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1 Community Forum Comment Card| Land Use and Mobility Elements 

 

North Lake & East Washington 
 

Lake “Transit Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area north of the Lake Gold Line Station.  Please indicate your level of 

agreement. 

 (Score) (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

Score 

1. 
Properties north of the station should be 
intensified with office, retail, and housing 
development to promote transit use and walking 
and reduce car use. 

35.0% 55.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9 

2. 
Buildings and sidewalks north of the station 
should be improved with more landscaping and 
attractive lighting, benches, trash containers, 
signs, and other amenities to promote walking. 

65.0% 30.0% 0.0% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 

3. 
Higher density developments should be required 
to provide urban open spaces and amenities on 
site that are accessible to the public. 

40.0% 35.0% 10.0% 5.6% 10.0% 0.0% 2.1 

 

4. Buildings should be no taller than (select one of the following options):  

75.0% 
Three to four stories (Concept Plan recommendation), to allow housing to be built above ground level retail 
and services.  Buildings would be required to be located and designed to assure adequate transitions in 
height, building mass, and landscaped setbacks with adjoining developments 

10.0% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

15.0% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Lake Avenue & Washington “Neighborhood Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area around the Lake Avenue and Washington Boulevard intersection.  

Please indicate your level of agreement. 

 (Score) (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

Score 

5. 
Properties should be intensified with local-
serving commercial uses and housing in a 
walkable “village-like” environment. New 
development and public spaces should foster the 
neighborhood’s identity, create gathering places, 
and encourage residents to walk to these from 
their residences rather than drive. 

68.4% 15.8% 10.5% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 

6. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved with 
more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

68.4% 21.1% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 
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7. Buildings should be no taller than (select one of the following options):  

61.1% 
Three stories (Concept Plan recommendation), to allow housing to be built above ground level retail and 
services.  Buildings would be required to be located and designed to assure adequate transitions in height, 
building mass, and landscaped setbacks with adjoining developments 

22.2% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

16.7% Four to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

East Washington “Neighborhood Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area along East Washington Boulevard generally between Hill and Allen 

Avenues.  Please indicate your level of agreement. 

 (Score) (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 

Disagree 

(0) 
Don't 

Know 

Avg. 
Score 

8. 
Properties should be developed with local-
serving commercial uses in a walkable “village-
like” environment. New development should 
foster the neighborhood’s identity, create 
gathering places, and encourage people to walk 
there instead of drive. 

52.6% 36.8% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.6 

9. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved with 
more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

63.2% 31.6% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 

 

10. Buildings should not be taller than (select one of the following options):  

66.7% One to two stories (Concept Plan recommendation), consistent with the scale of existing development 

11.1% Three stories, to enable housing to be built above ground level retail and services. 

22.2% Four to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Overall Concept for Area 

Indicate your overall agreement with the concept plan for the following areas: 

 (Score) (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

Score 

11. Lake Transit Village  36.8% 52.6% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 

12. Lake & Washington Neighborhood Village 42.1% 42.1% 5.3% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 

13. East Washington Neighborhood Village 31.6% 63.2% 0.0% 5.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 
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14. Select the two most important factors that influenced your agreement or disagreement with the draft 
Concept Plan for the North Lake and East Washington areas. 

 4  Provides housing  1  Too much traffic  12  Compatible with the community character 

 1  Not enough housing  1  Provides jobs  0  Loss of community character 

 2  Too much housing  1  Not enough jobs  2  Increased revenue to the City 

 7  Opportunity to reduce trips  0  Too many jobs  2  Costs to the City 

 

General Comments 

15. In the space below, please write any general comments you have about your likes and dislikes for the 

Concept Plan for the North Lake and East Washington areas. 

 

 Question 15, Generally good. Would like more amenities, after school things etc. in 

Washington Park. 

 Question 15, Would like to see more middle class families in North Lake area – this requires 

better public schools with a better image (not something that city can do directly) otherwise 

prospective new residents will prefer South Pasadena>Arcadia>Glendale and Pasadena least. 

More walkable shopping complexes along North Lake good. 

 Question 15, Strongly support addition of eighth Guiding Principle focused on public 

education. No comment card available at Education Policy Station! 

 Question 15, Sounds livable. South Pasadena has done some of this successfully. A good 

model. 

 Question 8, With no additional parking. Question 10, Only one story. Question 15, Keep 

density low and consistent with neighborhood. Please don’t make it look like Irvine! 

 Question 15, Parking for small businesses along corridors is an issue. How to provide? 

Residential streets (eg. N and S of Washington) are very narrow. 

 Question 15, This comment card does not include questions for Lake and Orange Grove, 

however, I agree with what is proposed. Please do not make any further changes. 

 Question 5, No housing. Question 15, Do not add housing – too much traffic and people now. 

City has water shortage for people here now – why add more people. 

 Question 15, Consider avoiding too much regulation – you may wind up with empty 

storefronts if there are too many requirements. Create parking for Allen Station. Encourage 

and support home-based businesses – in the internet era, they are invisible and avoid car 

trips. 

 Question 1, We have plenty of retail their already. Question 6, Benches, trash containers, 

signs – to where? Question 7, Bad question. Question 9, It’s already been done. Question 14, 

Bad choice of answers! Question 15, I believe at many of the past meetings on the General 

Plan the people wanted growth to the East. Your plan just adds congestion and lower quality 

of life in the City. Your plan continues to mass everything in one corridor of the City. 
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 Question 15, My primary concern is walkability, particularly along Washington between Lake 

and El Molino. Any investment which provides employment or an environment that allows 

street people a dignified and non-intrusive presence would be welcome. 

 Question 15, Washington between Hill and Allen needs more sidewalk oriented 

amenities/destinations/places to eat/gather. Historic buildings should be preserved. 

 Question 15, The 4 nodes: N. Lake, Fair Oaks/Lincoln, Old Pasadena, and E. Colorado could 

be linked with a circulating trolley or ARTS type bus to expand shopping opportunities beyond 

one’s own specific neighborhood. 

 Question 4, Three to four stories or higher. Question 7, Four to six stories or higher.  

 Question 4, Three stories. Question 7, Two to three stories. 

 Question 15, This area needs to include Public Education as a focus. How does the Plan 

encourage or support public schools? Please include Support Public Education as 8th Guiding 

Principle! 
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Fair Oaks & Orange Grove 

Lincoln Avenue 
 

Fair Oaks & Orange Grove “Neighborhood Village” 
Below is a description of the vision for areas around the Fair Oaks Avenue and Orange Grove Boulevard 

intersection.  Please indicate your level of agreement. 

 (Score) 
(1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
(4) 

 
Disagree 

 
(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

 
Avg. 

Score 

1. 
Properties should be intensified with local-
serving commercial uses and housing in a 
walkable “village-like” environment. New 
development and public spaces should foster the 
neighborhood’s identity, create gathering places, 
and encourage residents to walk to these from 
their residences rather than drive. 

87.5% 6.3% 0.0% 6.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3 

2. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved with 
more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

73.3% 20.0% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4 

3. 
Existing industrial and manufacturing areas 
should be retained and allowed to expand for 
more jobs in the community, in place of housing 
development. 

12.5% 18.8% 25.0% 25.0% 18.8% 0.0% 3.2 

 

4. Buildings should not be taller than (select one of the following options):  

71.4% 
Three stories (Concept Plan recommendation), to allow housing to be built above ground level retail and 
services.  Buildings would be required to be located and designed to assure adequate transitions in height, 
building mass, and landscaped setbacks with adjoining developments 

7.1% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

21.4% Four to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Lincoln Avenue “Neighborhood Village” 

The draft Concept Plan retains the vision and land use designations defined in the recently completed draft of the 
Lincoln Avenue Specific Plan. The Plan was developed through an extensive process of community outreach and 
engagement, with broad support for its recommendations.  

The following describes the Plan’s vision; please indicate your level of agreement. 

 (Score) (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 

Disagree 

(0) 
Don't 

Know 

Avg. 
Score 

5. Vision: To repurpose the Lincoln Avenue corridor 
from an industrial and limited commercial area 
into a vibrant neighborhood-oriented district, 
with new housing options and a complement of 
local-serving retail and service businesses, office 
spaces, and community uses, all tied together 

60.0% 20.0% 13.3% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 1.7 
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with public improvements that create a vibrant 
and enjoyable pedestrian environment. 

 

Overall Concept for Area 

Indicate your overall agreement with the concept plan for the following areas: 

 (Score) (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 
Don't 
Know 

Avg. 
Score 

6. Fair Oaks/Orange Grove Specific Plan 21.4% 71.4% 0.0% 7.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9 

7. Lincoln Avenue corridors  30.8% 53.8% 7.7% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9 

 

8. Select the two most important factors that influenced your agreement or disagreement with the draft 

Concept Plan for the Fair Oaks/Orange Grove and Lincoln Boulevard areas. 

4   Provides housing 3   Too much traffic 7   Compatible with the community character 

4   Not enough housing 2   Provides jobs 0   Loss of community character 

0   Too much housing 2   Not enough jobs 0   Increased revenue to the City 

5   Opportunity to reduce trips 0   Too many jobs 0   Costs to the City 

 

General Comments 

9. In the space below, please write any general comments you have about your likes and dislikes for the Concept 

Plan for the Lincoln Avenue corridors and Fair Oaks/Orange Grove area. 

 

 Question 9, Reduce “fast food” businesses. Prohibit any new liquor stores. 

 Question 9, If we are an attractive place to live, the jobs will come.  Idealab is a good 

example. 

 Question 9, NW Pasadena is a high crime area liquor store foster crime, drug use, etc.  

Pintoresca Park and Library is first class - give it more hours/funding.  Fair Oaks/Orange 

Grove better than in 2000 but too many low-level fast food places.   

 Question 9, I like the concept of more shops, restaurants, walkability, and promotion of 

the opportunity to create outdoor gathering places.   

 Question 9, Too many liquor stores along Fair Oaks and Lincoln – must make it very 

difficult to open new liquor stores.  Summit Ave is highest crime area in Pasadena.  

Small industrial parks ok, more large apartment complexes, NOT.   

 Question 9, Your plan congests these intersections with more traffic, especially at the 

Freeway and Fair Oaks.  I don’t think this promotes a better city.  I do think health 

problems have not been addressed in any of the General Plan (air)(children factors).   
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 Question 9, Improved transit options to these areas should be integrated if a significant 

reduction in auto trips is to be generated (in addition to better ped/bike access).   

 Question 9, Need to provide opportunities to create jobs for all levels of education in city.  

Need ways to protect affordable housing.  Allow more places that house and are for 

senior citizens.    

 Question 9, All housing project should be required to incorporate more affordable 

housing.   

 Question 2, Please more landscaping! Car-free zone times, outdoor seating, things to 

see/do while walking (involve businesses). Question 3, Why not regulate through growth 

and housing development (adhering to aesthetic considerations). Question 5, Yes! 

Question 8, Opportunity to reduce trips (both plans should do this). Compatible with 

community character (both should assist rebuilding community character). Question 9. 

Both plans look wonderful – Please make sure these neighborhood villages are as much 

of a priority as the villages in other parts of Pasadena. (Northwest has been less of a 

priority at times.) 

 Question 9, These areas need public education as a focus in all efforts – please include 

Public Education as 8th Guiding Principle – communities are not just bricks and mortar – 

support public education. 
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East Pasadena/ 

East Colorado Boulevard 
 

Sierra Madre Villa “Transit Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area north and south of the Sierra Madre Villa Gold Line Station.  

Please indicate your level of agreement. 

 (Score) 
 

(1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 
Disagree  

(0) 
Don't 
Know 

Avg. 
score 

1. 
The area near the station should be transformed 
into a more active place that promotes walking 
and transit use and reduces car use. 

40.0% 30.0% 15.0% 0.0% 15.0% 0.0% 2.2 

2. 
More multi-family housing opportunities should 
be provided in the area to allow people to live 
close to jobs and services, support local retail 
shops, and increase transit use. 

40.0% 35.0% 5.0% 5.0% 15.0% 0.0% 2.2 

3. 
The large commercial and office blocks north of 
the station should be subdivided with smaller 
parcels and new streets to create a “village 
environment” with improved walkability. 

35.0% 15.0% 15.0% 15.0% 20.0% 0.0% 2.7 

4. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved with 
more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

60.0% 15.0% 0.0% 10.0% 15.0% 0.0% 2.1 

5. 
Higher density developments should be required 
to provide urban open spaces and amenities on 
site that are accessible to the public. 

35.0% 30.0% 25.0% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0% 2.2 

 

6. Buildings should not be taller than (select one of the following options):  

84.2% 
Five to six stories (Concept Plan recommendation), with the tallest buildings concentrated near the transit 
station and freeway.  Heights would be reduced as buildings transition to adjoining lower density 
neighborhoods 

15.8% Three to four stories, with housing or office uses on the upper floors 

0.0% One to two stories, with no housing on the upper floors 
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Pasadena City College “Neighborhood Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area along the Colorado Boulevard corridor between Hill and Allen 

Avenues.  Please indicate your level of agreement. 

  (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree  

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

score 

7. 
Properties should be intensified with student- 
and local-serving commercial uses and 
community facilities in a walkable “village-like” 
environment. New development should foster a 
neighborhood identity and allow students and 
other residents to walk there rather than drive. 

63.2% 15.8% 10.5% 5.3% 5.3% 0.0% 1.7 

8. 
New multi-family housing should be developed in 
the area to allow students and faculty to live 
near the campus and reduce the need to 
commute. 

47.4% 36.8% 5.3% 10.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 

9. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved with 
more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

54.1% 29.7% 0.0% 10.8% 5.4% 0.0% 1.8 

 

10. Buildings should not be taller than (select one of the following options):  

61.1% 
Three stories (Concept Plan recommendation), to allow housing to be built above ground level retail and 
services.  Buildings would be required to be located and designed to assure adequate transitions in height, 
building mass, and landscaped setbacks with adjoining developments 

5.6% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

33.3% Four to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Colorado & Sierra Madre “Neighborhood Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area around the Colorado Boulevard and Sierra Madre Boulevard 

intersection.  Please indicate your level of agreement. 

  (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree  

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

score 

11. 
Properties should be intensified with local-
serving commercial uses, housing, and 
community facilities in a walkable “village-like” 
environment. New development should foster a 
neighborhood identity and encourage people to 
walk there rather than drive. 

42.1% 36.8% 5.3% 5.3% 10.5% 0.0% 2.1 

12. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved 
with more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

36.8% 47.4% 0.0% 5.3% 10.5% 0.0% 2.1 
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13. Buildings should be no taller than (select one of the following options):  

68.4% 
Three stories (Concept Plan recommendation), to allow housing to be built above ground level retail and 
services.  Buildings would be required to be located and designed to assure adequate transitions in height, 
building mass, and landscaped setbacks with adjoining developments 

10.5% One or two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

21.1% Four to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Allen “Transit Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area south of the Allen Gold Line Station.  Please indicate your level 

of agreement. 

 

  (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 

Disagree  

(0) 
Don't 

Know 

Avg. 
score 

14. 
Properties south of the station should be 
intensified with offices and housing to promote 
transit use and walking and reduce car use. 

40.0% 33.3% 26.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9 

15. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved 
with more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

62.5% 25.0% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 

16. 
Higher density developments should be required 
to provide urban open spaces and amenities on 
site that are accessible to the public. 

46.7% 33.3% 13.3% 6.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 

 

17. Buildings should be no taller than (select one of the following options):  

71.4% 
Three to four stories (Concept Plan recommendation), with the tallest buildings concentrated near the 
transit station and reduced in height with landscaped setbacks as they transition to lower density residential 
neighborhoods 

7.1% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

21.4% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Lamanda Park 

Below is a description of the vision for the Lamanda Park area (generally along Foothill Boulevard and Walnut 

Street west of the 210 Freeway).  Please indicate your level of agreement. 

  (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 
Disagree  

(0) 
Don't 
Know 

Avg. 
score 

18. 
Properties should accommodate new businesses 
that provide job opportunities for Pasadena’s 
residents including research and development 
incubators and similar uses. 

66.7% 20.0% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5 
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Overall Concept for Area 

Indicate your overall agreement with the concept plan for the following areas: 

  Strongly 
Agree Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Don't 
Know 

 

19. Sierra Madre Villa Transit Village 27.8% 44.4% 11.1% 11.1% 5.6% 0.0% 2.2 

20. Pasadena City College Neighborhood Village 29.4% 58.8% 11.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.8 

21. Colorado & Sierra Madre Neighborhood Village 27.8% 55.6% 0.0% 16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 2.1 

22. Allen Transit Village 29.4% 52.9% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9 

23. Lamanda Park 47.1% 23.5% 23.5% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.98 

 

24. Select the two most important factors that influenced your agreement or disagreement with the draft 
Concept Plan for the East Pasadena/East Colorado area. 

6   Provides  housing 1   Too much traffic 4   Compatible with the community character 

2   Not enough housing 6   Provides jobs 0   Loss of community character 

4   Too much housing 1   Not enough jobs 4   Increased revenue to the City 

3   Opportunity to reduce trips 0   Too many jobs 1   Costs to the City 

 

General Comments 

25. In the space below, please write any general comments you have about your likes and dislikes for the 

Concept Plan for the East Pasadena/East Colorado area. 
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 Question 25, A housing shortage has never existed in Pasadena but a job shortage often 

does.  To take away what little land is left along major corridors for additional housing is 

short sighted. 

 Question 25, Projected housing increase for East Pasadena is too high.  Want to keep job, 

commercial, office, light industrial unencumbered by housing. 

 Question 6, 5-6 stories in the Sierra Madre Transit Village should only be allowed by the 

freeway.  Question 14, The Allen Transit Village should extend north of the freeway, too.  

Plans should reflect the fact that the freeway is a planning element.  It is over 60' high in 

some areas. 

 Question 23, Provide entertainment. Question 25, Remove the parking cap at the Sierra 

Madre Villa TOD.  Increase FARs at Sierra Madre Villa Station area. 

 Question 25, Not enough emphasis on economic development, job creation and revenue 

generation.  Doesn't address parking and infrastructure that can impede growth and 

development.  Parking maximum for TOD's need to be removed.  Areas near station need 

to be zoned mixed use to permit flexibility.  Caps for office need to be higher in all districts. 

 Question 6, Also, south of the station – even more so due to grade. 

 Question 25, Remove parking and development caps. 

 Question 25, Do no push out auto dealers/repair uses along Walnut/Foothill/Colorado – 

significant niche services not allowed in other cities.  Pasadena needs to retain these 

businesses to have economic advantage while allowing for more start-up/incubator R+D 

uses 

 Question 25, Increased parking in all areas?  Much needed.  Redevelopment funds, from 

where? 

 Question 6, Or higher. Question 10, Or higher. As needed to be consistent with existing. 

Question 13, Or higher. Question 17, Or higher. Question 25, Need to maximize opportunity 

to provide a strong city budget in order to provide amenities as requested and expected. 

 Question 3, Stop the village verbage. Question 5, Why? Question 9, It’s already there. 

Question 12, Your question supports city jobs. We need more public/private jobs. Question 

16, I don’t like this question – leading question to promote one answer. Question 25, This is 

a 25 year plan, we are treating it as if it is a 5 to 10 year plan.  Again the public I believe has 

asked for low density less traffic and less congestion.  We need to time our traffic lights now 

to improve flow throughout the city.  Pick 10 people off the street who drive and ask what 

improvements can take place. 

 Question 6, Should be context based, not too prescriptive. Gold Line platforms on 210 

should be improved (e.g. sound mitigation) and encourage greater use. Question 10, 

Context based is preferable. Question 17, Building placed adjacent to freeway should 

impose evidence-based best practices and protect residents from freeway particulate 

matter. Question 24, Public health impact. Question 25, Please consult the USC research 

regarding health impacts of residing near freeways.  Before we encourage more high 

density residential along the 210 (even if it is most politically palatable), staff and city elected 

officials should determine what, if any, mitigating steps can be taken to protect residents, 

especially children, from high rates of particulate matter. 
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 Question 25, Need to include Public Education as 8th Guiding Principle. We talk about the 

physical qualities that make a community rich – what about human infrastructure? Support 

public schools. 

 Question 25, New housing near stations are often targeted at a wealthier demographic, 

which can often financially block out users more likely to take transit (i.e. students, young 

professionals). Additionally the areas around Allen Station, PCC are very important, but also 

extending pedestrian friendly facilities towards Caltech – on Colorado, north of campus. A 

large number of students live within a block from campus, but don’t feel safe walking at night 

towards Old Town, PCC, Colorado area. 

 Question 25, The area around PCC Village should be expanded or transitioned westward 

along Colorado to serve both the PCC and Caltech communities, with improved access to 

Colorado from Caltech for cyclists/pedestrians. New housing developments in Pasadena 

along transit stops are generally prohibitively expensive for most people who would want to 

live there. 

 Question 25, More retail at Allen Station. Keep Lamanda Park non-residential. 
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Central District/ 

South Fair Oaks Avenue 
 

Central District 

Below is a description of the vision for areas in the vicinity of the Central District.  Please indicate your level of 

agreement. 

 (Score) 
(1) 

Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

 
(4) 

 

Disagree 

 
(5) 

Strongly 

Disagree 

 
(0) 

Don't 

Know 

 
Avg. 

Score 

1. 
Provide additional housing opportunities in the 
Central District to maintain a mix of uses that 
allow people to live close to their jobs and 
commercial services, provide customers for 
local businesses, and increase opportunities for 
walking and transit use. 

75.0% 13.6% 2.3% 6.8% 2.3% 0.0% 1.3 

2. 
New development should be distributed 
throughout the Central District on vacant 
parcels, underused properties such as large 
surface parking lots, and around Gold Line 
stations. They should be located and designed to 
complement the scale and character of 
adjoining buildings. 

65.9% 26.8% 0.0% 4.9% 2.4% 0.0% 1.3 

3. 
New commercial, office, and residential 
development should be encouraged in the South 
Lake Avenue corridor to provide jobs and 
increase the residential population to support 
local businesses. 

38.9% 44.4% 22.2% 11.1% 2.8% 0.0% 1.5 

4. 
New development in the Central District should 
be regulated through a Form-Based Code (where 
building heights; property setbacks; 
relationships to the street; parking location and 
access; design; and other factors take into 
consideration the surrounding buildings). 

69.2% 20.5% 7.7% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 1.2 

5.  
Higher density developments should be required 
to provide urban open spaces and amenities on 
site that are accessible to the public. 

44.2% 30.2% 7.0% 9.3% 9.3% 0.0% 1.7 

 

6. The area north of Huntington Memorial Hospital (north of California and west of Fair Oaks) should be 

developed with (select all that apply): 

31% Medical offices, research facilities 

29% Retail commercial and general offices 

25% Housing 

15% Light manufacturing 
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7. Buildings along Colorado Boulevard east of Old Pasadena should be no taller than (select one of the following 

options):  

74.4% 
Five to six stories (Concept Plan recommendation), consistent with the scale and character of adjoining 
developments 

23.2% Three to four stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

2.4% One to two stories, with no housing on the upper floors 

 

8. Buildings along Lake Avenue north of Green Street should be no taller than (select one of the following 

options):  

87.5% 
Five to six stories (Concept Plan recommendation), consistent with the scale and character of adjoining 
developments 

10.0% Three to four stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

2.5% One to two stories, with no housing on the upper floors 

 

9. Buildings along Lake Avenue south of Green Street should be no taller than (select one of the following 

options):  

42.1% 
Three to four stories (Concept Plan recommendation), consistent with the scale and character of adjoining 
developments 

5.3% One to two stories, with no housing on the upper floors 

52.6% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

10. Buildings along Arroyo Parkway south of California should be no taller than (select one of the following 

options):  

5.0% One to two stories, with no housing on the upper floors 

45.0% Three to four stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

50.0% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

11. Buildings along other Central District streets should be no taller than (select one of the following options):  

41.0% Three to four stories (Concept Plan recommendation) 

5.1% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

53.8% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 
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South Fair Oaks/Fillmore “Transit Village” 

Below is a description of the vision for the area around the Fillmore Gold Line Station.  Please indicate your level 

of agreement. 

 (Score) (1) 

Strongly 
Agree 

(2) 

 
Agree 

(3) 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

(4) 

 
Disagree 

(5) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(0) 

Don't 
Know 

Avg. 

Score 

12. 
Properties near the station should be intensified 
with offices, creative arts uses, housing, 
live/work, and supporting retail uses to 
promote transit use and walking, while reducing 
car use. 

73.2% 19.5% 0.0% 4.9% 2.4% 0.0% 1.2 

13. 
Buildings and sidewalks should be improved 
with more landscaping and attractive lighting, 
benches, trash containers, signs, and other 
amenities to promote walking. 

73.2% 22.0% 0.0% 2.4% 2.4% 0.0% 1.1 

14. 
Higher density developments should be required 
to provide urban open spaces and amenities on 
site that are accessible to the public. 

42.9% 23.8% 14.3% 7.1% 11.9% 0.0% 1.7 

 

15. Buildings should be permitted to be constructed to a maximum height of (select one of the following options):  

44.7% 
Three to four stories (Concept Plan recommendation), with the tallest buildings concentrated adjoining the 
transit station and reduced in height with landscaped setbacks as they transition to lower density residential 
neighborhoods 

0.0% One to two stories, with no housing on upper floors 

55.3% Five to six stories, with housing and/or office uses on the upper floors 

 

Overall Concept for Area 

Indicate your overall agreement with the concept plan for the following areas: 

 (Score) (1) 
Strongly 

Agree 

(2) 
 

Agree 

(3) 
Neither Agree 

Nor Disagree 

(4) 
 

Disagree 

(5) 
Strongly 

Disagree 

(0) 
Don't 

Know 

Avg. 

Score 

16. Central District - General 38.9% 52.8% 2.8% 5.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3 

17. Central District – Transit Stations 40.0% 51.4% 2.9% 5.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3 

18. Central District – South Lake Avenue 22.2% 47.2% 16.7% 13.9% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7 

19. Central District – Arroyo Parkway 14.5% 65.2% 8.7% 8.7% 2.9% 0.0% 1.8 

20. Central District – Playhouse District 37.1% 45.7% 8.6% 8.6% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4 

21. South Fair Oaks/Fillmore Transit Village 32.4% 52.9% 8.8% 2.9% 2.9% 0.0% 1.4 
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22. Select the two most important factors that influenced your agreement or disagreement with the draft 
Concept Plan for the Central District and South Fair Oaks Transit Village areas. 

11   Provides housing 4   Too much traffic 17   Compatible with the community character 

9   Not enough housing 11   Provides jobs 2   Loss of community character 

2   Too much housing 5   Not enough jobs 10   Increased revenue to the City 

8   Opportunity to reduce trips 0   Too many jobs 1   Costs to the City 

 

General Comments 

23. In the space below, please write any general comments you have about your likes and dislikes for the 

Concept Plan for the Central District and South Fair Oaks Transit Village areas. 

 

 

 Question 23, Don't understand why traffic is increased when concept is to promote 

walkability and mass transit. Like form based code with public input.  

 Question 23, The Central District needs more people to energize it. 

 Question 3, Playhouse District. Question 23, The Playhouse District needs more people 

and pocket parks. 

 Questions 7 through 12, No housing. 

 Question 23, Thanks for all your thoughtful work on this General Plan. 

 Question 23, Parks are essential!  

 Question 21, Decrease size of Colorado Blvd. Add bike - eliminate parking. Question, 23 

Very much like placemaking concepts, decrease traffic, easier mobility and walkability 

and more vitality in Central District - esp. Playhouse District. Wider sidewalks!  Focus on 

Fred Kent's inexpensive and simple recommendations that have proven effective! 

 Question 5, N/A if follow form based codes. Questions 7 through 11, N/A if using form 

based codes. Question 11, Building heights should not be used as a criteria for capping 

development. Question 23, There shouldn't be caps. Please use form based codes. Please 

maintain an economically diverse population in the Central District. We need to maintain 

trajectory of the General Plan to continue to grow and develop Pasadena. 

 Questions 7 and 8, Or higher. Question 23, Central District is historic core of growth and 

commerce. This should be maintained and nurtured. Open space needs to be designed to 

be a true people area not like Bank of America or AT&T. 

 Question 8, Or taller. Question 21, Central District – Old Pasadena. Question 22, As areas 

are downsized. Question 23, I am dismayed to see areas north and south adjacent to Old 

Pasadena are "downsized" from current plan. Old Pasadena needs opportunities to develop 

in order to continue providing urgently needed revenue to our city. 
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 Question 8, Taller. Question 15, 12 stories on Lake north of Green. Question 23, Need a 

high rise corridor - Lake north of Green. Need walking access and sitting at development 

areas but not full parks at developments. Urban residential brings stability 

Question 6, Moderate to high-density. No to light manufacturing. Question 7, 6-10 stories 

– Playhouse District has buildings at 8-10 stories why limit to 6? Question 8, 6-10, 

corporate buildings 6+ stories already existing. Question 23, Who decided that 6 stories 

would be the maximum building height in the city?  The Playhouse District and Corporate-

Lake Ave area currently have successful (including many lovely historic properties) 

building that are already 8-12 stories, and we shouldn't limit new construction to 6 stories 

where taller buildings might be appropriate.  The Central District is an urban area where 

density and tall buildings are appropriate.  

 Question 5, These public spaces need to be designed with people and pedestrians in mind 

and respecting the urban fabric. Questions 7-11,15, added “or higher.”  Pasadena has a 

history of buildings that are over 10 stories.  Question 23, Don’t limit height and 

development in the Central District.  Pasadena’s future economic success is vital to 

Pasadena’s fiscal health.  Buildings can be designed to be tall, compatible, and beautiful.  

A one or two story building won’t guarantee compatibility or beauty.  I have seen ugly one 

and two story buildings.   

 Question 23, Walkability and good public transportation are important.  Transportation 

needs to form a grid to get us everywhere.  Must have great shopping and eating, arts and 

culture areas/sites.  Need great public art. 

 Question 2, Where is this new land you want to develop? Question 8, they are already 

built to that standard.  Question 13, This will be necessary to build!  Question 21, you 

have already asked for answers.  Some things I like others I don’t but filling in one answer 

here defeats the other questions.  Question 23, The traffic on Fair Oaks, Del Mar can’t be 

mitigated because of the Gold Line.  I stay away from the Central District and Fair Oaks as 

much as I can.   

 Question 23, Multi-unit housing would be better placed at higher densities near the non-

freeway bound stations (i.e. Fillmore, Del Mar, Memorial Park) than directly abutting the 

210 due to health (air quality), noise, and aesthetic reasons.  The costs of chronic 

respiratory illness like asthma are borne by the entire community, not just the individual 

victims, in the form of high hospitalization rates, missed school/work, higher increase 

premiums, and lower productivity, to name a few.   

 Question 23, Remove parking caps and development caps. 

 Question 23, California is continuing to GROW and we must plan for GROWTH especially in 

transportation and housing. 

 Question 7, Or higher where “form based” considerations indicate! Question 9, see above 

there are 8 and 9 story buildings near Cordova and Lake. Question 15, As appropriate. 

Question 23, This questionnaire, like much of the General Plan documentation, is 

misleading. 
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 Question 2, The city should encourage more high density housing throughout the Central 

District to further the success achieved so far. Question 16-21, High density housing 

should be encouraged. Question 23, Residents in the Central District have stated at public 

meetings that high density housing is working very well in that area and want to see 

more. The city should reconsider increasing current RM densities that are below 48 or 60 

units per acre. 

 Question 7, More stories. Question 23, Would like buildings along Colorado to be taller. 

Love form based planning with public input. 

 Question 7, Could go 8-10 depending on adjacent. Question 8, Five to 8 stories with 

residential. Question 15, Up to 6.  

 Question 5, Confused by “required” and “public”. Question 7, Or higher. Question 8, Or 

higher. Question 9, Or higher. Question 10, Consistent with existing. Question 11, Or 

higher if consistent with surrounding. Question 14, Confused by “required” and “public”. 

Question 15, Or higher if consistent with existing. Question 22 (added), Central Distirict – 

Old Pasadena, need opportunity for continued growth. Question 23, Need to maximize 

opportunity to keep up city growth and development. Necessary to have a healthy city 

budget in order to compete with adjacent cities. 

 Question 11, 2-3 stories, protect mountain views and space. Question 23, I believe the 

Form-Based Code promises the best chance that what is planned gets built. Stop making 

“exceptions”. 

 Question 7, Or more if appropriate. Question 22 (added), Old Pasadena – has opportunity 

for significant development on some parcels. Question 23, I believe development should 

continue to be focused in the Central District. Old Pasadena seems to be a non-topic in 

this survey, which is incorrect – LOTS of opportunity remains. This area is CRUCIAL to the 

City’s economy, and density there is crucial to reducing trips/traffic. 

 Question 23, Assess parking requirements on development to reduce car capacity to 

encourage alternate transportation. Integrate bike pathways along South Raymond to 

connect Gold Line stops 

 Question 8, Up to 8-10 stories. Question 23, “High retail” land use policy on South Lake 

too limiting – should be MU 3-4 stories (or 1-2) to allow flexibility in future. South Lake as 

a “retail-only” corridor is an outdated image. 

 Question 9, 2-3 stories. Question 11, 2-3 stories. Question 15, 2-3 stories.  

 I want to register the following deep concerns about this survey. The results may be 

compromised by several faulty questions, two of which I address below. I voiced these 

concerns at the Central District discussion table at the June 26th evening workshop, but I 

do not think the essence of my comments were captured by the staff scribe. I request 

that you include these comments in the record of public input. 

o Question 2: This question allows only one response for two separate and 

independent propositions. For example, I strongly agree that “new development 

should be distributed throughout the Central District on vacant parcels, underused 

properties such as large surface parking lots, and around Gold Line stations.” But I 
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do not strongly agree that “they should be located and designed to complement 

the scale and character of adjoining buildings” because I find the statement vague 

and open to interpretation. 

o Questions 7 and 8: None of the “recommended” height decreases along Colorado 

Boulevard and North Lake Avenue were identified for participants in the workshop. 

The building height decreases are very subtly shown in minute print on the General 

Plan concept map. No corresponding height information was provided for the 

Existing General Plan map, which many people did not examine anyway.    

 

The bottom line is that 99% of the workshop participants did not understand that 

the questions are framed to support decreased land use intensity and downzoning 

along portion of Colorado Boulevard and North Lake – even as such areas are being 

identified as significant growth “opportunity” areas. 

 

Questions 7 and 8 offer 5-6 stories as the “recommended” upper limit, which is a 

decrease from the current limits. In fact, every possible response is a downzoning 

of a current condition, but was not identified as such. The questions should have 

provided an opportunity to choose the existing height limit in addition to the three 

choices on the survey. At the very least, the question should have indicated that 

none of the choices is representative of the current condition. 

 

This problem with the survey instrument was clearly identified in public comments 

at the June 14th GPUAC meeting. Committee discussion ensued, and City staff and 

the General Plan consultant stated that the questions would be reviewed and 

revised. However, they were not revised or restated to provide a clearer picture of 

what is being “recommended” and reinforced by the survey questions. Thus, I think 

the questions 7 and 8 are “leading” questions that allow respondents only to 

support some degree of land use intensity downgrade. 

 

I care about this issue because the draft General Plan concept is seeking to 

accommodate more jobs and housing near transit and walkable areas. This has the 

benefit of consuming fewer resources, generating more city revenue, and allowing 

more people to navigate the city without a car and its associated impacts. 

Therefore: 

 It doesn’t make sense to remove three or more floors of potential jobs 

and housing from corridors that are near Gold Line stations and well-

served by buses and walkable environments. 

 Rather than being similar in scale to adjoining buildings, future 

development topping out at 5-6 stories - or less – would actually be much 

lower and inconsistent with historic buildings and other existing 

structures that exceed 6 stories along Colorado and North Lake in the 

Playhouse District. 
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 By pushing new buildings along Colorado and North Lake in the Playhouse 

District down by two or more stories, the opportunities for ground level 

courtyards, open space, and other public amenities will decrease as 

project sponsors are forced to use available space to make their projects 

pencil out, given high land costs. 

o Question 11: This question is so general, it is confusing/misleading. One size does not 

fit all. 

o Question 20: I would strongly agree except for misleading/inappropriate height limits. 

o Question 2, Last sentence important! Question 3, and Cal Tech campus yes. Question 

5, Need for green space not just “courtyards.” Question 9. 1-2 stories consistent with 

historic Macy’s and colony centers. Question 10, Only 3 stories, no 4 story buildings 

until 2035 – reassess them. Question 11, 3-4 stories, fitting with average existing 

(Form-Based Code). Question 14, Need green spaces to abate heat islands here! 

Question 22, Create new identity for S. Fair Oaks as gateway from South Pasadena. 

Question 23, I disliked the limited view of Lake N of Green as permanent high rise 

offices – 2035 is far enough away we should allow for more adaptive use of the 

business corridor, especially with a mind to pulling together N Lake and South Lake 

communities into shopping, working, living, community hub. A serious plan for South 

Los Robles (between Colorado and Del Mar) should have been included as the large 

office blocks located there now provide little long term value to the neighborhood, 

and do not form a cohesive “streetscape”. 

o Question 7, I actually don’t support a height limit. 

o Question 5, Add community garden space. Question 10, Three stories only. Four is too 

high. Question 12-4, Yes! Good opportunity! 

o Question 23, Need to include support of Public Education as 8th Guiding Principle – all 

of this work will bring more people…more kids…We need to support public education in 

all of this! 

o Question 21, What about Old Pasadena? Question 23, Don’t limit development in Old 

Pasadena and nearby areas. 

o Question 7, Five to six stories and more – consistent with current code. Question 8, 

Five to six stories or more – consistent with current code. Question 9, Five to six 

stories or more – consistent with current code. Questions 7 through 11, I’m confused! 

Aren’t there buildings 8-10 stories high already? Doesn’t form-based code promote 

context? Choices seem incomplete – arbitrarily eliminating our current options. Why? 

Question 22, Increase revenue and cost to city – need data to answer! 

o Question 23, The plan she be bolder in incorporating the 7 Guiding Principles part. 

Walkability – may still not have enough density to really move towards 

pedestrian/cyclist/public transit lifestyle. Additional residential capability should be 

added in CD-6 area between Fillmore and Del Mart stations and perhaps other areas. 


