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From: Nick Mancuso
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2022 4:35 PM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: I support 1020 El Centro / SchoolYard Project

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it concerns,  

My name is Nick Mancuso and I have been a resident of South Pasadena since 2019. My family has been renting since 
then and we have fallen in love with its walkable small town feel and fantastic schools. However, SoPas is in dire need of 
new housing developments to provide opportunities for families like mine to become permanent, home‐owning, 
residents.  

Given that, I would like to provide my strongest possible approval and support for the SchoolYard housing development 
project at 1020 El Centro. Its development would be a fantastic addition to our community. 

All the best, 
Nick 
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From: Michael Siegel
Sent: Friday, September 9, 2022 8:11 PM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Item 5 PROJECT NO. 2441

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Commission,  

I urge you to approve this project!  We need housing, and this project not only provides it, but it is exceptionally well‐
thought out, integrates perfectly into our community, and will become a real gem of the community ‐ becoming a real 
placemaking project. 

I am very excited for this, and urge you to approve! 

Thanks! 

Michael Siegel 
Avon Place 
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From: Victor Dow
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2022 6:28 AM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: 1020 El Centro

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Dear Commissioners: 

I live at 1135 El Centro #D..I have concerns about the heavy density being proposed for the 1020 El Centro project.  Such 
heavy density will destroy the small town charm of the city, please follow the density that was allowed at 1135 El 
Centro.  Also..I am not sure retail stores are good for the proposed site, I am seeing many vacant storefront in today and 
future retail scene. 

Sincerely, 

Selina Dow 



        Anne Miller  

        634 Grand Ave 

        South Pasadena, CA 

        91030 

September 10, 2022 

Planning Commission of South Pasadena 

RE: Project No. 2441 COA-DRX-DBR-AHR-CUP-TTM-SIGN-TRP 

Dear Commissioners; 

I do not agree with the plan of 1020 El Centro Street (The previous South Pasadena School district 
property).  I believe the project is too large for the property. I am concerned with the proposed size and 
elevation of 4 stories.  

If the proposed 108 units becomes reality, traffic on Fairview to Mission or El Centro will be excessive.  
The Farmer’s Market would also be negatively impacted by the new excessive traffic.   

The developers of the Mission/Meridian condo development cut an entire block of mature red 
eucalyptus trees without permits or proscribed replacement. The City did nothing. The current proposal 
list only 25 trees to be removed for this new project.  The ratio for replacement trees was not met with 
the Mission/Meridian condo project.  Given the track record, I have little faith that the proposed 
number of trees to be remove or the proscribed replacement tree ratio will be honored.  South 
Pasadena is a ‘City of Trees’.  Regardless of the final outcome, it is my hope that the City will enforce the 
permitted tree removal and the proscribed tree replacement. 

I am not against development of the property.  I believe a smaller scope of development, will benefit 
South Pasadena.  I am against the size of this proposed plan for this property.  

I understand that the City is attempting to meet the RHNA requirements. An attempt to load a property 
with excessive units to meet the RHNA requirements is not healthy for our city. The City should be 
looking at the vacant lots for development vs removing existing buildings/businesses. 

I am writing this when we have electrical Flex alerts and water restrictions.  A drain of these resources 
by such a large project will put more City residents at a great disadvantage with more restrictions and 
Flex Alerts. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Anne Miller 

 

Cc: Jack Donovan, Councilmember District 2 
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From: Josh Albrektson
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2022 5:47 PM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Item 5 Public Comment

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

As I am sure you guys would suspect, I support this new project.  That parking lot on one of our main shopping districts is 
a horrible waste of space.   

I will point out two things.   

I have heard staff and some public commentators talk about "The stain the apartments will put on the schools."  The 
people who say this are vastly misinformed.  The school district has lost 4% of their school population over the past 2 
years.  The elementary schools are actually losing tons of kids.  They even talked about the fiscal problems they are 
about to face as they expect to lose even more students over the next couple of years. 

THE SCHOOLS NEED THESE KIDS and frankly the main people commenting on "What about the schools??" are NIMBY 
senior citizens who don't even have kids in the schools. 

This was discussed at the 11/9/21 school board meeting on item 4.02.  Here is the handout: 
https://go.boarddocs.com/ca/spusd/Board.nsf/files/C8DRQ36A2FCC/$file/CENSUS%20DAY%20ENROLLMENT%202000%
20to%202021%20November%202021.pdf 

Link to video: 
https://spusd.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=321 

The other thing I want to mention is that we do not need more public parking on Mission Street.  The Mission Meridian 
garage directly across from the train station is at 41% capacity on weekdays and 11 and 18% capacity on Sat and 
Sunday.  The only times it ever actually gets filled is USC game days.   

Not to mention the other public parking lots and the lot on Fairview next to Mike and Anns which isn't even open at 
night because there is no demand. 

Thanks for your time. 

‐‐  
Josh Albrektson MD  
Neuroradiologist by night 
Crime fighter by day 



September 13, 2022 
 
To: City of South Pasadena Planning Commission 
Re: Public Hearing for Agenda Item #5, 1020 El Centro, the proposed “Fairview 
Court” Project 
 
From: Christina and Warren Holmes, South Pasadena homeowners 
 
The proposed project presented to the Planning Commission for approval meets 
many of the requirements set forth by the Mission Street Specific Plan, as well as 
housing requirements. There are many positive aspects to the project, most notably 
the preservation of the historic structures, and mixed use development that adds 
businesses along Mission Street while adding housing above. Upon reviewing the 
project, we have some questions and concerns, and we have some comments. 
 
We remember the proposed project for this site in 2016. We remember the public 
input and the concern for the scope of the project. It was proposed to have 91 
residential units and I remember that many citizens thought it was too many. Now 
this project is even larger, with 108 residential units, and expanding to four stories. 
We are surprised to have not been hearing more about this project, considering we 
walk by it almost daily. We are concerned that public outreach has not been broad 
enough. We support the addition of commercial properties along Mission Street. We 
support the addition of housing to South Pasadena, and the inclusion of affordable 
housing. We encourage thorough, unhurried review of all aspects of this and other 
proposed or planned mixed-use properties for our city. 
 
We notice in the agenda packet that one of our concerns is being addressed, our 
concern about the schedule of construction projects in the area. We live very near 
the intersection of El Centro and Meridian, which means that the Fairview project, 7 
Patios, the Fiesta Grande site development, and the Carrow’s projects’ construction 
will have a great impact on our city. The timing of the construction of these projects 
is important. We agree with the recommendation by the Cultural Heritage 
Commission to require the condition that the applicants form a task force with the 
city and the other project applicants to coordinate construction. 
 
Another of our concerns was for the amount of parking spaces for residential, 
business, and the public. Residents cannot be required to use public transportation 
or forego owning a vehicle. As much as we support the use of public transportation, 
we think there is a need to plan for the real possibilities. Allowing only 0.5 parking 
space per bedroom is not adequate. We support the applicant’s proposal to allot one 
parking space per residential unit for a total of 108 parking spaces for residences. 
 
It sounds like the goal is for all residential units to be condominiums, meaning 
owned, and that the owner or another person meeting the same qualifications must 
occupy the affordable units. Regarding the one-bedroom residential layouts that are 
provided in the packet, what is the rationale for separating the kitchen and 
bathroom plumbing?  See layouts for A1, A2, A3, A4 and A5. An alternative is to 



position the kitchen near the door, so it will have a window, then the bathroom next 
to the kitchen, followed by the bedroom toward the “back” of the unit. Considering 
how much more time people likely spend in the kitchen, dining, and living rooms, 
those areas benefit from windows letting in natural light. Also, it isn’t very 
convenient to separate at opposite ends of the unit the one bedroom from the 
bathroom. According to the documents provided, all of the studio and one-bedroom 
units have three sides of walls without windows, even the end units. Can additional 
windows be added? This would allow more natural light and air into the units, 
which results in less electricity use. In the two-bedroom units, why are there no 
windows for the kitchen and living room areas? Windows at opposite ends of the 
unit would allow a cross draft of air when opened, and would provide more natural 
light to the public areas of the unit (kitchen, dining room, living room). 
 
When we learned recently about this project, we were surprised to have not 
received notice from the city. We own a home on Meridian, one half block south of El 
Centro. We would like to suggest that the 300-foot radius rule used for informing 
neighbors of residential projects be expanded for projects of this scale and location, 
which is primarily commercial. Unlike a single family home or small building 
construction, the large mixed-use developments that are proposed for the city of 
South Pasadena affect all residents. We would like to request that notification (on 
the cardstock postcard currently used) regarding downtown mixed-use 
developments either 1) be sent to a much broader radius, or 2) be mailed to ALL 
residents of the city. The public notice in the South Pasadena Review states: “The 
City of South Pasadena strongly encourages your participation.” This newspaper 
notice does not reach a majority of residents. Broader outreach would be more 
forthcoming and would strongly encourage citizen participation. 
 
Finally, we would like to suggest that the city try to keep businesses that it is 
displacing, and also consider and encourage different types of businesses for 1020 
El Centro and all other new commercial spaces being developed. On the first note, 
although this is not the case with 1020 El Centro, examples are Fiesta Grande and 
Divergent. I’m disappointed that Fiesta Grande went to Pasadena. Why is the city 
letting business leave? Could a development be built around the Fiesta Grande, 
similar to Amy’s Playground? How about offering a space in a new building so we 
can keep our local businesses? Divergent was a unique business using space in a 
smart way. It’s not very “green” to tear down buildings and build new ones. High 
rents in the new developments will make it more difficult for businesses to come 
here, which will determine the type of businesses. On the second note, South 
Pasadena has a lot of coffee, pizza, and nail salons. The art workshop space sounds 
like a great idea. Some other ideas: a sports bar, a bagel shop, and a bookstore, or 
how about putting the public library book shop in one of the retail spaces of the 
historic school building facing El Centro (for a no/low lease amount). In 
consideration of all the families that live here, we would welcome a safe fun space 
for teens. Our teenage son suggested a recreation room for games, with billiards, air 
hockey, foosball, shuffleboard, pinball, darts, trivia, tables for board games, and 
serving snacks and beverages (no alcohol). We’d like to see consideration of 
community and businesses our residents need, not just profits for developers. 
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 10:15 AM
To: PlanningComments
Cc: CCO
Subject: Fwd: 1020 El Centro Street with attachment
Attachments: PXL_20220913_171238251.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: 
Date: Sep 13, 2022 10:11 AM 
Subject: 1020 El Centro Street 
To: PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov 
Cc:  

Hello,  

My name is Julie Paterson and I live at 905 Diamond. 

My question is:  

Why have no public notices been posted in public? I have walked two blocks in every direction of 1020 El Centro and 
have not found a single public notice. I live directly across the street from said property and there has been no 3x5 
signage posted on the property anywhere for the public to see. 

The junk mail mailer is very unscrupulous and the fact that all the pertinent information regarding the meeting is 
conveniently covered with tape makes this entire public hearing look like plausible deniability.(photo attached). 

My comment is: 

I am suggesting to the Planning Commission, The Mayor and City Council and Mr. Jared that before you proceed that 
public notices are actually posted publicly. The property owners and residents need to know that you are planning to 
put in a 4 story building with no trees, no set backs and it looks like no parking in a neighborhood that is already 
congested and has such limited parking that residents have to get a permit to park on the street. 

Thank you for your time. 

Julie Paterson 
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From: D. Shane 
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 10:18 AM 
To: PlanningComments <PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov> 
Cc: Armine Chaparyan <achaparyan@southpasadenaca.gov>; Domenica Megerdichian 
<dmegerdichian@southpasadenaca.gov>; John D. Lesak <lesak@page‐turnbull.com>; Janet Braun 
<braunjanetl@aol.com>; Angelica Frausto‐Lupo <afraustolupo@southpasadenaca.gov>; Tamara Binns 
<tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; Lawrence Abelson <larrysouthpas@gmail.com>; Tamara Binns 
<tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; Michael Cacciotti <mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov>; Jon Primuth 

<jprimuth@southpasadenaca.gov>; Evelyn Zneimer <ezneimer@southpasadenaca.gov>; Jack Donovan 
<jdonovan@southpasadenaca.gov>; Diana Mahmud <dmahmud@southpasadenaca.gov>; ben@southpasadenan.com; 
Ted Gerber <tgerber@southpasadenaca.gov> 
Subject: FW: South Pasadena Planning Commission: September 13, 2022: Public Comment: Agenda Item No. 5: PROJECT 
NO. 2441 COA‐DRX‐DBR‐AHR‐CUP‐TTM‐SIGN‐TRP (School Yard Project on Mission Street) 
Importance: High 

Dear Honorable Chair and Commissioners of the Planning Commission: 

I am forwarding to you my previous comments on the proposed subject project that I prepared for the Cultural Heritage 
Commission.  I have also included my past comments to the School Board when a similar project was proposed on this 
same property a few years ago.  Please accept this documentation for consideration concerning the subject project that 
will be before you at your meeting tonight. 

I have read the City’s determination on its environmental analysis based on certain studies carried out by 
consultants.  The final determination is flawed as to a Class 32 categorical exemption complying with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The exceptions, as noted below in this email chain, preclude the use of a categorical 
exemption.   
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Also, in the current traffic study, the setting and its future baseline is: 

“Nevertheless, to provide a conservative estimate of future background traffic conditions, this analysis used an 
ambient growth factor of 1% per year to adjust the existing traffic volumes to simulate the effects of regional 
growth and development by Year 2024. The total adjustment applied over the three‐year period corresponding 
to the buildout year of the Project was 3%. This growth factor accounts for increases in traffic due to potential 
projects plus others not yet proposed and those located outside the Study Area.” (Page 14 of Report) 

The future traffic baseline setting and analysis should actually be extended to an eight‐year period to include the 
timeframe of the soon‐to‐be approved Housing Element.  Also, as a related project, the Housing Element needs to be 
included in Table 2 and the analysis should be redone.  Not sure if the Coco’s mixed‐use development is included in 
Table 2 under the South Pasadena Revitalization Project. Please clarify. 

As I stated from the onset, I am not opposed to this project.  Doing it the right way via the environmental review process 
is all that I am asking.  This is an environmentally progressive community, yet why does the City short‐change the 
public’s participation on this project by circumventing the well‐established and successful CEQA process?  The law itself 
is not against development, but rather a process to ensure that proper development will occur with the least 
environmental impact. 

Although I am retired now, during my career as an environmental planning professional, I was privileged to work with 
the best government and private attorneys, whose guidance and advice I respected, even if I opposed the outcome.  I 
have carried out, assessed, and prepared hundreds of exemptions: categorical, statutory, legislative, and common sense, 
while working with a variety of consultants and stakeholders.  I have done conditional negative declarations (no longer 
exist today), (mitigated) negative declarations, and addenda to them.  I have led and/or written local, regional, and 
statewide environmental impact reports, supplements, subsequent documents, programmatic, and other versions of 
EIRS and EISs.  From 1981 to 2018, I worked both privately and publicly in this field, including at the City of Los Angeles 
Harbor Department, Southern California Association of Governments, and the Metropolitan Water District.  I am still a 
member of the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP) and keep up to date with the new laws, guidelines, and 
case laws. 

Please review the information below and reconsider the reliance of an exemption.  What I describe below, a supplement 
to the School Board’s EIR is doable and will allow everyone to be assured that all the environmental issues have been 
looked and if necessary, mitigated to the fullest extent possible, as well as give a voice to all of our neighbors and 
businesses who will be affected by this major project for many, many years in the future. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Delaine Shane 
2003 Meridian Avenue 

From: D. Shane  
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2022 11:06 PM 
To: PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov 
Cc: Armine Chaparyan <achaparyan@southpasadenaca.gov>; Domenica Megerdichian 
<dmegerdichian@southpasadenaca.gov>; Tamara Binns <tbinns@southpasadenaca.gov>; Ted Gerber 
<tgerber@southpasadenaca.gov>; afraustolupo@southpasadenaca.gov; mcacciotti@southpasadenaca.gov; Jon Primuth 
<jprimuth@southpasadenaca.gov>; Evelyn Zneimer <ezneimer@southpasadenaca.gov>; 
jdonovan@southpasadenaca.gov; Diana Mahmud <dmahmud@southpasadenaca.gov>; Janet Braun 
<braunjanetl@aol.com>; lesak@page‐turnbull.com; Lawrence Abelson <larrysouthpas@gmail.com>; 
johnfisherpe@gmail.com 
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Subject: South Pasadena Cultural Heritage Commission: August 18 2022: Public Comment: Agenda Item No. 6: Project 
No. 2442 COA‐DRX‐DBR‐AHR‐CUP‐TTM‐SIGN‐TRP at 1020 El Centro Street (former SPUSD School Yard/Administration 
Area) 
Importance: High 

Dear Honorable Chair and Commissioners of the Cultural Heritage Commission: 

I am not against the subject project per se that will be under your consideration at the August 18th public hearing.   

However, the City, as the lead CEQA agency, needs to be diligent in studying, addressing, and mitigating for the project’s 
potentially significant impacts associated with traffic, air quality/greenhouse gas emissions, cumulative construction 
impacts, and cumulative operational transportation impacts prior to project approval.   

I am extremely surprised that a categorical exemption (Class 32) is being used as justification to satisfy CEQA 
requirements.  The categorical exemption series is based on the fact that the project has no potential for causing 
significant environmental impacts.  Here is the exact verbiage for Class 32 (Section 15332 of the State CEQA Guidelines):   

Class 32 consists of projects characterized as in‐fill development meeting the conditions described in this 
section.(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.(b) The proposed development occurs 
within city limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses.(c) The 
project site has no value, as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.(d) Approval of the project 
would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water quality.(e) The site can be 
adequately served by all required utilities and public services. 

I truly question items (d) and (e) with respect to the subject project.  The public has not been provided this information 
on the project’s impacts nor the ability of the City to provide water and public services, such as schools, once the project 
is built and occupied.  

More importantly are the EXCEPTIONS to categorical exemptions.  If the subject project triggers one or more of the 
exceptions to the categorical exemption, then the subject project cannot rely on that categorical exemption.  Here are 
the exceptions as noted in Section 15300.2 of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

(a) Location. Classes 3, 4, 5, 6, and 11 are qualified by consideration of where the project is to be located ‐a
project that is ordinarily insignificant in its impact on the environment may in a particularly sensitive
environment be significant. Therefore, these classes are considered to apply in all instances, except where
the project may impact on an environmental resource of hazardous or critical concern where designated,
precisely mapped, and officially adopted pursuant to law by federal, state, or local agencies.

(b) Cumulative Impact. All exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of
successive projects of the same type in the same place, over time is significant.

(c) Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.

(d) Scenic Highways. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may result in damage to
scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, historic buildings, rock outcroppings, or similar
resources, within a highway officially designated as a state scenic highway. This does not apply to
improvements which are required as mitigation by an adopted negative declaration or certified EIR.

(e) Hazardous Waste Sites. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project located on a site which is
included on any list compiled pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the Government Code.
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(f) Historical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.
Cal. Code Regs. Tit. 14, § 15300.2

Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Sections 21084 and 21084.1, Public 
Resources Code; Wildlife Alive v. Chickering (1977) 18 Cal.3d190; League for Protection of Oakland's 
Architectural and Historic Resources v. City of Oakland (1997) 52 Cal.App.4th 896; Citizens for Responsible 
Development in West Hollywood v. City of West Hollywood (1995) 39 Cal.App.4th 925; City of Pasadena v. State 
of California (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 810; Association for the Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 
Cal.App.4th 720; and Baird v. County of Contra Costa (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th 1464. 

1. Amendment of subsection (b), new subsections (d)‐(f) and amendment of Note filed 10‐26‐98; operative 10‐
26‐98 pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21087 (Register 98, No. 44).
2. Change without regulatory effect amending
Note filed 10‐6‐2005 pursuant to section 100, title 1, California Code of Regulations (Register 2005, No. 40).

I believe the key issues are items (b) and (c).  For cumulative impacts, a number of construction projects (approved or 
pending) have not yet been built.  Has an analysis been done for construction activities, traffic, noise, air 
quality/greenhouse gas emissions for those projects in conjunction with the subject project?  Item (c) has been heavily 
litigated in what “unusual circumstances” actually means.  It is my professional opinion, as a retired professional 
environmental planner of over 37 years, the other projects, approved or pending, should NOT be considered as part of 
baseline (or existing setting).  This related project list includes 7 Patios, Mission Bell, 625 S. Fair Oaks, and presumably 
Carrows.  I assume there are others as well that the Community Development Department may know.  But due to 
“unusual circumstances” including the pandemic, contractor nonavailability, workforce limitations, supply problems, and 
disruptions to distribution of the supplies, etc., none of the approved projects have been built yet.  When they do, 
presumably soon, then from a reality standpoint (and not an exercise in traffic modeling forecasts), we residents are 
going to not want to either live, work, or shop in the downtown area.  I believe that we will experience tremendous 
construction issues and that our existing businesses will suffer greatly, just as what happened during the construction of 
the bulb outs on Fair Oaks Avenue years ago.  Circulation patterns, drivers’ behaviors, and traffic volume haven’t been 
normal for some time now due to the pandemic.   

But there is a potential solution to this CEQA concern! 

If a supplement to the SPUSD’s 2016 Mission Place Draft EIR (https://ceqanet.opr.ca.gov/2015071001/2) is prepared and 
circulated, then the public and decision makers could better understand the subject project’s environmental effects, and 
as necessary require sensible mitigation measures for those impacts deemed significant or potentially significant.  An 
exemption does not allow for mitigation, since there are supposedly no significant environmental impacts.  Know that 
the “temporary” construction impacts of this major project (and especially during the construction time frame of the 
other development projects) could last up to five years or more.  That would have a substantial economic impact to our 
community, which while not a CEQA concern, should be a grave concern to our City Council, residents, and our business 
community. 

It seems that the subject project, while proposed to be built on the same footprint of land as the Mission Place project, 
will be greater in scope, such as more housing units and taller structures.  Here is the original 2016 Mission Place project 
description in brief:   

The proposed project would develop a 1.27 acre surface parking lot owned by the SPUSD with a three‐story, 
85,775 sq. ft. mixed use project comprising two new buildings.  The project proposes 91 multifamily residential 
units (8 two‐bedroom units and 83 one‐bedroom units), 7,000 sq. ft. of ground‐floor commercial space fronting 
Mission Street, and 228 parking spaces in three levels of underground parking. 
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Please explain how a larger in scope project than one which was originally assessed with an EIR is now “downgraded” to 
relying on a categorical exemption?  Not that many years have passed and both the old and new versions (with different 
developers of course) still have to comply with the currently (old) adopted general plan from the 1990s and the adopted 
Mission Street Specific Plan also from years ago.  Yes, there are new state housing laws, etc.  But, this project still has to 
comply with CEQA.     

Therefore, the best course of action is to do a supplement to the SPUSD Draft EIR Mission Place Project, where the City 
is the lead agency (which it should have been for the Mission Place Project).  I have enclosed my comments for that 
project in the above pdf file.  The major problems I had with that EIR was that the lead agency was wrong,  the 
cumulative impacts were largely ignored, and there was no coordination with the Native Americans among other things, 
as required by CEQA.  I did not have time to review the transportation chapter but assume others commenters brought 
up traffic issues to the School Board.  It would be helpful for those letters to be provided to the City from SPUSD.  

Much of that EIR document can be useful with just the new description and the changes reflected in the key chapters 
where there is a potential for significant environmental impacts to occur.  The information on supplements can be found 
in Section 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines.  My past experience is that these documents have a time frame of 6 to 8 
months and include a public review period for the draft supplement.  It is perfectly fine to use another agency’s EIR 
document.  Here is the full text of that State CEQA Guidelines section:  https://casetext.com/regulation/california‐code‐
of‐regulations/title‐14‐natural‐resources/division‐6‐resources‐agency/chapter‐3‐guidelines‐for‐implementation‐of‐the‐
california‐environmental‐quality‐act/article‐11‐types‐of‐eirs/section‐15163‐supplement‐to‐an‐eir. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important project.  Again, I am not against the project, but only that an 
accurate and sufficient CEQA evaluation be done and where needed that mitigation be done by the developer and not 
by the taxpayers.   

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Delaine Shane 
2003 Meridian Avenue 
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From: Ed Donnelly
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 10:23 AM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Public Comment - Agenda Item 5, Development at 1020 El Centro

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Commissioners, 

My name is Ed Donnelly, I live at 1935 Edgewood Dr. 

I would like to voice my support for the planned development at 1020 El Centro Street. 
There are three key points that make this a welcome addition to our city: 

1) The restoration and preservation of the historic El Centro School building.  There are not many buildings left standing
that tie our present to the early days of our city.   At 136 years old (137 in just a few weeks), the redbrick arches stand as
a reminder that even in its infancy, South Pasadena valued schools and children just as much as we do today.

2) The inclusion of small, locally owned businesses.  The developers have lined up a handful of tenants to open in the
school building including art, music, gelato! and a possible performance venue.  This serves the needs of our community
and is perfectly suited to sit just across the street from Library park.

3) Community input has been valued in the design of the new portion of the project.  The developers have done an
outstanding job of truly listening to the concerns of local residents and incorporating these ideas into the overall design
of the project.

I encourage you to recommend that this project move forward. 

All the best, 

Ed Donnelly 
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From: Bianca Richards 
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 10:24 AM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Agenda Item 5,  9/13/22  Planning Commission Meeting 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

To:   Planning Commission 

Regarding: Agenda Item 5, Project No. 2441, 1020 El Centro 

From Bianca Richards 

I am making a public comment in support of the 1020 El Centro Street Project.   I am looking forward to seeing this very 
prominent piece of property finally getting developed properly.    The proposed project as presented seems appropriate 
for Mission Street and can hopefully revitalize the center of the city.  Since the project will cover an entire city block, it 
will actually become a centerpiece for this part of the city.    The four‐story mixed‐use building can be a welcome 
addition to the area. It will add residential, commercial, and parking in an area where it’s needed.     The applicants are 
presenting a good use of the property facing Mission Street.  However, I would have liked more 2 bedroom residential 
units. Nevertheless I do applaud the applicants for including affordable housing units.    I am very supportive of the 
adaptive reuse of the existing old school buildings along Fairview Avenue and El Centro Street since this will enhance the 
library park area and complement the Community Room right across the street. I was glad to learn that the team made 
use of a historical consultant.  The neighborhood around the library park consists of some cultural resources so 
repurposing the old school building fits right in.  Hopefully the building will draw some unique and independent 
businesses to the area. 

Once construction starts I do hope the general contractors will be on site daily to oversee and communicate to 
residents, businesses, and the city since this project will impact the surrounding area for some time.  Also, I strongly 
recommend that security measures be in place day and night. 
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From: adriane jach
Sent: Tuesday, September 13, 2022 11:46 AM
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Planning Comments for 1020 mission

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of South Pasadena. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

PLEASE USE THIS VERSION and disregard previous versions from me. 
It is disturbing to see South Pasadena put massive development above appropriate preservation of its 
existing historic resources. This new construction in its context, will destroy historic materials it is next to 
that characterize the property. The new work is not compatible with the old, with its massing, size, scale, 
and architectural features that disrespect, disrupt and violate the historic integrity of the property and its 
environment.  

I was surprised that the project qualifies for a Categorical Exemption under Section,15332, Class, 32. This 
exemption is based on the fact that the project has no potential for causing significant environmental 
impacts. This project does not meet (d and e below) all the qualifications for an exemption as described 
and detailed in planning comments in D. Shane’s letter Monday, August 15, 2022 11:06pm: (d) Approval 
of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water 
quality and (e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.  
Environmental impact is inevitable to everything in (d). Can South Pasadena provide adequate utilities??? 
The mixed-use buildings that are proposed here are larger and highly inappropriate to the street’s historic 
character.  
I strongly object to the increase in the permitted number of stories from two to four stories: This does not 
preserve the historic character on Mission St., further disrupting the existing scale on Mission, with an 
utter lack of visual continuity from a design perspective. Previously, three story buildings were approved. 
Four story buildings are completely out of character in context with the surrounding historical buildings. 
Please remove this variance for four stories. 
The architectural style of the project has no design continuity whatsoever with the schoolhouse historic 
architecture, the existing historic resource. The proposed architectural style of the buildings and the 
design of the overall property lacks integration with the existing buildings, and violates any effort at 
preserving contextual historic character with existing buildings. The old Mission St. Specific Plan states: 
New development on Mission Street, particularly east of the station should build on the character and 
quality of existing historic commercial and mixed-use buildings to preserve the historic character and 
quality of the historic character of street. This is an ideal the project should hold to.  
From the new General Plan about Contextual Buildings: Design infill buildings that respect the existing 
small and fine-grain context and enrich the public realm. Does small and fine-grain context include design 
that preserves the historic character of the old buildings next to the new ones?  
At one point in the 90s, small-scale in-fill development and small businesses in the Mission Specific Plan 
Area were encouraged. The intent was to discourage large facilities that are out-of-scale with other 
businesses in the area. This idea apparently is no longer held. That is a shame.  
South Pasadena, City of Trees, allowing such a massive development dominate over historic Mission St., 
will guarantee: to make you wait longer for the train; to breathe in more particulate matter from the 
increase in traffic; to strain our already thin utilities, maybe even increasing the number of power 
outages, to remove 25 mature trees, and will most certainly erode its historic, small-town character.  
Adriane Jach 
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