointed to learn that only 20 people attended the last open house, 
considering that the massive changes being considered with the planning of this area 
could potentially alter the shape, movement, and design of our historic city. We must 
work together to urge more residents to provide input on this high-growth, high-density 
model for the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan. We also are very concerned that the 
council has already approved zoning changes to projects like 590 South Fair Oaks 
based on a DRAFT of the South Fair Oaks Plan, for which we are just now contributing 
to the conversation. 



We would be pleased to meet with you, David Reyes, and other appropriate city staff 
and officials to discuss our proposed improvements to this specific plan. 

Thank you, 

~~ 
John Latta 

Cc: David Reyes, Jennifer Paige, Mayor Victor Gordo, Vice Mayor Andy Wilson , 
Councilmember Steve Madison, Taka Suzuki and Pam Thyret 



Martinez, Ruben 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Nina Chomsky <nrchomsky@aol.com> 
Monday, April 26, 2021 1:18 PM 
PublicComment-AutoResponse 
City Council Meeting 4/ 26/ 2021 ; Agenda Item 18; Fair Oaks Specific Plan Zoning Code 
Amendment 

CAUTION: This email was delivered from the Internet. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know the content is 
safe. Report phish using the Phish Alert Button. Learn more .... 

Mayor Gordo and Councilmembers 
c/o public comment/City Clerk 

Re: City Council Meeting 4/26/2021 ; Agenda Item 18; Fair Oaks Specific Plan Zoning Code Amendment 

Mayor Gordo and Councilmembers, 

I am writing in my personal capacity in reaction to the Livable Pasadena letter to you regarding this proposed Zoning 
Code Amendment. 

The letter is comprehensive, compelling and persuasive as to many relevant legal issues. But, more than that occurs to 
me. I wonder how the Fair Oaks Specific Plan update, and all the other Specific Plan updates, have any legitimacy going 
forward from a public participation perspective. Why participate as a member of the public in these updates, including 
spending significant time to attend and express public comments and views, when a developer can "intervene" and 
convince the City to change a Specific Plan for its particular project and its particular site in the middle of the update 
process? 

Before taking this final project approval step, I agree that you should reconsider approving this Zoning Code amendment 
in order, in part, to preserve the Specific Plans public participation process. 

Thank you, 

Nina Chomsky 

1 
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May 2, 2021 

Pasadena City Council 

% Mark Jomsky 
100 North Garfield Ave. 
Pasadena, CA 91101 

ERIKA FOY 
PROTECTING PASADENA RECEIVED 

2021 HAY -3 AM 8: 31+ 

CITY CLERK 
CiT'f' o;.- =>b:'i·DEN£, 

Re: Zoning Code Amendment PERMIT #6831 : 590 S. FAIR OAKS 

Dear City Council and Honorable Mayor, 

The citizens of Pasadena are alarmed by the city's current plans for development as 
outlined in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan. This plan is designed well beyond city 
infrastructure capacities, neither enhances nor encourages a small-town feel , is not of 
an appropriate scale for the surrounding historic neighborhoods, encourages very little 
green space, and will have a devastating cumulative impact on traffic on every major 
intersection surrounding the area. The proposed plan and resulting massive, densely 
populated projects are immeasurably frustrating to residents who are watching their city 
being altered in ways they never imagined. 

What's even more shocking is that projects like 590 South Fair Oaks are being 
approved prematurely based on the DRAFT South Fair Oaks Specific Plan, which is still 
technically under development and should be continuing through the public process. On 
October 29, 2020, during the height of COVID-10 lockdowns, a third-round community 
workshop was conducted for the South Fair Oaks Specific plan. Only 20 people 
attended the Zoom-format meeting because most residents were unaware of it and 
therefore not in attendance. The fact that the council will likely approve height 
adjustments for this parcel tonight, with almost zero public input and based upon an 
incomplete public process, is startling. 

These decisions should not be made in this way and are not in the public's interest. Pre­
approving the up-zoning of a specific parcel within a DRAFT without public participation 
violates long-standing policies, best practices, and guiding principles for our city. With 
approvals rushed through in this way, not only has the process of public participation 
been undermined but this approval has set a precedent for "spot' rezoning in all areas 
surrounding the project. The process was misleading (even the project address was 
omitted on the official agenda), poorly executed (we need to see more complete staff 
reports), and will undoubtedly have devastating effects on our community. 

05/03/2021 
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The preapproval of these zoning changes is also problematic because the South Fair 
Oaks Specific Plan massively up-zones the entire area similar to what the intersection 
of E. Walnut St. and N. Hudson Ave looks like. This stretch of Walnut feels like an urban 
concrete jungle-something Pasadena was never meant to be. To think you want to 
repeat this atrocity throughout the South Fair Oaks area, beginning with 590 South Fair 
Oaks, is appalling . Have you considered how these future projects blend with some of 
the most historic neighborhoods in Pasadena just two blocks away? 

Most frustrating of all, the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan is based on the assumption 
that our roads and intersections are currently functioning at normal levels of service, 
while anyone can plainly see they are not (or were not, before COVID shutdowns). The 
folly of this assumption is perfectly illustrated by the Transportation Impact Analysis, 
Outside CEQA Evaluation for the proposed project at nearby 650 South Raymond, 
which projects that with the addition of this one 30,000 sq ft medical office, two turning 
movements of Glenarm and Arroyo Parkway are reduced to a F grade (fail) in Level of 
Service (LOS). (Please see attached documentation for more detail.) 

This small development with its projected 845 net total trips will result in significant 
negative effects relating to traffic. Just imagine the cumulative effects the South Fair 
Oaks Specific Plan will have, considering that it will substantially increase our traffic 
volume when completed. How will our intersections handle the increase in density if 
they are already failing and we add massive medical complexes like 590 South Fair 
Oaks without properly studying its effect on the community? 

It is apparent that with the addition of 590 South Fair Oaks, the surrounding area is 
certain to have serious failing intersections and safety concerns that need traffic 
engineering insight and proper mitigation. The addendum to the Certified EIR for 590 
South Fair Oaks associates only 1,246 weekday vehicle trips for a 100,000 sq ft. 
building. For some context, 590 South Fair Oaks is three times the size of 650 South 
Raymond, but the addendum adds just 401 additional trips compared to 650 South 
Raymond. If 590 South Fair Oaks generated proportional trips to 650 South Raymond , 
the calculation should be more like 2,600 trips. Why is the medical office building at 590 
South Fair Oaks projected to have so many less trips on a proportional basis than 650 
South Raymond? 

What will happen to our overburdened roads and failing intersections when thousands 
of new residential units, medical offices and businesses are added in accordance with 
this new specific plan? Our public has yet to have the opportunity to participate in the 
process to voice these concerns and here the council is already approving projects 
based on the DRAFT of a plan. 



Medical office projects like 590 South Fair Oaks adjacent to high-density housing will 
have a significant impact on our roads. We need to review how and (more importantly) 
why we are allowing such a substantial increase in unmitigated vehicle trips to clog our 
streets and neighborhoods. Gridlock traffic does not need to happen and could be 
avoided with appropriate foresight and planning, but the council's rush to approve 
projects like 590 South Fair Oaks, with limited public participation and flawed EIR 
addendums to 10-year-old CEQA studies, is not a positive step forward. 

Pasadenans are not willing to let their city become a carbon copy of the Westside, and 
so we question whether or not the truth of this plan is clear to most residents: The 
current specific plan for South Fair Oaks will create a massive concrete housing district 
with zero thought to the neighboring areas. If we can see past the "planner's talk" of 
sidewalks and paseos, it's obvious that the real consequences of such substantial 
population growth within a small section of our city will absolutely degrade our quality of 
life and the feel of our historic neighborhoods. Land Use regulations were meant to help 
neighborhoods evolve without sacrificing unique characteristics or charm. That is not 
happening here. 

How do the adjacent neighborhoods of Madison Heights and West Pasadena, which are 
only two blocks away on either side, fit in with such massive medical buildings and 
housing units? These two neighborhoods, full of historic single- and multi-family homes, 
would have been a valuable source of context for this plan and this particular project. 
These neighborhoods are thriving and beautiful, a representation of what Pasadena 
used to look like. And yet these historic homes will now have to blend with a multitude of 
massive concrete edifices as you see with 590 South Fair Oaks. 

Overall, the buildings in the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan are already too tall , too 
dense, and lacking the proper setbacks that make a neighborhood feel inviting, but here 
council is already approving a project within the plan to move forward. In light of all we 
are learning now about the risks of high-density living, long-term exposure to poor air 
quality, and the relationship between building to the urban edge and the urban heat 
island index, I believe the citizens of Pasadena should be alarmed by the city's current 
plans for development in this area and today's action of pre-approving zoning changes 
without serious public input. 

Thank you, 
Erika Foy 



650 South Raymond Ave 
AM Existin~ 

/ --+- ~ 
~ovement EBL EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "i tlt 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1805 3453 
Flt Permitted 0.48 1.00 
Said. Flow (eerm) 906 3453 
Volume (vph) 85 220 95 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.75 0.79 
Adj. Flow (vph) 92 293 120 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 92 392 0 
Conti. Peds. (#/hr) 
Tum Type Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.0 37.0 
Effective Green. g (s) 37.0 37.0 
Actuated glC Ratio 0.46 0.46 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 419 1597 
vis Ratio Prot 0.11 
vis Ratio Perm 0.10 
vie Ratio 0.22 0.25 
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 13.0 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.4 
Delay {s) 14.1 13.4 
Level of Service B B 
Approach Delay (s) 13.5 
Approach LOS B 

ntersection Summa~ 
HCM Average Control Delay 21 .3 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.83 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.5% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
509: Glenarm & Arroyo Pkwy 
City of Pasadena 
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650 South Raymond Ave 
AM Existin9+Project 

.,)- -+ ..... 
Movement EB EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations "'i tft 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 
Frpb. ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.96 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1805 3449 
Flt Permitted 0.47 1.00 
Said. Flow (perm) 901 3449 
Volume (vph) 85 221 99 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.92 0.75 0.79 
Adj. Flow (vph) 92 295 125 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 22 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 92 399 0 
Conn. Peds. (#/hr~ 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green. G (s) 37.0 37.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 37.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 417 1595 
vis Ratio Prot 0.12 
vis Ratio Perm 0.10 
vie Ratio 0.22 0.25 
Uniform Delay, d1 12.9 13.1 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.2 0.4 
Delay (s) 14.1 13.4 
Level of Service B B 
Approach Delay (s) 13.6 
Approach LOS B 

JntersectiOn umma!}'. 
HCM Average Control Delay 22.3 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 0.91 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 75.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
509: Glenarm & Arroyo Pkwy 
City of Pasadena 

f 
WBL 

"'i 
1900 

4.0 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.48 
910 
333 

0.88 
378 

0 
378 

Perm 

8 
37.0 
37.0 
0.46 

4.0 
421 

c0.42 
0.90 
19.8 
1.00 
24.5 
44.3 

D 

._ 
' ~ t 

BT WBR NB[ NBT 

tft "'i Ht. 
1900 1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
0.95 1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.99 1.00 0.97 
1.00 0.95 1.00 

3564 1805 5040 
1.00 0.15 1.00 

3564 292 5040 
336 31 93 1295 

0.86 0.87 0.79 0.93 
391 36 118 1392 

8 0 0 48 
419 0 118 1668 

Perm 
8 2 

2 
37.0 35.0 35.0 
37.0 35.0 35.0 
0.46 0.44 0.44 
4.0 4.0 4.0 

1648 128 2205 
0.12 0.33 

c0.40 
0.25 0.92 0.76 
13.1 21 .2 18.9 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.4 60.8 2.5 

13.5 
(!)1.4 B c 

27.9 5.3 
c c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

,,. 
NBR 

1900 

282 
0.87 
324 

0 
0 

c 

8.0 
D 

412312019 

\. + ~ 
SBL SBi SB~ 

"'i ttft 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 
0.95 1.00 
1805 5065 
0.11 1.00 
217 5065 

31 997 126 
0.70 0.95 0.80 

44 1049 158 
0 25 0 

44 1182 0 
12 

Perm 
6 

6 
35.0 35.0 
35.0 35.0 
0.44 0.44 

4.0 4.0 
95 2216 

0.23 
020 
0.46 0.53 
15.9 16.5 
1.00 1.00 
15.4 0.9 
31 .2 17.4 

c B 
17.9 

B 
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650 South Raymond Ave 
PM Existin~ 

...> __. ""t 
~ovement EB[ EBT EBR 
Lane Configurations ' tft 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 1900 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Util. Factor 1.00 0.95 
Frpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Flpb, ped/bikes 1.00 1.00 
Frt 1.00 0.94 
Flt Protected 0.95 1.00 
Said. Flow (prot) 1805 3383 
Flt Permitted 0.54 1.00 
Satd. Flow {~erm) 1017 3383 
Volume (vph) 97 454 328 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.79 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 483 349 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 824 0 
Conti. Peds. (#lhr) 
Turn Type Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G (s) 37.0 37.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 37.0 
Actuated g/C Ratio 0.46 0.46 
Clearance Time (s) 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap (vph) 470 1565 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.24 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 
v/c Ratio 0.26 0.53 
Uniform Delay, d1 13.1 15.3 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay, d2 1.4 1.3 
Delay (s) 14.5 16.6 
Level of Service B B 
Approach Delay (s) 16.3 
Approach LOS B 

Intersect on umma!l'. 
HCM Average Control Delay 68.4 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.62 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 
Intersection Capacity Utilization 97.7% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
509: Glenarm & Arroyo Pkwy 
City of Pasadena 

<' 
WB[ 

' 1900 
4.0 

1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
1.00 
0.95 
1805 
0.25 
472 
424 

0.92 
461 

0 
461 

Perm 

8 
37.0 
37.0 
0.46 

4.0 
218 

c0.98 
2.11 
21 .5 
1.00 

516.8 
538.3 

F 

~ ' '\ t 
B WBR NBL f\IBT 

tft ' ttft 
1900 1900 1900 1900 

4 .0 4.0 4.0 
0.95 1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.98 1.00 0.95 
1.00 0.95 1.00 
3539 1805 4952 
1.00 0.11 1.00 
3539 217 4952 
207 41 44 1132 

0.70 0.92 0.61 0.93 
296 45 72 1217 

13 0 0 98 
328 0 72 1647 

Perm 
8 2 

2 
37.0 35.0 35.0 
37.0 35.0 35.0 
0.46 0.44 0.44 

4.0 4.0 4.0 
1637 95 2167 
0.09 0.33 

0.33 
0.20 0.76 0.76 
12.7 18.9 19.0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 
0.3 42.6 2.6 

13.0 021.5 
B c 

315.0 23.1 
F c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

~ 

1900 

507 
0.96 
528 

0 
0 

E 

8.0 
F 

412312019 

'. i ~ 

SB SBT SB~ 

' ttft 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1 00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1805 5119 
0.11 1.00 
217 5119 
83 1262 104 

0.80 0.91 0.92 
104 1387 113 

0 12 0 
104 1488 0 

8 
Perm 

6 
6 

35.0 35.0 
35.0 35.0 
0.44 0.44 

4.0 4.0 
95 2240 

0.29 
c0.48 

1.09 0.66 
22.5 17.8 
1.00 1.00 

120.3 1.6 
142.8 19.4 

F B 
27.4 

c 
j 
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650 South Raymond Ave 
PM Existin~+Project 

..> ~ ...., 
Movement 
Lane Configurations 
Ideal Flow (vphpl) 1900 
Total Lost time (s) 
Lane Util. Factor 
Frpb, pedlbikes 
Flpb, ped/bikes 
Frt 
flt Protected 
Satd. Flow (pro\) 
Flt Permitted 
Satd. Flow (perm) 
Volume (vph) 97 457 346 
Peak-hour factor, PHF 0.79 0.94 0.94 
Adj. Flow (vph) 123 486 368 
RTOR Reduction (vph) 0 8 0 
Lane Group Flow (vph) 123 846 0 
Conn. Peds. (#lhr) 
Tum Type Perm 
Protected Phases 4 
Permitted Phases 4 
Actuated Green, G {s) 37.0 37.0 
Effective Green, g (s) 37.0 37.0 
Actuated g/C Ratlo 0.46 0.46 
Clearance Time is~ 4.0 4.0 
Lane Grp Cap {vph) 470 1562 
v/s Ratio Prot 0.25 
v/s Ratio Perm 0.12 
v/c Ratio 0.26 0.54 
Uniform Delay, d1 13.1 15.4 
Progression Factor 1.00 1.00 
Incremental Delay. d2 1.4 1.4 
Delay (s) 14.5 16.8 
Level of Service B B 
Approach Delay (s) 16.5 
Approach LOS B 

n ersection Summa 
HCM Average Control Delay 71 .8 
HCM Volume to Capacity ratio 1.66 
Actuated Cycle Length (s) 80.0 
lntersectton Capacity Utilization 98.4% 
Analysis Period (min) 15 
c Critical Lane Group 

HCM Signalized Intersection Capacity Analysis 
509: Glenarm & Arroyo Pkwy 
City of Pasadena 

(' .- '- ~ t 
B T WBR NBL NBT 

11 +t+ 11 ttf+ 
1900 1900 1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 4 0 4.0 
1.00 0.95 1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.98 1.00 0.95 
0.95 1.00 0.95 1.00 
1805 3539 1805 4952 
0.24 1.00 0.11 1.00 
454 3539 217 4952 
424 208 41 51 1132 
0.92 0.70 0.92 0.61 0.93 
461 297 45 84 1217 

0 13 0 0 98 
461 329 0 84 1647 

Perm Perm 
8 2 

8 2 
37.0 37.0 350 35.0 
37.0 37.0 35.0 35.0 
046 0.46 0.44 0.44 
4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 
210 1637 95 2167 

0.09 0.33 
c1 .02 0.39 
2.20 0.20 0.88 0.76 
21.5 12.7 20.6 19.0 
1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 

553.2 0.3 64.6 2.6 

5~13.0 ~1.5 
F B c 

35.5 4.5 
F c 

HCM Level of Service 

Sum of lost time (s) 
ICU Level of Service 

,.. 
NBR 

1900 

507 
0.96 
528 

0 
0 

E 

8.0 
F 

412312019 

.... i .1 
SB SBT SBR 

11 ttf+ 
1900 1900 1900 

4.0 4.0 
1.00 0.91 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 1.00 
1.00 0.99 
0.95 1.00 
1805 5119 
0.11 1.00 
217 5119 
83 1262 104 

0.80 0.91 0.92 
104 1387 113 

0 12 0 
104 1488 0 

8 
Perm 

6 
6 

35.0 35.0 
35.0 35.0 
0.44 0.44 
4.0 4.0 
95 2240 

0.29 
c0.48 

1.09 0.66 
22.5 17.8 
1.00 1.00 

120.3 1.6 

10 19.4 
F B 

27.4 
c 
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* Please note the three failing intersection turns at Glenarm and Arroyo as the project 
650 South Raymond is added. 



May 3, 2021 

City Council 

c/o Mark Jomsky 

City Clerk 
100 North Garfield Ave. Pasadena, CA 91101 

Re: Fair Oaks Specific Plan Zoning Code Amendment for 590 South Fair Oaks 

Dear Mayor Gordo and City Council members: 

RECEIVED 

2021 HAY -3 AH 9: 44 

CITY CLERK 
CITY OF PP. O::.A DEN.L\ 

We were disappointed that City Council passed the proposed amendment at the first reading. We 
still are questioning why this isn't impermissible spot zoning. While the City Attorney notes that this project 
is not adjacent to a residential neighborhood, it is our understanding that factor is not sufficient. We believe 
that an analysis of spot zoning requires a two-step approach - whether the spot zoning occurred and 
whether it is in the public interest. It is very clear to us that spot zoning is occurring. What is less clear, 
however, is how the change of zoning to allow this substantially larger office building is in the public interest. 
Particularly here where the impact of this much larger project has not been analyzed. Has this been 
addressed by City Council? 

Moreover, it was disheartening to see that City Council was asked to pass an amendment to our 
zoning code without a map of the actual parcel in question. How can City Council adequately determine the 
impact this project will have on the area when the specific property to be developed isn't even clarified? 
That seems like a threshold question. 

It is frustrating, as a Pasadena resident, to feel like we have to constantly monitor what is happening 
in development, and to feel like something is going to slip through if we aren' t relentlessly writing letters. 
Once the development is here, it is here to stay. And each project seems to be pointed to as precedent. 
Buildings get bigger and taller, more trees are taken out, and green space and breathing room are lost. 
Canyons of office buildings are going to crop up. There are consequences here that go beyond this one 
project. 

We are not opposed to development at this address. The area needs some development. But we 
hope, and expect, that the development will be in line with our current zoning codes and will be a benefit to 
our community. We do not think that the answer here is to signal to developers that we will change the 
zoning codes in order to make the developer happy. 

Thank you, Megan Foker 

On behalf of Livable Pasadena 

05/03/2021 
Item 10 



Pasadena Press 

121 E Chestnut Ave 
Monrovia, CA 91016 

(626) 386-3457 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 
(2015.5 C.C.P.) 

State of California ) 
County of LOS ANGELES ) 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of 
the State of California; I am over the age of eighteen 
years, and not a party. to or interested in the above­
entitled matter. I am a principal clerk of the printer 
of the Pasadena Press, a newspaper published in 
the English language for the city of PASADENA, 
county of LOS ANGELES, and adjudged as a 
newspaper of general circulation by the Superior 
Court of the County of LOS ANGELES State of 
California on the date of June 29, 201

1

5, Case 
Number ES018815; that the notice, of which the 
annexed is a printed copy, has been published in 
each. regular and entire issue of said newspaper and 
not m any supplement thereof on the following 
dates, to-wit: 

May 06, 2021 

I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury that the 
foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated at Monrovia, California, 

This 061h day of May, 2021 

(This space is for the County Clerk's Filing Stamp only) 

Proof of Publication of 

Introduced by: Councllmember MadisOn 

ORDINANCE NO. 7376 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PASADENA AMENDING 
SECTION 17.35.050.C OF TITLE 17 (ZONING CODE) OF THE 
PASADENA MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW A MAXIMUM BUILD· 
ING HEIGHT OF 62 FEET FOR CERTAIN AREAS IN THE SP-2 
(SOUTH FAIR OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONING DISTRICT (590 

S. FAIR OAKS) 

The People of the City of Pasadena ordain as follows: 
SECTION 1. Pasadena Municipal Code, Trtle 17, Article 3, 

Chapter 17.35, Section 17.35.050.C - SP-2 DEVELOPMENT IN· 
CENTIVES, HEIGHT BONUS is amended as follows: 
·c. Height Bonus. For parcels that abut Fair Oaks Avenue south of 
Pico Street but do not abut a residential use, the maximum height 
shall not exceed 56 feel A maximum height of 62' shall be allowed 
for parcels identified in Figure 3-23 Height Districts Map of the South 
Fair Oaks Specific Plan." 

SECTION 2. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption of this 
ordinance and shall cause this ordinance to be published by title and 

summary. . 
SECTION 3. This ordinance shall take effect 30 days from its 

publication. 
Signed and approved this 3rd day of May, 2021 . 

Victor Gordo 
Mayor of the City of Pasadena 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing ordinance was adopted by 
the City Council of the City of Pasadena at its meeting held this 3rd 
day of May 2021 , by the following vote: 

AYES: Councilmembers Hampton, Kennedy, Masuda, Rivas~ 
Vice Mayor Wilson, 
Mayor Gordo 

NOES: Councilmember Williams 
ABSENT: Councilmember Madison 
ABSTAIN: None 

Publish May 6, 2021 
PASADENA PRESS 

MarkJomsky 
City Clerk 



THE PASADENA JOURNAL NEWS 
1541 N. LAKE AVE., SUITE A 
PASADENA, CA 91104 
(626)798-3972 This space is for Clerk's filing Stamp 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 
(2025.5 C.C.P.) 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
County of Los Angeles 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident 
of the printer of the Pasadena Journal, a newspaper 
of general circulation printed and published weekly 
in the city of Pasadena, County of Los Angeles and 
which newspaper has been adjudged a newspaper of 
general circulation by the Superior Court of the County 
of Los Angeles, State of California, under the date of 
April 16, 1991, Case Number C013336, that the notice 
of which is annexed is a printed copy (set in type not 
smaller than nonpareil) has been published in each 
regular and entire issue of said newspaper and not in any 
supplement thereof on the following dated to-wit 

May6. 2021. 

I certify and declare under penalty perjury that the 
Foregoing is true and correct. 

Ma 6 2021. 

Signature 

Amber Hudson 

ORDINANCE NO. 7376 

Introduced by: Counci!member Madison 

ORDINANCE NO. 7376 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF 
PASADENA AMENDING SECTION 
17.35.050.C OF TITLE 17 (ZONING 

CODE) OF THE PASADENA 
MUNICIPAL CODE TO ALLOW A 
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT 

OF 62 FEET FOR CERTAIN 
AREAS IN THE SP-2 (SOUTH FAIR 
OAKS SPECIFIC PLAN) ZONING 

DISTRICT (590 S. FAIR OAKS) 

The People of the City of Pasadena a:dain as follows: 

SECTION 1. Pasadena MU111cipal Code. TiUe 17, 
Article 3, Cllap~r 17.35, Section 17.35.050.C - SP-2 
DEVELOPMENT INCENTIVES, HEIGHT BONUS 
is amended as follows· 

''C Height BolUIS. For parcels that abut 
Fair Oaks Avenoo soU!h of Pico Street but do not abut 
a residential use, the maximum height.tiall not exceed 
56 te.L A m•ximum height of62' ohall be allowed for 
pan:eb identified in Fig= 3·23 Heiglt Districts Map 
of the South Fair Oaks Specific Plan." 

SECTION 2. The City Clerk shall certify the adoption 
of this ordinance and .tiall cause this ordmance to be 
published hy tide and summary. 

SECTION J. This ordinance shall talte effect 30 days 
from ii. publication. 

Signed an:! approved thU 3rd day of May, 2021. 

Victor Gordo 
Ma)ltr of the City of Pasadena 

1 HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoingcrdinance was 
adopted by the City Council of the City of Pasadena 
al its meeliil! held this 3rd day of May 2021, by the 
following vote: 

AYES: 

NOES: 
ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

Councilmembers Hamptat, Kemedy, 
Masuda, Rivas, Vice Mayor Wdson, 
MayorGcrdo 
Councilmomber \Wliams 
Crunc:ilmember Madism 
None 

Mark Jansky 
CityQerli; 

Date Published: MAY 6, 2021 
Pasadena Journal 

PROOF OF PUBLICATION 




