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277 Pleasant Avenue, # 204
Pasadena, CA 91101

NOTICE OF DECISION
Application for Final Design Review 155 East Cordova Street
Council District #6 PLN2004-00212

UL LU VL

Dear Mr. Hajar:

At a public meeting held in the Pasadena Conference Center on July 12, 2003, the Design
Commission reviewed your application for Final Design Review for new construction of a five-
story mixed-use project, with 2,103 square feet of commercial space on the first floor; and 28
residential units, totaling 59,384 square feet. The plans, elevations, and other exhibits
submitted with this application are on file and dated 5-27-04. In accordance with Section
17.92.070 of the Pasadena Municipal Code, the Commission:

Environmental Determination and Land-use Entitlements
Acknowledged that on August 26, 2002, the Design Commission adopted Negative
Declaration for new construction of a mixed-use project at 155 East Cordova Street.

Findings for Compliance with the Tree Protection Ordinance
Acknowledged that on August 26, 2002, the Commission acknowledged that there are no
native, landmark, or specimen trees on the site.

Findings for Final Design Approval

1. Found that the submittal for final design is consistent with the conditions of concept design
approval (August 26, 2002) and with 50% advisory review (August 11, 2003).

2. Found that the final design is consistent with the Citywide Design Principles; Central
District Specific Plan Design Guidelines; and Design Guidelines for Windows in Multi-unit
Residential Projects.

3. Based on this finding, approved the application for final design review with the following
conditions: :

Revised Design

= Prior to plan check, submit fully detailed drawings of the revised design as presented at
the Design Commission meeting on July 12, 2004, including modified chimney caps,
resized elevator towers and vertical landscaping opportunities on the north elevation.
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Stairwell Towers
=  The windows on the stairwell towers (north elevation) shall be eliminated.

Effective Date = Appeals = Call for Review

This decision becomes effective on Friday, July 23, 2004. Before the effective date, the City
Councit may call for a review of this decision. In addition, you or any interested person may
appeal this decision to the City Council before the effective date by filing an appeal in writing
with the City clerk (6" floor, 117 E. Colorado Boulevard) and a fee equal to 65% of the original
application. Appeals must cite a reason for objecting to a decision. Please note that appeals
and calls for review are conducted as de novo hearings, meaning that the lower decision is set
aside and the entire appiication is reviewed as a new proposai.

This approval expires two years from the effective date. The approval period may be extended
once—for a third and final year—by filing a written request with the Planning Director before the
expiration date (along with the fee for renewal of an approval). Any changes in the approved
design for the project, whether before construction or during construction, must be submitted to
City staff for review and approval. The municipal code authorizes the staff to approve minor
changes to the conditions of approval.

Major changes, however, must be reviewed as part of a separate application for modifications to
the project—including the conditions of approval (for which the filing fee is equal to one-half the
original fee). Two applications for major changes may be filed during a calendar year. Major
changes may be approved only if there are findings of changed circumstances that justify
revisions to the project—including the conditions of approval.

Sincerely,

i~ Fir
Emiy Stadnicki, Pfanner
Design and Histofic Preservation Section

Tel 626-744-4243; fax 626-396-7759
Email: estadnicki@cityofpasadena.net

cc: address file
chron file
Tidemark
City Council City Manager City Clerk Richard Bruckner



STAFF REPORT

TO: Design Commission
FROM: Richard J. Bruckner, Director of Planning & Development
SUBJECT: Second Advisory Design Review
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RECOMMENDATION

Although a great deal of progress to the design has been made since the 50% advisory review,
there are several issues that need further review and study. For this reason, the staff
recommends that the Design Commission continue this item to its next meeting on July 26,
2004.

BACKGROUND

On August 26, 2002, the Design Commission granted concept design review approval for new
construction of a five-story mixed-use project, with 2,103 square feet of commercial space on
the first floor; and 28 residential units, totaling 59,384 square feet. The site is located at the
northwest intersection of Cordova Street (east-west) and Marengo Avenue (north-south). Nine
conditions were adopted concurrent with concept design approval (see attached tabie). In
addition, a public meeting was held on August 11, 2003, before the Design Commission, to
review the project at a 50% advisory review. Since that time the developer has hired a new
architect and further refinements have been made to the design. In its review of these changes,
the staff concluded that these changes are within the range of what may be expected for a
project of this scale and complexity as it moves through design development. Although the
applicant submitted for final design review, staff determined-—in part because it has been almost
a year since the Commission last saw the project—that the change should be discussed before
final design review.

Changes to the Project Design since Concept Design

For this review, the project designers have presented substantially more information. The
landscaping and treatment of the rooftop terrace, for example, is extensively detailed (Sheet L-1
thru L-4). The plans and elevations have detailed walls sections, sections of architectural
features like eaves and the parapet, and mechanical and venting information. Elsewhere the
notes describe in greater detail the proposed materials.

On the whole, the changes are limited to rooftop features, window configurations and surface-
level ornamentation; the overall design is largely faithful to the concept-level proposal. The
most substantial change is to the proportions of the elevator towers. At 50% review the central
tower (of the Cordova elevation) was 12" wide and the two other towers were each 10" 6" wide.
All three towers are now 14" wide, their height has not changed, and they comply with zoning
code provisions relating to the height and size of roof-top appurtenances.
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Issues for Further Review and Study

in its review of the sub €
further consideration before the Commission issues a decision on the application for final design
review.

design issues that may benefit from

1. Elevator towers. The elevator towers are 2 to 3.5 feet wider than previous submittals.
The previous approach was more halanced and appropriate in scale; the new design is
much heavier. We are recommending further study to determine if the original
proportions are still feasible.

2. Chimneys. The chimneys, shown as small vents in Concept Design and absent from
the rendered elevations—aithough shown on the plans--at 50% review, are now drawn
as elaborated architectural towers. This change results in a much more complex
roofline. We are recommending further study to analyze whether simple venting would
be a better solution.

3. Landscaping opportunities on the north elevation. Although the number of planting
areas on the north elevation has increased, the vertical plantings or climbing vines have
been removed. We are recommending further study to explore some more vertical
landscaping opportunities or taller plant selections.

4. The treatment of the towers on the north elevation. At 50% review the stairwell
towers on the north elevation were shown with windows and treated similarly to other
bays. The present design has eliminated these larger windows. We suggest further
study to improve the soiid-to-void ratio on the tower bays.

5. Level of ornamentation. The new design has a more ornamented style that differs
somewhat from the previous submittal. Some of the apparent increase in ornamentation
is due to more information on specific materials as well as the difference in the
production of the drawings. Nevertheless, the variety in metalwork, heavier window
surrounds, and the included number of keystones and brackets edge the design toward
excessive ornamentation.
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Respectfully submitted,

v
7
i’)/ / }\ o/ -
L.:}\ ,',i\!’, \( w"
Richard J. Brdckner, Director
Planning & Development Department

L)

/

Prepared by:

~y ~ N
Emily-Stadnicki, Planner
Design and Historic Preservation Section

Reviewed by:
RN
e
Jeff Cronin, Principal Planner

John Poindexter, Planning Division Manager

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A; Comparison of Concept Design Review Conditions at 50% Advisory Review and current submittal
Attachment B: Plans and elevations

Attachment C: Landscape plans and details

155 Cordova — Advisory Design Review — July 12, 2004 Page 3



}JE1S "paAOWa) UdaQ SABY SBUIA Buiquuid
40 sBunue|d [eaian 1oy sanunjioddo ayy
pasealoul seare Bunueld jo Jaquunu ayj pue
pasueyua Aj}ealb Uaaq sey uoljeAs|a yuou
ay jo Buliejep [eamoayyale ay) ybnoyyy

Buideospue} snonunuod e ‘abeseb ugauelaigns
ay} Ui sjuielsucd azis 0} ang “sbBunue|d xoq
Mmopum pue saula Buiquuo 1o} ssijiunyoddo se
jlam s2 ZL X .2 0} .G X .z woyy siajue|d g Buippe
AQ UONIPUOD SIY} 0} papuodsal 10o)ydIe ay |

‘malaal ubisap jeuty 10} uoneoldde

ay) Jo 1ed se pajuasald aq |leys Buideospug)
siyy jo ubisap ay( -sul| Aladoid yuou

ay1 Buoje Buideospuej snonuijuod asnpoIU| 2

‘sabueyo jueoiyiubis oN

“UoIlB|N3IE [BUOIIPPE 10j SOX0Qq
J8ueld mopuim Ajgissod pue sBulume sapnjoul
12yl Buliejap |einjoa)iyoIe o |9A8| pasealdul
ue OS[e SI 81ay] "UOHBA3|D By} 0] A1aLBA

pue yidep siow ppe Aay) ‘ubisa(g ydaauo)
20UIS “JAQUINU Ul pasealout pue pabueliesl
‘G X ¢ Ajplewixoidde ale saiuodjeq Jaylo

pue g x G Ajglewixoidde ale saiuoojeq 9say |
198] z sued ||lem Buiuiolpe ay} Woly passanal
ale sAeq Auoojeq [B1juad om) 8y "passalppe
u92Q Sey UOIIBA3I3 41IoU 3} UO UOIBINPOA

‘uoije|nai}ie pue uogeinpow
asealoul 0) UONBASIS Yuou ay) ubisapay 'p

"IOPIM MOU
pue 9%,(0G Se uoijisod ales U} 818 SISMO |

"Sjuswiate aimoayiydle Injbuiuesw se jeadde

pue sfeqjusuiwold yum ublje Aay| -19a11s
3y} 0} 18S0|2 pauoijisodal uaaq dABY SIBMO]
ay) ‘'sanssi Bunjixa/uonenold feussiul o} ang

SUOIJBAD| palapual oy} Ui
UMOUS SB ‘Sjuallalo jeinjoayiyale jnjbuluesw ojul
(seoueustindde jool) s1amoy ay) ajeibajul o

‘sJoyse|d
YIM paysijisquia ing maaal %06 je uass
BUO 8y} 0] JBJILUIS S| JUSLUS|e 18UJ02 8L |

‘Buipiing ay) jo isal
ayj Yyum snoluouliey alow ajA)s e ul paubisapal
pue paydwis uaaq Sey Juawiald 1aulod sy

“lajoeiend
pue ubisap Buipjing j[e1aA0 yim pajelfau
910W 3q 0] JUaLWIBId Jau109 ay} ubisapay q

"S|EnIwgns snoiAasd Ul usas uey) ajeulo
aiow AjgenbBie s| 82UBHUS |BIJUSPISSI UIRW
ay) ybiey sy syebiiw sdiay i sanslag
juesdde ay | 'slamo) JOJeAS|a By} e 100}
DY} 84} 0} S|BABI} MOU JusWwv)@ 8seq ay |

‘abenbue|

Buippng paijiun alow e ajeald o) payduis
ud9Qq 8ABY SaljuUg "100[j pPUCDISS 8y} je

abpa jus)SISU0D B SulRjUIBW JUBWS|S 9seq ay .

‘abenBue] Buip|ing paliun aiow 2 212810
0] SBLIIUS PUB SjuBWa|d aseq ay) Audung

~ vooz ‘zLAinp
S JeRIuUgNg jusLng:

SR ,aom,_>u< %08 93 U0 paseq ._o_:__omwm

€00Z ‘L1 ysnbny
[ERIWQNS MBIARY

wucwf:EOO :O_mm_EEOO ue tﬂww

ejjag Bilo| — BAOPIOD GG




|

“M3IAD] ¢

‘Buipuad lepiwgns ubisap jeul jo jepiwgns Buipuad ubBisap feuiy 19Npuod ||eys LoISSIWLLOD 8y | 8
"MBIASI

uBisep [eul Jo) uoneoldde ue sayy Jueordde

ayy a.104aq josloid ayy Jo maiaal ubisap 9,08

‘paje|dwo) ‘leplwgns siyy AQ paysijes s| uolipuod ‘AIOSIAPE Ue JONPU0D [feyS UOISSIWWOY) 8L 'y

‘sefiueyo jueoyiubis oN

‘malnal ubisap

[BUl} JB POMaIASYL 8 [[IM S|IB}SP MOPUIM JBYLN
'S3YOUI 984y} Jo winwiuiw e aueid ut passasal
saljquasse mopuim Buisodoud si jueayddy

(£808077 21§

‘[e1dynue 1o uiy) seadde jey) slelalew

PIOAR 'SMOPUIAA JOj Saulaping ubisaq :921nog)
Jeacidde pue malasl [BUY 10§ UOISSILILIOT |

uBisaq ayy 0y pajussald aq [jeys SMopLIm au} 10!
S|IE}Sp [BUI4 "SUOIIBADIS [BHUBPIS3I U U0 SBUDU:
9314} Jo wnwilulw e aueld ui passanal aq ||BUS
sSaljquiasse mopuim aLy ‘|iejep paydde-soezing
pue sjjem uly) jo souelieadde ay) pioaz 51 B

‘sjlepiugns snolrsid uey) sjeuio
210w s1 JBY10 8Y) pue paydus alow si
auo g sufiisap Auoojeq om) |ji)s ale aisy

"malaal ubisap |euly

1B PISSNISIP 84 |iim s|ieysp [euonippy Buipiing
8U} JO BJA1S {BINIDENYDIE DY) YIM IS10BIBYD

ui yjoq ale jey) subisap jiet Auodjeq z aie aiey |

Ao
{

ubisap Buijies suo ueaw Jou s90p siyy) “sBuiped
Auoojeq ay jo ubisap ay) auyal pue £dung

‘palojdxa sBunue|d |eoniaa ay) pue sease
Bunuejd sy ul ue|d 1a||e1 & 938 0] 8y pINom

"‘malnal ubisop jeuly je

pamairal aq jm ueld adeospue| 8y 'pauByuUa
Aneaib uaaq sey uoneaas yuou ay) Jo
Buiieysp sy ‘uonippe u| -a|qises) jou sem dujs

e|lag ella] — AOPIOD) GG



