
Agenda Report 

TO: CITY COUNCIL DATE: October 4, 2004 

FROM: CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: PROPOSED CENTRAL DISTRICT SPECIFIC PLAN. AMENDMENTS TO 
THE LAND USE ELEMENT AND THE MOBILITY ELEMENT OF THE 
COMPREHENSIVE GENERAL PLAN, AND REVISION OF TITLE 17 OF 
THE PASADENA MUNICIPAL CODE (ZONING) 

RECOMMENDATION 

There is no recommendation. This report is for information and discussion 

BACKGROUND 

Attached for City Council review is the Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The EIR 
consists of three volumes: 1) Final Environmental Impact Report, 2) Responses to 
Comments on the Draft EIR, and 3) Technical Appendix. The draft EIR was circulated 
for public review from June 4, 2004 to August 23, 2004. The comments and responses 
to comments are presented in Section 8.0. Revisions and clarifications to the EIR were 
made in response to comments on the draft EIR and the final documents were issued 
on October 1, 2004. Copies of the EIR are available to the public via CD-ROM by 
contacting the Planning and Development Department. 

The EIR analyzes the impacts of the 2004 Land Use and Mobility Elements, Zoning 
Code Revisions, and Central District Specific Plan (Plans) in the horizon year 2015. 
The EIR looks at alternatives and combinations of alternatives to determine if altering 
the Plans as proposed could reduce the impacts associated with the Plans. 

Alternative 7: No Project - This alternative assumes that the 1994 General Plan 
remains as the adopted policy document and none of the other plans are adopted. 
Alternative 2: Reduction Growth -These alternatives assume a new reduction in 
Citywide growth of 25% and 50% in the year 2015. 

2A: 75% Growth of Recommended Prolect (25% Reduced Development) 
28: 50% Growth of Recommended Project (50% Reduced Development) 

Alternative 3: Extension of Gold Line - This alternative assumes extension of the Gold 
Line to Claremont. 

3A: Recommended Project with Gold Line Extension to Claremont 
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38: 75% Growth of Recommended Project with Gold Line Extension to 
Claremon t 
3C: 50% Growth of Recommended Project with Gold Line Extension to 
Claremont 

Alternative 4: Completion of 1-710 -This alternative assumes that the 1-710 freeway is 
completed between Alhambra and Pasadena. 

4A: Recommended Proiect with 1- 71 0 Completion 
45: 75% Growth of ~ecommended Project with 1-710 Completion 
4C: 50% Growth of Recommended Pro~ect with 1-710 Completion 

Alternative 5: Commercial-Oriented ~ e v e l o ~ m e n t  - This alternathe assumes that the 
focus of new development in the Central District is commercial, rather than a mix of 
commercial and residential. 
Alternative 6: Alternative FAR Allocation - This alternative assumes that the maximum 
FAR on the blocks adjacent to the Del Mar Gold Line station will be 2.50 and the FAR in 
the historic core of Old Pasadena will be 2.50. 
Alternative 7: Extensive Physical Improvements to Improve Traffic Flow - This 
alternative assumes that certain intersections would be widened to increase traffic 
capacity. 
Alternative 8: Residential-Oriented Development - This alternative assumes that the 
focus of new development in the Central District is residential, rather than a mix of 
commercial and residential. 

The EIR finds that adoption of the Plans will result in impacts in the areas of 
transportationltraffic, air quality, noise, and parkslrecreation. Other impacts of the Plans 
can be mitigated to a level of insignificance. The intensity of impact is less in some 
alternatives than others, however the project and all the alternatives will result in 
environmental impacts. In fact, the greatest impacts are found in not adopting the 
Plans. The traffic impacts of each alternative are relatively similar and reflect the 
influence of regional traffic at key intersections and street segments. 

Thirty-two agencies and individuals commented on the Drafl EIR resulting in a total of 
eighty-five comment letters. Many of the comments were on similar themes and the 
responses are grouped into topical responses. Each comment letter and the responses 
are printed in Volume II of the EIR. 

The California Environmental Qualitv Act (CEQA) reauires oublic aaencies to oreoare 
ElRs for projects that have potentiaiimpa&s on (he physic& environment. ~ c ' c o r d i n ~  to 
CEQA, the term environment means the ohvsical conditions that exist within the area to 
be affected by a proposed project, includ/ngland, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna. 
noise, and objects of historic significance. 

CEQA analysis is intended to provide a process by which public agencies can identify 
feasible mitigation measures andlor alternatives to reduce impacts on the environment. 
If an EIR documents unavoidable impacts resulting from the project, the decision 
making body may approve the project if they adopt a statement of overriding 
considerations. The statement of overriding considerations documents the public 



benefits of proceeding with the project and the decision making body, after considering 
the impacts and benefits of the project may approve the project. Staff will recommend 
certification of the EIR even though approval of the project or any of the alternatives will 
require a Statement of Overriding Consideration. 

Also attached for City Council review are papers discussing the interchangeability and 
intensity standards for the specific plan areas and Revisions to the Zoning Code Transit 
Oriented Development and Parking Caps. 

FISCAL IMPACT 

The transmittal of the EIR documents for inforniational purposes will not result in a fiscal 
impact. 

Respectfully submitted, 1 

Prepared by: Approved by: 

ent Department 

Attachments Environmental Impact Report Volumes I. II, and Ill 
Interchangeability and Intensity Standards for the Specific Plan Areas 
Revisions to the Zoning Code Transit Oriented Development and 
Parking Caps 



INTERCHANGEABILITY AND INTENSITY STANDARDS 
FOR THE SPECIFIC PLAN AREAS 

October 4,2004 

On September 27, 2004, the City Council requested information about the draft 
2004 Land Use Element update provision for interchangeability between the 
intensity standards for residential and nonresidential develipmentgnd also about 
the updating of the intensity standards to reflect development since 1994. 

The draft Land Use Element update includes various provisions for implementing 
the Element's intensity standards in the preparation of specific plans. For a 
specific plan area, the intensity standards are limits on the number of residential 
units and nonresidential floor area that may be added within the area. To allow 
greater flexibility while maintaining an overall limit on development, the draft Land 
Use Element update includes the following provision, added with the Council's 
conceptual approval in August 2002: "Specific plans may determine whether 
dwelling unit totals and building floor area for nonresidential development may be 
converted and interchanged to allow more flexibility among uses." The provision 
allows a specific plan to interchange the allowable residential and nonresidential 
development potential but does not require that any particular specific plan make 
use of the option. Neither does it establish a citywide standard for the 
conversion, for example, 1.000 square feet of nonresidential development for one 
residential unit. 

For the Central District, the 1994 Land Use Element set intensity standards of 
5,095 additional residential units and 6,217,000 square feet of additional 
nonresidential floor area. The 1994 Element also established totals for individual 
strategy areas, as well as the area that remained, in the Central District. 
According to the 1994 Element, the intensity standards do not include parking 
areas. The draft 2004 update revises the intensity standards by reducing the 
amount of potential new development, based on development added since 1994. 
Those updated intensity standards are shown on Table 2B, page 36, of the draft 
Element (Attachment A). For the Central District, the standards are 3,395 net 
new residential units and 4,817,000 square feet of net new nonresidential 
development. There are standards for the Central District as a whole but not for 
individual strategy areas and the remaining areas outside of these strategy 
areas. 

The current pace and pattern of development indicate several factors that point 
to retaining the individual intensity standards for residential and nonresidential 
development for the Central District without allowing interchangeability in the 
2004 update. First, the rate of residential development in the four years since 
2000, because of development in the City's Central District, has been 
significantly higher than the rate between 1994 and 2000. Nevertheless, the 



citywide rate remains below the annual rate projected in the 1994 Land Use 
Element. 

Table A 
Rate of Residential Development 

1994  and Use Element - Projected Annual Rate Citywide to 2010 ( 438 units 
Actual Annual Citvwide Rate 1994 to 2000 I 189 units . . .. .. - . .~ . . . . . .. -. - . . . . .~. . . .. 

Actual Annual Citywide Rate, 2000 to 2004 1 397 units 
Actual Annual Central District Rate, 2000 to 2004 1 339 units 

During the past four years, more than 80 percent of new Pasadena housing has 
been built within the Central District. The rate of development outside the 
Central District (58 unitslyear), however, is substantially lower than in the past. 
For the 1970s and 1980s, the citywide annual average was 297 units per year. 
The rate for the 1990s was 110 unitslyear. Comparatively little of the new 
housing in the city was constructed in the Central District during those decades. 

The abrupt change in annual rate and the current concentration of new housing 
development in the Central District suggest that additional time is necessary to 
understand future market conditions. For example, currently, there is a strong 
demand for housing and a soft market for new commercial development. There 
has always been a concern that, if this strong housing market continued for a 
significant period, it could utilize all of the available commercial development 
sites. The response in the draft Central District Specific Plan to this concern is to 
reserve certain areas for solely commercial development. (e.g. restrictions in 
Lake Avenue 8 Arroyo CorridorlFair Oaks sub-districts and requirements for 
ground floor commercial). Recently, there have been concerns expressed as to 
whether these restrictions would be sufficient, should the housing market 
become explosive, with thousands of units coming on the market within a short 
period. Although this is an unlikely event, retention of the current individual 
intensity limits are seen as a further hedge against over utilization of available 
commercial development sites for residential development. If no such pattern 
develops, it would still be possible to provide interchangeability at the next five- 
year update. The five-year period until the next update of the Land Use Element 
will provide sufficient time to understand the changing market demand for 
housing in Pasadena's Central District. 

Second, we are currently experiencing an increase in the number of mixed-use 
projects, as is encouraged by Policy 1.4 of the Land Use Element. The 
concentration of housing in mixed-use districts creates new opportunities for 
mobility. Proximity to employment locations, to shopping, and to recreation 
allows residents to change their habits, especially dependence on automobiles. 
Similarly, shopping patterns of new residents will shift, as will their use of City 
services and facilities. Changes in behavior usually require time, however, so 



recent development does not yet provide sufficient evidence to determine how 
people will use the opportunities that downtown housing offers. In the future, the 
City can evaluate the actual effects of adding significantly more housing in 
mixed-use projects and districts downtown, including the effects on mobility, City 
revenue, and service costs. 

The draft 2004 Land Use Element update is intended to govern development for 
the next five years. Within that term, and also for a reasonably longer term, the 
intensity standards for the Central District would accommodate development that 
is comparable to historical growth in Pasadena. 

For the term of the 2004 update (i.e., for the next five years), the current "caps," 
without interchangeability, allow the amount of development that is reasonably 
projected. At the current rate of development, i.e., 339 units per year, the limit on 
residential development will not be reached prior to the next five-year update. 
Therefore, the flexibility that comes with making the two intensity standards 
interchangeable will not likely be necessary within that timeframe. 
Interchangeability remains, however, a practical and valuable tool, both now in 
certain other specific plan areas and for the future in the Central District. 

Based on the information that will become available from actual development by 
the time of the next Land Use Element update, the City can determine whether 
the intensity standards established in the 1994 Element support or hinder the 
desired Central District mix of activities. In the meantime, new development will 
be consistent with the limits established in the 1994 Land Use Element. 



Attachment A 

Building Intensity Standards for Targeted Growth Areas 
(Draft Land Use Element Table 28) and Potential Development 

Tahle ZB 

BUILDING INTENSITY STANDARDS FOR TARGETED GROWTH AREAS 

SPECIFIC PLANS 

so. SQ. IINITS 
FOOTAGE (Sec Note) 

FOOTAGE 
(Sce Note) 

A. CEYI'RAL DISTRICT 

R. SOU'I'II FAIR OAKS 

('. WEST GAI'EWAY 

- 

D. EASY PASADENA 

3 15.000 
'ntcrchangcahlc limn 

I<csidenlial 
(Increxsu lo  

1 .065.000 hy 
Spccific I'Iau) 

F. NORTH LAKE 

G.  FAIR OhKS I ORANGE 
GROVE 

Note: Spccific Plans may permit higher totals fix either residential units or 
nonresidential floor area. with a corresponding reduction of the other category. if they 
provide that potential residential and nonresidential dcvelopnlent are interchangeable. 

Residential intensity standards for targeted growth areas do not include affordable 
housing units, unless the specific plan determines otherhise. so actual residential 
development may excccd the numbers shown. 



Attachment A 

POTENTIAL BUILDING INTENSITY 
OUTSIDE OF TARGETED GROWTH AREAS 

AND TOTAL CITYWIDE BUILDING INTENSITY 

A. POTENTIAL BUILDING 
INTENSITY OUTSIDE OF 
TARGETEDGROWTHAREAS 

POI'ENTIAL NEW POTENTIAL NEW 
DEVELOPMENT BEYOND 1994 BEYOND 2004 

SQ. UNITS SO. 
FOOTAGE FOO'TAGE 

* Notc: Specific Plans may permit higher totals for either residential units or  
nonresidential floor area, with a corresponding reduction of the other category, if they 
provide that potential residcntial and nonresidential developnient arc interchangeable. 

Residential intensity standards for targeted growth arras do not include affordable 
liousing units. unless the specific plan detcnnincs otherwise, so actual residential 
dcvelopmcnt may exceed the numbers shown. 



REVISIONS TO THE ZONING CODE - TRANSIT ORlENTED DEVELOPMENT AND 
PARKING CAPS 

The following information was requcstcd by the City Council at its Scptcmbcr 27, 2004 meeting. 
It includcs; the expcricnce in other cities. the potential number of parking spaccs to he provided 
under the parking provisions of the proposed zoning code, and alternatives to the proposed 
parking provision of the zoning codc. 

I )  Purking C'aps in Othcr C'itic.~ 

San Diego has capped its parking in its downtown. Office uscs arc allowed to have a maximum 
of 1 spacc for every 1.000 sq. St. Residential parking floats between 1.25 and 2 spaces per unit. 
The San Dicgo experiencc is that parking is too low for offices uscs. Office construction has 
shificd to other parts of the City and County as a rcsult of the highly restrictive parking caps in 
thc Ccntrc City. Currently the City of San Diego is considering increasing its parking for olficc 
uscs in order to attract office development back downtown. 

'Shc City of  Portland did not cap their parking bascd on use. Instead thcy crcatcd a cap for the 
entire downtown. This parking cap was sct at 40.000 spaces in their cntirc downtown in 1075. 
They held that cap until the late 1980s when thcy increased it to 44.000. Thcy increased it  again 
slightly in the late 1990's. New developmcnt is not permitted to have parking oncc the maximum 
number of spaccs is met. 

Other cities h a w  choscn to substantially reducc parking rather than having a cap. Scattlc has 
reduced office parking to one space per 1,000 sq. ft. In conversation with these cities, 
dcvclopmcnts are not parking thcir projccts above the mininlum. 

A qucstion that arose in the parking cap discussion was what is the parking requirement of othcr 
local cities in thcir duwntowns. Attachment I is a comparison of other cities' parking 
rcquircmcnt including Burbank and Glcndalc. 

2j ('en/,-trl L)istrict Purking 
The Central District has approximately 45.000 parking spaccs. This includes street parking as 
well as parking in privatc parking lots and structures and public parking structures. 

'l'hc LIR assumcs 1,250.000 sq. f(. ol'new non-rcsidcntial development and 2.750 new residential 
units in thc Central District by 201 5. Thc following table (.rable I) shows how much parking 
would rcsult from this new development with and without the proposed parking caps. According 
to this table thcrc will he about a 1.000 space reduction with thc caps. This is a reduction of 
ahout 12 percent of the new parking. I t  is important to note that thc currcnt proposal pcrmits 
individual projccts to dcvclop public parking above the cap subjcct lo a C1JP. Public and shared 
parkmg would he exempt from the cap. 



Table 1 - Estimate of Additional Parkine Snaces with or without Caps hv 2015 within the 

Residential L 
Office 

Retail 

non-residential I TIJIdI 

- - . - 
Central District 

I la l  I I 

1,250,000 sq. ft. 

Maximum # of 

Plan 

562.500 $q n 3 spaces pcr 1.969 spaces 1.477 spaces 
1.000 $4 li 

Proposed 

I 

and 4 spaces per 

(Medical) c 
437.500 sq, fi, 3 spaces per 

1 .on0 s< , fi. 
250.000 sq. tt. Varies depending 750 spaces 563 spaces 

Unib/Sq. ft. : Parking 
allowed under requirement i reduction 
the General 

2,750 units 1 1.5 space per unit 1 1.125 spaces 4.125 spaces 

[a] The parkmg requ~remenl for residential uscs instdc the Central District is less tor those areas outside the 
Central District. For units less than 550 sq. li, the requirement is unc space (uutside the C D  it is 1.5 spaces): 
Ibr units 550 sq. li. or largcr the rcquire~netll is 1.5 spaces (outside the C D  it is 2 spaces per unit). 

[b] Thc non-rcsidenlial is broken down into 35 percent retail, 45 pcrccnt oflice and 20 percent ~nstitulional. This 
breakdown is the same used in the EIR fur trarfic modeiing. 

I c l  Thc assumption is that about 50 percent of the new office use wil l  be mcdical ufficu. 
I d ]  3 spaces per 1,000 sq. ft. has hecn assumed for institutional uses. 
I c l  The current code has ;I maximum un parking. The parking cannot be larger then 50 percent o f  the minimum. 

3) Allernrr1h.e~ 
The intent ofthe caps is to cncouragc uscs that can take advantage ol-transit or are less auto- 
oriented. It is also intcndcd to encourage centralized parking in which shoppers consolidate trips 
by parking once and the occupants shop at several locations or usc the City's Art Buses 
throughout the downtown. For rcsidcntial uscs, staff has provided the Council with information 
that shows that parking is being constructed at a ratc that is comparable to the cap (see 
Attachment 2). Staff has dcvclopcd scveral options for discussion. 

a. Decrease Parking Cap. Undcr this option the parking cap would not be the same as the 
rcduction (as currently proposed). Required parking could be rcduccd by up to 25 
percent, but the cap could be at a higher number such as the minimum requirement before 
thc rcduction. I'or cxaniplc. without a parking reduction an or tce  projecl would be 
rcquircd to have parking at 3 spaccs per 1,000 sq. ft. With the reduction. the parking 
rcquircmcnt would be rcduccd to 2 .25  spaccs p c r  1,000 sq. li. Thc pro,jcct dcvclopcr 
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could decide to take the full reduction. no rcduction, or a reduction of less than 25 
percent. This provides the dcvcloper with the greatcst flexibility. I lowever, this proposal 
does not have the same effect of reducing traffic. 

b. Lhffcrcnt~ate betwccn 1.ow Turnover Parking and Customer Parking. Another option 
would be to rcduce parking for office uses by 25 percent and cap the parking at this 
rcduction. Ilowcvcr. uses which are dependent on a high volume of customers (such as 
retail) would reduce their parking by 10 percent since a much largcr fraction of those uses 
are devotcd to customer parking. Employee parking for retail and market uses is 
typically 20 percent of thc parking. The parking for food sales (market) IS 4 spaces per 
1,000 sq. ft. and with the 10 pcrccnt reduction would then bc 3.6 spaces per 1,000 sq. St. 
This option focuscs the reduction on low tumovcr parking and doesn't alTect customer 
parking. 

City C n u n c i l  October 4, 20114 



- - 

City 

BURBANK [Cl 

GLENDALE [dl 

LOS ANGELES [el 

SAN DlEGO rfl 
SEATTLE [91 

PASADENA Proposed wlo reduction 
Proposed w!reduction 

ATTACHMENT I 

COMPARABLE DOWNTOWN PARKING RATIOS 

PARKING RATIOSla] 

OFFICE [b] RETAIL COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL 

3.5 3.5 3.5 

2 7 4 2 to 5 1.25 to 2 plus 0 25 guest 

2 2 2 1 25 

1 2.5 2.1 1.25 t o 2  

1 2.8 2 0.33 To 0.5 

Notes 
[a] Parking ratios are per 1.000 square footage of development. except for restdentla1 in dwell~ng units. 
[b] Excludes medical offlce 
[c] http:/hmwd burbankca org/phnninglpdflbmc/brnc-ch3lpdf 
[dl http:!/w.ci.glendale.~.us/gmclZoning-Code!Chapter30-32.pdf 
[el C~ty of Los Angeles. Plann~ng and Zoning Code. Sections 12.21 A 4 and 12.21 A 4 (x). July 2000 
[fl h t t p . 1 1 ~  amlegal.com/nxWgateway.dll?f=templates&fn=default htrn&v~d=alplamc-ca 
[g] http //clerk c~sea t tkwa us/-tables1235401 5a. htm 



ATTACHMENT 2 -Survey of Parking for Residential Projects in the Central 
District 

I 
I 

Commercial #of  parking 
spaces 

Parking Ratio 
for Residential i Project # of units 

Arpeggio - 325 1,000 sq. ft. 1.5 spaces per 
unit 

1.000 sq. ft. 1.5 spaces per 
unit 

Acapella - 160 
E. Corson 

Operating 
Engineers - 290 

N o  Hudson 

None 1.5 spaces per 
unlt plus guest 

parking 

Project - 175 Sol 
Lake; 160 So. 

Hudson 

2,000 sq. ft, 1.5 spaces per 
unit 

1.5 spaces per 
unit 

- 
14,600 sq, ft. 876 I 1 Trio Project - 

621 E. Colorado 

! Archstone - 25 1.5 spaces per 
unit So. Oak Knoll 

Alexan - 801 E. 
Walnut 

None 1 372 I 1.7 spaces per 

unit i 
1.5 spaces per 

unit 
Paseo Colorado 

- 278 E. 
Colorado 

840 E. Green 27,000 sq. ft. I 214 1.55 spaces per 
unit 

C. 
Dayton Street 
Townhomes - 

46-56 W. Dayton 

1.5 spaces per 
unit 
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October I, 2004 

Mayor Bill Bogaard and City Council Members 
City of Pasadena 
Hand Delivered 

Dear Mayor Bogaard and City Council Members: 

I am writing to offer o w  appreciation for your thoughtfi~l consideration and discussion so far on the 
Genere! Specific Plms for the Cmua! District, and to thank ycu ~1 advance f w  the discossicns tc 
come before the rules are put back in place. As a property owner organization, we are highly motivated 
to see a good, consistent Plan and EIR Project adopted. We still have several items of concern and 
priority for the Old Pasadena Management District's suppon of the General and Specific Plans, and 
respectfully request that you each give careful consideration to these specific concerns for the Old 
Pasadena area, as pan of the Central District. 

I. We continue to support the overall caps from 1994, and understood that those caps were 
part of the FAR formula, and it seems there was no willingness at City Hall to ever discuss 
any other numbers other than those caps. We do support not keeping the sub-district caps, 
to allow for flexibility in the marketplace. 

To truly achieve a transit-oriented area, twls such as the "pedestrian-oriented" use zoning, 
mixed-use incentives, and shared parking should be more broadly applied to all streets in 
the Old Pasadena Sub-District. There are a few exceptions ofblocks that we would not 
expect to be developed as pedestrian or transit-oriented areas, but these are the exception. 
Currently, the Plan provides for this required pedestrian-oriented zoning limited to areas 
that are ALREADY active wifh pedestrians, and it fails to apply this zoning in areas where 
we WANT pedestrian and transit-oriented activily and where development is most likely to 
occur. For example, the area south of Dayton and north of Del Mar, between Delacey and 
Fair Oaks, is our best opportunity to really create a transit-oriented area by connecting the 
residents on the west with both the park and the rail station on the east, through pedestrian- 
oriented zoning and a preponderance oimixed-use. 

3. The definitions and boundary maps in the Zoning Code for "Historic Core" and "Urban 
Village" within the Old Pasadena Sub- District are not consistent with the boundaries of the 
National Register Historic District. Due to the character-defirung language in each of these 
sub-district definitions, it is imperative that the boundary maps be redrawn so that all of the 
National Register District properties are included in the definition ofUHistoric Core" and 
drawn out of the defined boundaries of the "Urban Village." (For example, the maps as 
presented in the current Plan do not recognize the following buildings as  pan of the 
"Historic Core": Castle Green, Stats, the Historic Sante Fe Train Depot, the Soda Jerks 
block, the Raymond Theater, etc). This is a simple change to ensure that the boundaries of 
the "Historic Core" as defined in the Plan are the same as the boundaries of our National 
Register District. 



We do not support parking caps for the transit-oriented areas as the sole policy for 
managing parking. We do believe that there is a need to consider a more comprehensive, 
big-picture approach, including an implementation program, to really achieve the vision of 
a City where people can circulate without cars. Given the half-developed state of our light 
rail system, we believe that reductions or limits in parking should be phased in. We also 
believe that Old Pasadena serves as the best model for limiting parking while developing 
parking policies in combination with the creation of strategically located garages that allow 
people to park once and become pedestrians. We believe this concept of shared parking 
should be embraced and perhaps even mandated in certain locations by these governing and 
related Plans. 

Much in the same way we believe there needs to be an implementation program for 
parking, we would like to see a more serious commitment by providing similar detailed 
implementation programs for achieving goals for Parks and Open Space in the Central 
District, as well as for achieving affordable housing goals. 

The application of FAR's is troubling to our leadership. While we support meaningful and 
consistent standards and rules for the size and scale of development, we are generally 
opposed to the use of FAR's and continue to be confused by the various ways they can be 
measured. We have run many calculations, and get different numbers for what is built and 
what is supposed to be allowed within the Old Pasadena Sub-District. FAR's in many ways 
seem to favor large parcels and residential uses. If FAR's are to be used, higher density 
should remain in place at the Del Mar Station. If FAR's will be used in Old Pasadena, we 
would request that consideration be given to allow for flexibility through the use of 
Transfer of Development Rights (TDR's) within the Historic District boundaries. 

Please recognize that Old Pasadena is different and unique from the rest of the Central District, in 
that it is Pasadena's only commercial National Register District. Due to this designation and set of 
policies that respect this area, planning and density management is different: while much of the 
Central District can be torn down and rebuilt to market conditions, Old Pasadena will always be 
limited to a certain density and scale due to this designation, local protective design measures, and 
the overall public policy to preserve and protect this treasure. 

As always, we remind you that our vision for Old Pasadena includes building out the "arms and 
legs" off the Boulevard, and we have a few remaining areas where we can still achieve pedestrian- 
oriented neighborhoods integrated within the commercial Historic District, contributing to the 
transit-oriented environment and truly being a place where people can live, work, shop and play. 

Regards, 

- " 
~ ' a g g i e  Campbell, President I 
Old Pasadena Management District 

Cc: Cynthia Kurtz, City Manager 
Board of Directors, Old Pasadena Management District 
Planning Commission Members 



Rodriguez, Jane 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
cc: 
Subject: 

Robert Winry [winry@datast.net] 
Wednesday. September 29.2004 1:27 PM 
Bill Bogaard; Jane Rodriguez 
Cynthia Kurt.? 
Allowable New Construction by block - (correction ... ) 

density.xls 

'ear Bill 6 City Council, 

An additional crror was detected in my calculat.lans for potential "bulid-our" of tP.e 
Centra: District in Census Tract 4636, Block 2 0 0 8 .  

I b.avc corrected this error, and the revised tijble is attached 

It should be nored, for tho RM-32 & X?4-48 Xesldent.:al Areas in :he Central Ulstrict, tkc 
Draft Central District plan 1999 Development Irltenslty map (map I, page 1 9 )  dld not 
indicate exlsting Floor Area 3at:o (FAR). Thus for rhese blocks, the exlsting FAR was 
determined by the number of floors of eacn b~ilding times their foot-print drea, suxnei! 
per block, divided by the area of the block. :'bus the existing FAR'S for rhese blocks is 
indicated higher zhan actual - due to 1) counting parking s~ructure floor ares, and 2) 
buildings :hat are not constant he~ght. It was considered "acceptable" to x e  chis 
approach as 11 the lnformatioc was readlly avzilible as corpared rc havlng to obtain 
county record intormtion for each ~ ~ d l v i d u a l  parcel, and 21 tk.e amount of ptentlal cet 
new square rootage wculd be calculated on the low side. 

(The only ork.er case where r.ap 4 exlstlnq FAR rucbers was not used was the Parscn's lot 
due to the obvious crror on that block in that nap). 

( I f  you reed the file in Adobe AcroSat PDF, or a rew 11x17 paper copy, please l e ~  me 
know). 

- Robert Nittry 
t626 !  791-7974  

i 4 4  Flower st. 
Pasadena, CA 91134 
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Robert Witby Iwittry@datast.net] 
Wednesday. September 29,2004 4:46 PM 
Bill Bogaard; Jane Rodriguez 
Cynthia Kurtz 
RM-48 clarification 

density-rm48.xls 

Dear 3111 6 Cizy  C o u n c i l ,  

Laura  3 a h i  j u s t  i n f o r m e d  me t h a t  t h e  P l a r . n i r g  :;La!£ l n t e n t  was t o  a l l o w  up t o  5 s t o r i e s  l r ?  
t h e  HM-48 zoned a r e a s  o f  t h e  Cer . t r a l  District, t h u s  t n e  a l l o w a b l e  f l o o r  a r e a  r a t i o  t h a t  I 
used  i n  t h e  t a b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  p o t e n t i 2 1  new squzre  f o o z a g e  was t o o  low, s i n c e  I nad a n l y  
a l l o w e d  3 s t o r l e s  p e r  t h e  d r s f t  zon lng  code .  Thus t h e  a l l o w a b l e  FAR f o r  t h c  W 4 3 - H l . j C  
zon ing  wouid b e  abou t  3 . 3 3  ra!:her t h a n  t h e  ?.00 p r e v i o u s l y  sb.own. 

I have  c o r r e c t e d  :he t a b l e  a n d  have p r o v i d e d  s c , b t o t a i s  f o r  each  o f  i n e  C e r l t r a l  C i s t r i c t  
Zoning U e s i g n a t ~ o n s .  iA:tacbed).  

Wi:h t h i s  change,  w i t h o u t  CAP'S,  he p o t e n t l a i  new development  f a r  t h e  Cen t ra l .  D i s t r i c t  1s 
36  m i l l l a n  s q f t ,  abou t  6 t i m e s  t h e  1994 "Cap", and t h e  t o t a l  p o t e n t l a 1  new un lLs  ;s s t i l l  
a b o u t  52  t b o ~ s a n d ,  wbich 1s 22 c imcs  t h e  p r e s e r t  Cap of 2 3 5 0 .  

(What t h e  c i t y  is  r e a l l y  t r y i n g  t o  d o  is encourage  d e m o l i t i o n  of s a a l l e r  e x i s t i c q  
s t r u c t u r e s  t o  i n c r e a s e  t a x  r e v e n u e  and f o r c e  lcw t o   odera rate income r e n t e r s  o u t  c l  t h e  
city, O r  i n  t o  "Government C o n t r o l l e d "  h o u s i n g ) .  

Most o f  t h e  existing b u i l d r n g s  i n  c t e  RM-32 an0 X X - 4 E  a r e a s  o f  t h e  C e n t r a l  Dis ; r l r t  a r e  
two s t o r y ,  w l t h  some 1 s t o r y  and some 3 s t o r y .  There  a r c  o n l y  r n r e e  4 - s t o r y  and cn;y one 
5 - s t o r y  e x l s t i n q  b u i i d i r - g s  i n  t b e  RM-48 a r e a  of t h e  C e n t r a l  J l s t r l c t .  

- Rober t  W i t t r y  
(626)731-7974 
244 Flower S t .  
Pasadena,  CA 91104 










