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AGENDA REPORT
October 19, 2020
Vesting Tentative Tract Map TT 74194,
Residential Planned Development Permit RP-17-7,
Conditional Use Permit CU-17-9 & Development Agreement

TO:

City of Alhambra Planning Commission

FROM:

Marc Castagnola, AICP, Director of Community Development
Vanessa Reynoso, Deputy Director of Community Development
Paul Lam, Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Vesting Tentative Tract Map TT 74194, Residential Planned Development
Permit RP-17-7, Conditional Use Permit CU-17-9 & Development Agreement

PROPOSAL
This is an application for Vesting Tentative Tract Map TT 74194, Residential Planned
Development Permit RP-17-7, Conditional Use Permit CU-17-9 and Development Agreement for
the development of the proposed Villages at The Alhambra project (Project). The Project covers
portions of a 38.38-acre site bounded by Fremont Avenue (west), Mission Road (south), Date
Avenue (east), and Orange Street (north) in the City of Alhambra. The Project would retain
902,001 square feet of existing office space and would repurpose 10,145 square feet of existing
office space as Residential Amenity space. Also, the Project would retain a 50,000 square-foot LA
Fitness
health
club,
but
would
replace
existing
surface
parking
areas,
warehouse/storage/maintenance buildings, and a vacant office building with 516 new, for-sale,
residential dwelling units in five-story stacked flat and townhome configurations; 545 new rental
apartments in five-story stacked flat configurations; and 4,347 total parking spaces to
accommodate all new uses. It is expected that if the Project is approved the applicant will
implement a parking reduction pursuant to Alhambra Municipal Code Section 23.52.060. The
Project site is located in the PO (Professional Office) zone. An Environmental Impact Report has
been prepared for the Project and will also be considered with the Project.
BACKGROUND
This item was first heard at the July 20, 2020, Planning Commission meeting. At that meeting,
Staff presented the staff report, the Applicant provided a presentation, and the Public Hearing was
opened. A total of 32 speakers spoke to the proposal. Staff was prepared to read into the record
written comments that Staff had received up to 4:30 p.m. the day of the meeting, however, due to
time constraints, the Public Hearing was continued to the August 17, 2020, meeting of the Planning
Commission.

On August 17, 2020, due to time considerations, the Planning Commission took action (8-2 vote)
at the beginning of the meeting, and without opening the Public Hearing on the item, to continue
the Public Hearing to a special meeting of the Planning Commission on August 31, 2020, at 6:30
P.M.
On August 31, 2020, the item was continued with the public comments portion of the Hearing
open, as the written comments still needing to be read into the record. At that meeting, prior to
opening the Public Hearing on this item, the Planning Commission voted unanimously to end the
Hearing at 10:30 P.M. Legal counsel for the Applicant addressed the Commission with his opinion
that SB 330 (The Housing Crisis Act) was applicable to the Project and pursuant to the Act,
localities are prohibited from conducting more than five (5) hearings held pursuant to its
provisions, or any other law, ordinance, or regulation requiring a public hearing. It is the City’s
determination that the proposed Development Agreement requested by the Applicant requires a
legislative act, thus, the Project is not conforming to the objective requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance and General Plan, and therefore, SB 330 is not applicable. The Commission continued
to receive public testimony at this meeting, including three (3) members of the public who spoke
and 180 written public comments read into the record. Due to time considerations, Staff was not
able to read all of the written comments and the Public Hearing was continued open to the next
regular meeting of the Planning Commission on September 8, 2020.
On September 8, 2020, at the start of the meeting, the Planning Commission voted unanimously
(9-0 vote) to reorder the agenda. This item was Item Number 2 on the agenda and the reordering
allowed Item Numbers 3 and 4 to be heard before this item. Due to time considerations, the
Planning Commission also voted unanimously (9-0 vote) to end the Public Hearing at or around
10:30 P.M. As this item was continued from the August 31, 2020, meeting with the public
comments portion of the Hearing open, an additional 102 sets of public comment letters were read
into the record. Due to time considerations, Staff was not able to read all of the written comments
and the Public Hearing was continued open to the next regular meeting of the Planning
Commission on September 21, 2020.
On September 21, 2020, at the start of the meeting, the Planning Commission voted unanimously
(10-0 vote) to reorder the agenda. This item was Item Number 3 on the agenda and the reordering
allowed Item Number 4 to be heard before this item. Due to time considerations, the Planning
Commission also voted unanimously (10-0 vote) to end the public comments portion of the
Hearing at 10:30 P.M., or until such time all of the public testimony is entered into the record, if
that were to be after 10:30 P.M. One member of the public spoke on the project, 53 sets of written
comments were read into the record, and the public comments portion of the Hearing was closed.
The Applicant was to provide a rebuttal to the public comments, however, due to the anticipated
length of the Applicants rebuttal and time constraints, the item was continued by unanimous vote
(10-0) to the next regular meeting of the Planning Commission on October 5, 2020.
On October 5, 2020, Staff provided a brief summary of the actions taken in the five (5) previous
Hearings, the Applicant provided a rebuttal to the oral and written public testimony, and each of
the Planning Commissioners were able to ask technical questions and express their thoughts and
concerns. Some of the questions and concerns were addressed by Staff or the Applicant during

2

the Hearing and some questions and concerns needed additional research. The responses to
questions and comments are addressed in this staff report, on the following page.
PLANNING COMMISSIONER TECHNICAL QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS
The following is a list of the Commissioner questions and comments from the October 5, 2020,
Some of these questions and comments were already addressed by Staff at the October 5, meeting.
LAND USE
•

Please clarify the zoning history of the site, specifically in regards to the allowance of
residential land uses.
-

The Project site is presently zoned PO (Professional Office) and has been classified
as such since 1986. Prior to that, the site was zoned M (Manufacturing), and M-2
(General Manufacturing). On July 3, 2006, the Planning Commission considered
and recommended by vote of 8-1, with 1 abstention, that the City Council approve
applications for General Plan Amendment, Zone Text Amendment, Tentative Tract
Map, Residential Planned Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, and
Variance. These applications would allow for the development of a 351-unit
residential community, including 31 live/work units, on the north side of the
property, in the general area where the proposed North Plan Area is to be located.
The proposed General Plan Amendment and Zone Text Amendment proposed
standards that would allow high density uses of up to 75 units per acre under certain
conditions in the PO zone. At the time, residential uses were not permitted in the
PO zone. As stated in the July 3, staff report, the allowance of residential uses was
considered a “…logical extension of the evolving development pattern on Fremont
Avenue and on other large parcels…” During the July 3, meeting, a Commissioner
supported the project as it utilized smart-growth principles such as proximity to
transit, employment, and services. The additional housing opportunities were also
noted as a benefit to the declining school enrollment. The proposal was previously
reviewed by the Planning Commission on May 15, and June 19, 2006.
Copies of the July 3, 2006, Planning Commission staff report and minutes of the
May 15, June 19, and July 3, 2006, meetings are attached as ATTACHMENTS 8,
9, 10 & 11, respectively.

-

On July 10, 2006, the City Council considered the proposed development and
approved the proposal by a unanimous vote of 5-0. It was noted by a Councilman
that future population increases in Southern California would require that more
housing be built. The same Councilperson commented that being built along a
transportation corridor would give the Project residents opportunity to use public
transit. Copies of the City Council’s staff report and meeting minutes are attached
as ATTACHMENTS 12 & 13, respectively.
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PROJECT DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
•

The surrounding area is not “walkable.”
The area is not considered truly “walkable” at the moment with the current mix of existing
office, commercial, and industrial land uses. The users of these surrounding uses are the
employees and customers who either drive to and from the various sites or use public
transportation. Fremont Avenue is serviced by Metro’s 258 Line and the local Alhambra
Community Transit (“ACT”) Blue and Green Lines. The Project would infuse the area
with residents and start the transformation of the surrounding area into a walkable district.
It is anticipated by the Applicant that some of the future residents will be employees from
the LA County Public Works Department offices located across the street from the Project
on the north side of Orange Street. This would create a walkable community in that respect.
Additionally, all of the Project residents would also have opportunities for shopping at the
Shoppes at The Alhambra which is located across the street from the Project on the west
side of Fremont Avenue. Facilitating access between the two properties is a pedestrian
bridge that spans Fremont Avenue, providing a convenient and safe pathway for
pedestrians. There is also the on-site LA Fitness gym that the residents can easily walk to,
and Fremont Plaza one block to the north that offers additional shopping opportunities,
including an Albertsons market. If residents need to go elsewhere in the City for shopping
and entertainment needs, there is an ACT bus stop located at the Fremont entrance of The
Alhambra. There is a Metro 258 Northbound bus stop at the Fremont entrance and a 258
Southbound bus stop across the street at the corner of Fremont Avenue and Mission. The
258 Line runs between the Cities of Paramount and Altadena, with stops that include Cal
State LA, and transfer opportunities throughout Metros bus network.

•

The Project has parking requirements for fractional parking spaces. How will those
requirements be implemented into the Project?
The Applicant proposes a parking ratio of 1.5 spaces per unit for 1-bedroom units and 1.75
spaces per unit for 2-bedroom units. The rationale is that the average number of parking
spaces that a 1-bedroom unit needs is 1.5, since some units need only 1 parking space and
other units need more than 1 parking space based on the average occupancy and parking
usage of all 1-bedroom units. As an example, a 10-unit project of 1-bedroom units would
need to provide a minimum of 15 parking spaces. Fractional requirements are presently
implemented in the 260-unit Alhambra Place apartment at 88 South Garfield Avenue.

•

Is there a Variance requested to reduce the on-site parking requirements?
There is no Variance requested for the reduction in the number of the on-site parking
requirements. Pursuant to Alhambra Municipal Code (AMC) Section 23.52.060(A)
Reduction of Requirements, the alternating use of parking facilities may be approved in
cases where parties wish to cooperatively establish and operate parking facilities and where
the uses on those sites generate parking demands primarily during hours when the
remaining uses are not in operation. The Applicant has prepared and submitted a Shared
Parking Analysis (APPENDIX B of the DEIR) for the commercial uses on the Project site.
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The Analysis offers that the maximum parking demand for the existing, remaining uses in
the Office Area is actually 2,213 during weekdays and 788 on weekends, substantially less
than the 4,206 parking spaces required under the Zoning Ordinance.
The Applicant is also requesting the use of alternative parking ratios for the proposed
residential units located in the South and Corner Plan Areas. The use of alternative parking
ratios will be authorized under the Development Agreement. The Zoning Ordinance
requires a minimum of two (2) parking spaces per residential unit, regardless of size of the
unit or number of bedrooms in the unit. The applicant proposes a parking requirement for
the South and Corner Plan Areas of 1 parking space per unit for studios, 1.5 spaces per unit
for 1-bedroom units, 1.75 spaces per unit for 2-bedroom units, and 2 spaces per unit for 3bedroom units. These ratios are based on the Urban Land Institute’s (“ULI”) residential
parking generation rates. Application of the ULI parking generation rates results in 922
parking spaces are proposed in the South and Corner Plan Areas instead of the 1,252 that
would be required by the Alhambra Municipal Code.
•

Would the Applicant consider reducing the size of the project to meet the parking
requirements?
The Zoning Code permits reductions in the number of required parking spaces under shared
parking arrangements based on a parking analysis for the Project. The reduction in the
number of parking spaces for this Project is not a technical “variance” under the City code.
If the Project size is reduced, then the number of required parking spaces will be reduced.

•

The City’s ratio of park space per 1,000 people is low in comparison to other neighboring
cities. The project, with its size of 38.38 acres, should incorporate a park.
There are no requirements under the Zoning Ordinance to require the inclusion of public
open space of any form within a private development. The Project will have a total of
approximately 16.5 acres of open space within the 38.38 acres of the entire site, which
exceeds the City’s code requirements of 10.4 acres. Additionally, the Project will result in
the conversion of the asphalt parking lot “heat island” into green space and housing.

•

The Project lot coverage should be based upon the total land area of the four proposed
Plan Areas only and not include the existing land area from the existing Office Plan Area.
The Project site consists of the entire 38.38-acre site which includes the existing Office
Plan Area, and does not consist only of the area of the four proposed Plan Areas. The
proposed Project has always been envisioned as the development of an urban neighborhood
across the entire area of the Project site. This urban neighborhood includes a network of
landscape and communal spaces that fuse the office and residential uses into a single
community with a unique identity and sense of place.
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•

Is there a Variance requested to reduce the open space requirements?
There is no request for a Variance to reduce the open space requirements. The Zoning
Code requires multi-family residential developments to provide on-site open space at a
minimum ratio of 400 square feet per unit. For this 1,061-unit project, a minimum of
424,400 square feet of open space would be required. The Applicant has chosen to set
within the Project a minimum requirement of 425 square feet per unit (25 square feet per
unit more than required by Code), for a minimum of 450,925 square feet required. The
open space is being provided within each of the Plan Areas, including the existing Office
Plan Area, with a total of 716,434 square feet of open space provided within all of the Plan
Areas. A summary of the open space requirements is provided below.
Use
Residential
Required:
Residential
Provided
Office
Required
Office
Provided
Total
Provided

Office
Plan Area

North
Plan Area

East Plan
Area

South
Plan Area

Corner
Plan Area

Total

0

219,300

0

166,600

65,025

450,925

0

236,485

0

132,069

40,777

409,331

0

0

0

0

0

0

276,040

0

31,063

0

0

307,103
716,434

As stated in the discussion about Lot Coverage above, the Project site consists of the entire
38.38-acre site which includes the existing Office Plan Area, and does not consist only of
the area of the four proposed Plan Areas. The proposed Project has always been envisioned
as the development of an urban neighborhood across the entire area of theProject site. This
urban neighborhood includes a network of landscape and communal spaces that fuse the
office and residential uses into a single community with a unique identity and sense of
place, and therefore, the Project as a whole is reviewed for open space compliance, and not
each individual Plan Area.
•

Why are “Amenities Buildings” counted toward satisfying the open space requirements?
Pursuant to AMC Section 23.30.200(6), common indoor recreation uses may be calculated
towards meeting not more than one-third of the open space requirement if the development
has 20 or more units. Such indoor common open space shall be accessible and available to
all project residents for indoor activities and shall have a minimum area of 1,000 square
feet.

•

Will the South Plan Area’s parking structure be used as an open space?
The South Plan Area’s parking garage is to be used for parking purposes only. There will
be no open space function associated with the parking structure. The South Plan Area open
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spaces will consist of private open space, roof decks, courtyards, and recreational amenities
(2 swimming pools, repurposing existing Building A0 into an amenity building, 2 amenity
buildings located in Building S1, and 1 amenity building located in Building S2).
•

Can and sports field be incorporated into the project?
If a sports field is designed into the Project, the sports field will be considered as part of
the required open space area. The Applicant will address this topic.

•

Would the Applicant accept a prohibition on the issuance of any on-street overnight
parking permits for all future occupants of this Project?
Staff has not deemed such a prohibition necessary for this development.

•

Would the Applicant consider including a dog park or pet park?
There are no requirements under the Zoning Ordinance to require the inclusion of public
open space of any form, including dog/pet parks within a private development. The
Applicant will be available to address this question further.

•

Can the Project incorporate a community room for use by the City, city residents, and
community groups?
The applicant will be available to respond to this.

•

Will there be any strict controls on use of the balconies and patios to prevent unsightly
uses such as storage, hanging of clothes, etc.?
The patios and balconies facing onto Fremont Avenue, Mission Road, Orange Street, and
Date Avenue, will be restricted by Conditions of Approval as to the items that can be stored.

•

What will be the phasing order of the construction?
The parking structure to be built first, then north and south could be phased. The Applicant
will be available to provide additional detail.

TRAFFIC AND ACCESS
•

There were questions regarding the Walker Parking Analysis, including questions on
traffic, parking, and internal trip generation.
Staff and the Applicant are available to answer any specific technical traffic and parking
questions from the Commission.
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•

The Date Avenue entrance and Orange Street entrance to access LA Fitness already
experiences some congestion and delays to enter the site. Will the Project add to the
congestion and delays?
The North Plan Area will have two of its own entrances on Orange Street and the residents
and visitors would not need the entrance near LA Fitness to access the North Plan Area.
Additionally, the other Plan Areas will have their own direct entries from Date Avenue,
Mission Road, and Fremont Avenue. None of the Plan Areas will require access from the
Orange Street access near LA Fitness.

•

Are there any plans to red-curb Date Avenue and Mission Road?
Red-curbing Mission Road is not necessary. The north side of Mission Road between Date
Avenue and Fremont Avenue is currently posted with “NO STOPPING ANY TIME” signs.
This is due to the fact that westbound Mission Road has two (2) traffic lanes that butt up
to the curb and there is no parking lane. The west side of Date Avenue between Orange
Street and Mission Road currently allows for on-street parking. The Project is designed to
fully park itself, including visitor parking, and it is anticipated that the Project would not
need to rely on on-street parking. Additionally, persons presently parking on the west side
of Date Avenue are not area residents but employees in the area. Red-curbing the west
side of Date Avenue would deny the area employees of on-street parking opportunities.
The City is not seeking to red-curb the west side of Date Avenue.

•

Where will Revenue from parking go? Does the City receive any of the revenue?
Parking revenue, if any, that is generated at the development goes to the property owner,
however the property owner pays taxes to the City on parking revenue. If parking tickets
are issued, the fines will be paid to the City.

•

What local transportation is available to make the Project more feasible?
Fremont Avenue is serviced by Metro’s 258 Line and the local Alhambra Community
Transit (“ACT”) Blue and Green Lines. There is a Metro 258 Northbound bus stop at the
Fremont Avenue entrance of the Project site and a 258 Southbound bus stop across the
street at the corner of Fremont Avenue and Mission. There is also an ACT bus stop located
at the Fremont entrance of the Project site. The 258 Line runs between the Cities of
Paramount and Altadena, with stops that include Cal State LA, and transfer opportunities
throughout Metros bus network. The Blue and Green ACT bus lines circulate through the
City and provides access to Valley Boulevard, Main Street, Commonwealth Avenue, and
Cal State LA. Metro is also revamping their schedule to adjust the 258 Line to go up
Fremont Avenue to the South Pasadena Gold Line Station. There is also a Metro 76 Line
running along Valley Boulevard. Metro will increase the headways at 12 min intervals
from 17 minutes, currently.
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•

What is the City’s plan for transit and increasing mobility? Striping bike lanes, etc…
The Mobility Section of the General Plan establishes Policies promoting a safe, efficient,
and attractive circulation system for all users. The Policies include:

•

-

Policy M-2E Investigate and where feasible implement first-mile/last-mile
supportive measures to encourage and facilitate the use of transit.

-

Policy M-2F As feasible, implement improvements to the City's bike network. The
bikeway system should connect to the regional system and may need to be adjusted
over time as conditions change. The bike network will include, as appropriate,
enhancements to bicyclist safety and bike parking.

-

Policy M-2G Coordinate, as appropriate, with Metro regarding bus routes and bus
stop facility location and design.

Traffic has been significantly impacted by COVID and by work-from-home and distance
learning. Metro has confirmed that traffic numbers are down in the region. What does
this mean for the Project?
The Applicant will address this topic.

•

There are Traffic/Transportation modelling questions.
The Applicant will be available to address these issues based on the questions.

AFFORDABILITY
•

Clarification of the “housing crisis” is needed. Is the crisis about households that have
the means to acquire suitable housing but there are not enough housing units available, or
is it an issue of households not being able to afford housing of their own?
The “housing crisis” is a set of housing challenges being faced by the State of California.
The challenges are many and the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (“HCD”) identifies some of these challenges as follows:
-

•

Not enough housing being built
Increased inequality and lack of opportunities
Too much of the people’s income going toward rent
Fewer people becoming homeowners
Disproportionate number of Californians experiencing homelessness
Many people facing multiple, seemingly insurmountable barriers, beyond cost, in
trying to find an affordable place to live.

Cite data sources for the $74,000 median household income stated in the PowerPoint
presentation.
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Applicant responded that the source is the 2019 American Community Survey from the
American Census Bureau, which is the same source quoted during public comment,
however, the figures quoted during public comment are outdated figures.
•

Clarify the breakdown of the affordable units. There are no units for low and very-low
income households?
Applicant confirmed the Project is currently proposed to have moderate and market-rate
units.

•

How will migration of existing households to the moderate-income units of the Project free
up housing stock to low and very-low income households. Is there any evidence to support
this?
Applicant stated that more housing stock provides for more opportunity for housing. There
was no specific discussion at what level.

•

Why was IHO not considered? What was the “checking in” that the Applicant did during
the planning phase? Would the Applicant consider new IHO requirements or negotiation
or compromise to meet the new IHO requirements?
Applicant responded that numerous meetings were held at the City and community level
and at the time the Project was being planned, the main focus was on traffic which is why
the Applicant reduced the proposed density from 75 DU/acre to approximately 55 DU/acre.
Only in late 2019 did affordable housing start becoming a topic of discussion in Alhambra
and the City formally presented the framework for an inclusionary housing ordinance
(IHO) in Feb 2020. As a result, the Applicant added a component of affordable units to
the project.

•

Can the City and the Applicant work together to bring a responsible project, addressing
RHNA and the lack of housing at all levels?
Staff has a current RHNA allocation of 6,808 units (Very Low: 1,769 units, Low: 1,033
units, Moderate: 1,077 units, Above Moderate: 2,929 units). This Project will not solve
the City’s RHNA issues by itself and the RHNA allocation also has sizeable targets for
Moderate and Above Moderate units.

•

Will Alhambra residents get 1st priority to apply for these units?
Such restrictions may violate Fair Housing Laws and the limitations on providing priority
in housing.
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•

In the four (4) Theoretical Profiles, what are the data sources?
Applicant responded that the source is the 2019 American Community Survey from the
American Census Bureau, which is the same source quoted during public comment,
however, the figures quoted during public comment are outdated figures.

•

What opportunities are there for residents to be able to purchase? What is the lowest
amount of money someone can make?
Applicant provided profiles to Commissioners as examples. Renters would have to qualify
for affordable units based on income and other assets. For moderate level units, renters
would have to qualify for moderate income thresholds, which is 80% of LA County AMI
or less.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS/ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
•

The DEIR discusses four (4) project alternatives. Who determined the scope of the
alternatives?
The identification and analysis of project alternatives is a fundamental aspect of the
environmental review process under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).
While the project alternatives were determined by the Applicant and their transportation
analysis team with City input, there are very specific requirements under CEQA that
provide direction regarding the consideration and discussion of project alternatives under
CEQA. Some of the key requirements under CEQA include:
-

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the Project, or to the
location of the Project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of
the Project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of
the Project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a)

-

Because an EIR must identify ways to mitigate or avoid the significant effects that
a project may have on the environment, the discussion of alternatives shall focus
on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or
substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these
alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of project objectives, or
would be more costly. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(b)

-

Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility
of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional
boundaries […], and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control or
otherwise have access to the alternative site […] CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(f)(1)
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A thorough discussion on project alternatives is contained in Chapter VI.
ALTERNATIVES of the DEIR. Additionally, this Chapter also discusses alternatives
that were considered and rejected.
•

How does 1,000+ new units not cause traffic impacts?
Chapter 4, Section N. TRANSPORTATION, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(“DEIR”) provides an in-depth discussion of the Project, potential impacts, and appropriate
mitigation measures.

•

Staff to provide clarification on VMT (Vehicle Miles Traveled) and LOS (Level of Service)
approaches and how each apply to the Project.
Senate Bill 743 (“SB 743”), signed by Governor Brown in 2013, has changed the way
transportation impacts are identified. Specifically, the legislation directed the Office of
Planning and Research “(OPR”) to look at different metrics for identifying transportation
as a California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) impact. The Final OPR guidelines
were released in December 2018 and identified Vehicle Miles Traveled (“VMT”) as the
preferred metric moving forward. The Natural Resources Agency completed the rule
making process to modify the CEQA guidelines in December of 2018. The CEQA
Guidelines identified that all lead agencies must use VMT as the new transportation metric
for identifying impacts for land use projects beginning in July 2020.
A key element of SB 743 is the elimination of auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures
of vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as a basis for determining significant
environmental impacts. This change is intended to assist in balancing the needs of
congestion management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of
public health through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions.
The Project started the traffic impact analysis process in 2017. At the time, the Project
looked at LOS under CEQA since it started the process years before VMT was adopted.

•

Have all feasible mitigation measures been addressed in DEIR and FEIR?
Yes, all feasible mitigation measures have been addressed in the DEIR and FEIR.

•

It was stated that the water table is 130 feet below the surface. How deep would the Project
excavations be?
Approximately 30 feet at the deepest depth.

•

Air Quality impacts may not likely occur. Is this theoretical?
Yes. The Applicant states that very conservative assumptions were used for the analysis
and the timing of the analysis is based on overlapping construction periods for the north
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and south phases. Such regional impacts only occur during this temporary period. Any
temporary regional impact will cease to exist if there is no overlapping construction period.
SCHOOLS AND EDUCATION
•

There will be many families in this development. Assuming 2 kids per family, that’s 2,000
kids living in the Project. What will happen to the schools?
The schools are experiences decreases in enrollment and some campuses face the
possibility of closure. The Project will be additional students that will offset the declining
enrollments. This is discussed in DEIR Section IV.M.3-1.

•

Do the schools have capacity for 2,000 additional students?
This is discussed in DEIR Section IV.M.3-1.

SAFETY
•

The parking structure height raises concerns about public safety. What measures will be
in place to ensure that the public will be safe in such a tall, open structure?
The California Building Code has mandatory safety requirements to keep the public safe
by requiring guard rails and handrails for open air structures and stairways. The proposed
parking structure will be held to those standards.

BENEFITS TO THE CITY
•

What are the benefits of the Project?
The Applicant states that the Project will create new housing in the City to allow more
housing options as well as a step to meeting the City’s RHNA goals. The Project will
redevelop underutilized land and will not displace any existing residents. The Project will
help the City achieve the state goals of developing housing near dense employment bases
and access to public transportation. Finally, the Project will provide economic and fiscal
benefits to the City, school district and local and regional economies.

•

The Project will need to provide more benefits to the City beyond 55 moderate units and
sales tax.
The Applicant states that walkability within the Project is rich. The site sits in the middle
of a dense employment base and retail all within ¼ mile of the site. The site is in a Transit
Priority Area and is surrounded by sidewalks as well as all the neighboring sites. The City
is the only one with jurisdiction on City property as it relates to bike lanes, etc. The
Applicant will provide additional comments about affordable units.
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•

Provide support of economic impacts vs. stabilized economic output, fiscal impacts, and
cumulative City revenues.
The Applicant will provide to the Commission for inclusion in their report.

•

Can the Applicant acquire adjacent lots and increase park space?
The Applicant states that they have attempted to acquire adjacent land many times and
have been told it is not for sale.

OTHER
•

Why is there no Quimby Fee?
The Quimby Act (California Government Code Section 66477) was established in 1965
and authorizes a city or county to require residential developments to dedicate land for
parks or pay fees in lieu of dedication as a condition of residential subdivision development
projects. There are restrictions on how much in fees can be collected on a per unit or per
lot basis. These fees are only to be used to acquire new parkland or fund capital
improvements at existing park facilities. The City does not have a Quimby Fee
requirement, however, the City has a similar New Construction Tax (“Tax”) (AMC
Chapter 5.06). Under this Tax, every person constructing a new dwelling unit or trailer
space shall pay a tax of $2,000 per unit or per trailer space. There is an exception for
dwelling units or trailer spaces to be used exclusively for housing for elderly or disabled
persons which are owned and operated by non-profit foundations or corporations. The
taxes collected go to finance the planning, improvement, and expansion of public parks,
play-grounds, and recreation facilities to serve the increasing population of the City. If the
proposed 1,061-unit project is approved and built, it will provide the City with $2,122,000
in New Unit Taxes.

•

Are utilities and infrastructure sufficient for such a big development?
Yes. “Will Serve” letters from various utilities are contained in DEIR IV.P.1-1 through
IV.P.3-1.

•

The CEQA review of the 2006 project entitlement resulted in the adoption of a Mitigated
Negative Declaration (MND”). Are any of the mitigation measures from the adopted MND
in effect for this Project?
None of the adopted Mitigation Measures from the 2006 MND are applicable to this
Project. All mitigation measures were specific to the construction and development of that
particular project and none were specific to the General Plan Amendment or Zone Text
Amendment.
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•

What outreach has been done for people with other languages?
The Applicant confirmed their website is multi-lingual, cards with information on the
project in 4 languages and mailers were sent in multiple languages.

•

What is the situation to make sure there is not trash everywhere?
This topic is addressed in DEIR Appendix IV.P.3-1.

•

Sidewalks and broken areas - What will City do, are they responsible, will the developer
work with the city for repairs?
The Developer is responsible for repairs through Public Works Conditions of Approval.

•

Can the Applicant provide the Planning Commission a group tour of the Project site?
A group tour of the site for the Planning Commission is feasible but not advisable. A
gathering of more than five (5) Commissioners constitutes a meeting of the Planning
Commission and will require proper noticing of the meeting. Otherwise a gathering as
such would violate the Brown Act. Tours for smaller groups would not constitute a meeting
and would not risk Brown Act violations, but the tours, regardless of size would also need
to be open to the public and that may violate the County of Los Angeles Public Health
Department’s COVID-19 outdoor gathering protocols. Instead of a group tour of the site,
the Applicant has provided a drone fly-over of the site. A separate hyper-link will be
provided for access to that information.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
The Public Comment portion of the Public Hearing was closed at the Planning Commission
meeting of September 21, 2020. Any comments received after that meeting will not be read into
the record, however, comments will continue to be added to the staff report and included into the
record. As of October 14, 2020, Staff have received one (1) comment letter which is attached as
ATTACHMENT 7.
STAFF RECOMMENDED ACTION
Staff recommends that Planning Commission:
1.

Direct Staff to return the Item on the November 2, 2020, Planning Commission Agenda
with any additional information the Commission requires, as well as a resolution
recommending that the City Council do one of the following:
(a)
(b)
(c)

Approve the Project as proposed;
Approve the Project with recommended modifications; or
Deny the Project.
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ATTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

Planning Commission Staff Report, dated July 20, 2020 (under separate cover)
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated August 17, 2020 (under separate cover)
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated August 31, 2020 (under separate cover)
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated September 8, 2020 (under separate cover)
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated September 21, 2020 (under separate cover)
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated October 5, 2020 (under separate cover)
Public Comment Letter
Planning Commission Staff Report, dated July 3, 2006
Planning Commission Minutes, dated May 15, 2006
Planning Commission Minutes, dated June 19, 2006
Planning Commission Minutes, dated July 3, 2006
City Council Staff Report, dated July 10, 2006
City Council Minutes, dated July 10, 2006
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PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
DATED: JULY 20, 2020
(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)
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ATTACHMENT 2

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
DATED: AUGUST 17, 2020
(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)

ATTACHMENT 3

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
DATED: AUGUST 31, 2020
(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)

ATTACHMENT 4

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
DATED: SEPTEMBER 8, 2020
(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)

ATTACHMENT 5

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
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(UNDER SEPARATE COVER)

ATTACHMENT 6

PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
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ATTACHMENT 9

PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
DATED: May 15, 2006
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MINUTES
ALHAMBRA PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
May 15, 2006
ROLL CALL:
The Alhambra Planning Commission met on May 15, 2006 at 8:20 P.M. in the Council Chambers of
Alhambra City Hall.
Members present: Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Sham, Bunker
Members absent:

Craig, Valenzuela, Yonemoto

Also present:

Michael Martin, Development Services Director, Scott Lee, Principal Planner,
Rachel Richman, Deputy City Attorney

CONSENT AGENDA
ITEM 1:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-05-47
317 West Glendon Way
Applicant: Jesus Sanchez
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit to
expand an existing second story for an existing house on an approximate land area
of 7,878 square feet located in the R-2 (Limited Multiple Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 2:

Conditional Use Permit CU-06-10
2520 South Fremont Avenue
Applicant: T-Mobile, Inc.
Request: This is an application for a Conditional Use Permit to install
telecommunications antennae on an existing church tower located in the Open Space
zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 3:

Commercial Planned Development Permit CP-06-5
2207 West Valley Boulevard
Applicant: Jose de Jesus Cortez
Request: This is an application for a Commercial Planned Development Permit to
establish a bakery in a lease space previously used for general retail purposes located
in the Valley Boulevard Specific Plan zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 4:

Tentative Tract Map No. 61475
55

Property at rear of 27 Hampton Court
Applicant: Frank Lac, Arroyo LLC
Request: This is an application for a Tentative Tract Map to incorporate the site
into a proposed 63 unit senior citizen condominium project within the City of San
Gabriel. The subject property is 2,525 square feet, has no street frontage and will
be used for open space only (no units, structures or parking). The overall
development site is 1.16 acres and will be considered by the San Gabriel Planning
Commission on a future date.
Staff Recommendation: Approval
ITEM 5:

Findings for Approval of Modification M-05-22 at 328 East Los Higos Street
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 6:

Findings and Conditions of Approval for Variance V-06-13 at 908 North Olive
Avenue
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 7:

Variance V-06-16
600 North Garfield Avenue
Applicant: Promotion Plus, Inc
Request: This is an application for a Variance to allow new signage including
canopy signage for an existing gas station located in the R-1 (Single Family
Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Continue to June 5

ITEM 8:

Minutes of May 1

MOTION

Commissioner Sham moved to accept staff’s recommendations for Items 1, 2, 3, 4,
5, 6, 7 and 8 (RP-05-47, CU-06-10, CP-06-5, TT 61475, Findings for M-05-22,
Findings and Conditions of Approval for V-06-13, V-06-16 and Minutes of May 1)
of the Consent Agenda. Seconded by Commissioner Richetts the motion carried
with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Sham, Bunker
None
Craig, Valenzuela, Yonemoto

HEARING:
ITEM 9:

Tentative Tract Map No. 65432, Residential Planned
Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2
& Zoning Text Amendment ZTA-06-1
1000 South Fremont Avenue
Applicant: The Alhambra Urban Community LLC
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Request: This is an application for a Tentative Tract Map, Residential Planned
Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit and Zoning Text Amendment for the
development of a 351 unit residential community on a 10.46 acre parcel within an
existing office/commercial complex located in the Professional Office zone. The
text amendment proposes standards to allow residential uses in the PO zone under
certain conditions.
Staff Recommendation: Continue to June 5
Commissioner Sham stated that he had a conflict of interest and would not be
participating in the hearing. He left the Council Chambers.
Mr. Martin gave summary of the staff report. He stated that a General Plan
Amendment was needed and that a continuance was recommended to the next
meeting. He noted that a letter of oppostion to the project had been received from
Sonia McIntosh of 2725 Mimosa and that copies had been given to the Planning
Commission.
Victoria Deise, Development Manager for the Ratkovich Company, 1000 South
Fremont Avenue, provided an introduction to the project and introduced some of
the key members of the development team who would be speaking later.
Milan Ratkovich, project manager, gave a presentation on the overall project. The
intent was to create a transit hub, with several local and regional bus lines along
Fremont Avenue.
Scott Johnson of Johnson Fain, architect for the project, explained the background
and history of the site, presented historical photographs and discussed the evolution
of the site plan and design. Commissioner Bunker asked if the driveway entrances
were gated. Mr. Johnson answered that only the entrances to the parking garages
were gated. The driveways accessing the private streets would be open to the public.
Nord Eriksson, of EPT Design, landscape architect for the project, discussed the
landscape concept and proposed plant palette. The intent was to create a destination
with quality landscaping and a variety of intimate and larger open spaces.
Kelly Carlyle of Psomas Associates, explained the zoning text amendments. She
noted that the Floor Area Ratio and the unit densities were developed based on the
proposed four lots of the tentative tract map, rather than using the entire site.
Commissioner Bunker clarified that the FAR and density cited in the staff report
was an average of the overall development.
David Shender of Linscott Law and Greenspan, traffic engineers, discussed the
traffic study, impacts of the project and mitigation measures that would be taken.
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Commissioner Frueholz asked for clarification on the need tor the traffic signal at
Date and Mission. Mr. Shender explained the signal warrant process and noted that
the traffic study warranted a signal at this location.
Commissioner Kasper asked about the existing industrial uses on the site and
inquired if these had actually been surveyed or if their traffic generation had been
calculated. Mr. Shender stated that these had been calculated, but the actual traffic
had been included in the traffic counts. Commissioner Kasper asked why the
intersections of Mission/Marguerita and Mission/Marengo had not been included in
the survey. Mr. Shender stated that the study assumed that the majority of traffic
from the project would be headed to or from Fremont Avenue.
Owen Guenthard, executive director of Alhambra Chamber of Commerce, spoke in
favor of the development.
Lillian Anaya expressed concerns about the number and scope of the code
amendments. She thought this would set a bad precedent and allow anyone to
change the code. She thought an environmental impact report should be done.
Schools might be under capacity now, but this could change any time. Too much
traffic would result from the project and not all of it would go toward Fremont. She
believed that Marengo and Marguerita will be negatively affected. There were
already too many signals on Mission. Crime would rise due to the new parking
structure and with public access into campus.
Lola Armendariz stated that there was no guarantee that employees of the offices
would live in the residences, spoke of high prices for the units, traffic generation,
did not believe that the project was transit oriented and that residents would still be
driving. The buildings were too high at six stories and would obstruct views of the
mountains.
Commissioner Frueholz clarified that there were no land acquisition costs and why
did this necessitate the large number of units. Mr. Ratkovich stated that there would
be purchases of two lots on Date Avenue. He also stated that there would be a new
parking structure to finance.
Commissioner Martinez saw the project in a positive light and felt that it embodied
smart growth. He noted the opportunities to utilize public transportation. He
thought this was a well planned project that was within walking distance of many
stores and services.
Commissioner Kao clarified that the lowest density lot, at 19 units per acre, was
below the range of 25 to 75 units as proposed in the urban residential definition.
Ms. Carlyle stated that the lower end of the definition could be lowered to be
consistent.
Commissioner Kao asked if any parking studies or research had been done regarding
58

the proposed parking ratio. Ms. Carlyle stated that a market study had been done
that had indicated that the provided parking would be adequate.
Commissioner Richetts clarified that the property owner would be responsible for
all off-site improvements and would not be benefitting from any city or
redevelopment subsidies. Regarding guest parking, he thought that the empty
nesters would be more likely to have visitors and that the provided parking would
not be sufficient. Mr. Ratkovich stated that the office parking structure could
potentially be utilized as the most typical visiting times would be in the evenings
and on weekends when most of the offices would be closed. This had not been
proposed at this time since the parking structure was not being proposed at this time.
Mr. Martin compared the project to the Gateway Walk development on Bay State
and mentioned that the parking ratio for that project was almost the same as for this
project. That parking ratio had been derived from the Olson Company’s extensive
experience in developing many similar projects over the past several years.
Commissioner Bunker asked about secured parking in the garages. Mr. Ratkovich
stated that the parking would be secure and that provisions would be made to allow
guest parking access.
Commissioner Kasper was concerned about the traffic study and felt that it made
assumptions that might not be correct. He also felt the density was too high. He
could not support the project.
Commissioner Kao noted that this type of development was essential to attract and
retain commercial development on Fremont. He noted that there was a lack of
recreational facilities such as a swimming pool, tennis or racquetball courts and no
services close by.
Ms. Deise stated that a fitness center would be proposed in the next few months on
the corner of Fremont and Orange. This facility would contain all of the amenities
mentioned by Commissioner Kao in addition to a basketball court.
MOTION

Commissioner Richetts moved to continue Zoning Text Amendment ZTA-06-1,
Tentative Tract Map No 65432, the Residential Planned Development Permit and
Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2 to June 5 as recommended by staff. Seconded by
Commissioner Martinez, the motion carried with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Bunker
None
Sham
Craig, Valenzuela, Yonemoto

STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS:
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There were none.
PUBLIC COMMENTS/ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Lola Armendariz repeated her concerns about outdoor seating at Tony Roma’s, Tea
Station and Noodle World.
COMMISSION ORALS:
Commissioner Martinez noted that at 1413 Hellman there was a widened driveway
in the front yard. He saw this becoming a larger problem if nothing was done. He
mentioned open space as a future study session topic. Commissioner Bunker
suggested a staff report with the background information as a starting point.
Commissioner Richetts requested a definition of mansionization.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:35 PM to Monday,
June 5, 2006 at 7:30 PM.

_______________________________
Mary Louise Bunker
President

ATTEST:

_______________________
Scott Lee
Principal Planner
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PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES
DATED: June 19, 2006
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MINUTES
ALHAMBRA PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
June 19, 2006
ROLL CALL:
The Alhambra Planning Commission met on June 19, 2006 at 7:30 P.M. in the Council Chambers of
Alhambra City Hall.
Members present: Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
Members absent:

Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

Also present:

Michael Martin, Development Services Director, Scott Lee, Principal Planner,
Rachel Richman, Deputy City Attorney

CONSENT AGENDA:
ITEM 1:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-05-52 & Modification M-06-19
308 South Meridian Avenue
Applicant: Hector Aguilar
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit and
Modification to construct a second story addition to an existing house with less than
the required north side yard setback for a portion of the second floor (in line with
the existing first floor) on an approximate land area of 6,500 square feet located in
the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 2:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-06-23 & Modification M-06-17
312 South Marengo Avenue
Applicant: Jaime Aquino
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit and
Modification to construct a second story addition to an existing unit and add a rear
unit with less than the required street side yard setback on Maple Court on an
approximate land area of 6,300 square feet located in the R-3 (Multiple Family
Residential) zone
Staff Recommendation: Continue to July 3

ITEM 3:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-06-27
310 North Third Street
Applicant: Johnny Wang
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Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit to
construct a five unit apartment complex on an approximate land area of 9,356 square
feet located in the R-3 (Multiple Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval
ITEM 4:

Findings for Denial for General Plan Amendment GPA-06-4
Zone Change Z-06-4
North Side of Garvey Avenue, immediately west of and adjacent to
Alhambra/Monterey Park boundary
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 5:

Findings and Conditions of Approval for Variance V-06-17
229 South Electric Avenue
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 6:

Findings and Conditions of Approval for Commercial Planned Development
CP-06-7 & Variance V-06-18
1212 South Atlantic Boulevard, #105
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 7:

Minutes of June 5
Citizens requested that Item 1 be heard separately.

MOTION

Commissioner Richetts moved to accept staff’s recommendations for Items 2 and 3
(RP-06-23 & M-06-17 and RP-06-27) of the Consent Agenda. Seconded by
Commissioner Craig the motion carried with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

MOTION

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

Commissioner Richetts moved to accept staff’s recommendations for Item 4, 5, 6
and 7 (Findings for GPA-06-4 & Z-06-4, Findings and Conditions for V-06-17 and
Findings and Conditions for CP-06-7 & V-06-18 and Minutes of June 5) of the
Consent Agenda. Seconded by Commissioner Craig the motion carried with the
following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Craig
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto
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HEARINGS:
ITEM 1:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-05-52 & Modification M-06-19
308 South Meridian Avenue
Applicant: Hector Aguilar
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit and
Modification to construct a second story addition to an existing house with less than
the required north side yard setback for a portion of the second floor (in line with
the existing first floor) on an approximate land area of 6,500 square feet located in
the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Approval
Betty Barnett expressed concern that the proposal would increase density in the area,
resulting in loss of privacy, negative impacts on schools, traffic, parks, water and
sewer systems. She urged that the development be kept to one story.
Raquel Menjivar, 215 La Paloma, lives directly behind the subject property. She
noted that the applicant needed the addition to accommodate a growing family and
had proposed two stories to preserve some yard space for play area for the children.
She was in favor of the proposal.
Rose Marie Markus, 312 Meridian has lived in the area since 1963. She spoke of
the well maintained Emery Park neighborhood, almost all of which was single story.
She favored a single story solution which preserved privacy on neighboring
properties. This would also negatively impact property values on the adjacent
properties.
Viola Rippon, 1715 Monterey, also expressed concerns about loss of privacy. She
spoke of her situation where a two story addition had been constructed behind her
home and had led to loss of privacy and many other negative impacts.
Duane Markus, 312 South Meridian,, asked for clarification on the number of
bathrooms. He spoke of the importance of controlling density. The downside of
not doing so would be overburdening the aging infrastructure, increased traffic and
over-capacity schools. He claimed the size and layout of the proposed addition
virtually guaranteed that it would be converted to multiple units by a future property
owner.
Lola Armendariz commented that the windows on only three sides of the house had
been modified, not all four sides as had been stated in the staff report. The rear
windows had not been changed. She thought that these should have been revised
also.
Luis Lopez, 929 West 7th Street, San Pedro, designer for the project, stated that one
reason for the two story was to maintain open space and landscaping on the property.
The floor plan has not been changed from the prior submittal; only the exterior
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elevations and architectural design have been modified.
Hector Aguilar, 308 Meridian, explained the background and development of the
design. He wanted to provide adequate room for his growing family while also
preserving the rear yard.
Rose Marie Markus stated that she volunteered at the Historical Society and often
encountered young persons and couples who called the Society asking for advice in
remodeling their historic-era homes.
Commissioner Kasper spoke of the balance between development and preservation,
between two stories and one. The city is growing and changing. He commented
that the proposed addition and design were well done and supported approval.
Commissioner Craig stated that the design was a good design but she did not feel it
was appropriate in this neighborhood.
Commissioner Richetts asked the applicant if he had considered a one story
addition. Mr. Aguilar stated that he had not, because he wanted to preserve the rear
yard.
Commissioner Kao stated that both sides had made compelling arguments. The
neighborhood was mostly smaller homes built to accommodate personal needs that
had changed over time. Today, people wanted larger homes with more bedrooms,
larger kitchens and the like. He believed that it was possible for a well designed
two story house to fit in a predominantly single story area. In this instance, he
suggested that the second story should be reduced in overall area and suggested not
more than 80% of the first floor area, and transferring this area to the first floor.
This would still allow a substantial rear yard.
Commissioner Frueholz noted that the side elevations were strongly vertical and
had high visibility since the neighboring properties were single story. He suggested
some additional articulation on the side elevations to lessen their bulk.
MOTION

Commissioner Kao moved to continue Residential Planned Development Permit
RP-05-52 and Modification M-06-19 for redesign. Seconded by Commissioner
Craig, the motion carried with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ITEM 8:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Richetts, Bunker
Kasper, Valenzuela
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

Conditional Use Permit CU-06-12 & Variance V-06-22
1300 East Main Street, #107
Applicant: David Ho
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Request: This is an application for a Conditional Use Permit and Variance to allow
a tutoring center in an existing lease space with less than the required parking
located in the Commercial Planned Development zone.
Staff Recommendation: Appropriate action
Ching Louie, property owner’s representative and manager of the center, stated that
she had recently become manager of the center. The proposed tutoring business
was replacing a cigarette store and would be an improvement. She discussed the
parking and student drop-off issues and times and noted the existing uses in the
center. The anticipated 2:30 drop off time was a slow time for the center.
Lola Armendariz asked how much enrollment would necessitate a second instructor.
She asked if students stayed the entire four hours from 3:00 to 7:00. She noted that
the enrollment could always increase. She noted another tutoring business in the
center and asked where the restrooms were located.
David Ho, applicant and director of the center, stated that the size of the space
limited the number of students to 15-20. The director also doubled as an instructor.
Regarding parking, the spaces on the surface level were limited, to one hour. The
spaces in the garage were also likely to be utilized. Students are arranged into
groups of four and they are tutored in these groups. Consequently, the students will
be present for the entire time.
Commissioner Richetts asked if the parents needed to sign the students in. Mr. Ho
stated that parents needed to sign the student out, but not in.
Commissioner Craig asked about the safety of the elevators. Mr. Ho explained that
children would not be released without the staff seeing the parent.
Ching Louie stated that she would study the possibility of creating some short term
spaces on the surface level.
Commissioner Frueholz was concerned about the safety of the children and
questioned if an approval would worsen a substandard situation. He was not
inclined to support the request.
Commissioner Valenzuela supported the use but due to the parking situation, she
could not support the application.
Commissioner Bunker asked about the parking requirements for various uses.
Commissioner Craig had safety concerns with the site and the parking lot.
MOTION

Commissioner Craig moved to deny Conditional Use Permit CU-06-12 and
Variance V-06-22. Seconded by Commissioner Valenzuela, the motion carried with
the following roll call vote:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ITEM 9:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

Conditional Use Permit CU-06-13 & Variance V-06-19
3027 West Valley Boulevard
Applicant: Clementina Melgarejo
Request: This is an application for a Conditional Use Permit and Variance to
establish a music school in a lease space previously used for general office purposes
with less than the required number of parking spaces located in the Valley
Boulevard Specific Plan zone.
Staff Recommendation: Appropriate action
Lola Armendariz asked for clarification on the number of students and exactly what
was being taught.
Lawrence Wong, owner of the property next to the subject property., expressed
concerns about parking. He discussed his personal experience with music schools
and cited a lack of parking, pedestrian and traffic safety and possibility negative
impacts on his business. He also cited the danger of traffic on Valley and use of the
alley. His business would have delivery trucks using the alley 24 hours a day. He
was not opposed to music schools in general , but did not think this was the right
location.
Clementina Melgarejo, the applicant, stated that all access to the business would be
from the alley. Instruction would be on a one-to-one basis, with lessons lasting one
hour.
Commissioner Valenzuela clarified that the instruction would be in instruments
only. She was concerned about the use of the alley. She clarified that Mr. Wong’s
business would use the alley around the clock. The city codes did not allow this.
Commissioner Richetts had visited the site and commented that the alley was very
narrow and did not allow adequate access.
Commissioner Craig stated that there were better locations for the proposed school
and could not support the application.
Commissioner Kao stated that the findings required for a variance could not be
made, and therefore he could not support the request.
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MOTION

Commissioner Valenzuela moved to deny Conditional Use Permit CU-06-13 and
Variance V-06-19. Seconded by Commissioner Frueholz, the motion carried with
the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ITEM 10:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

General Plan Amendment GPA-06-1, Tentative Tract Map No. 65432,
Residential Planned Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2,
Variance V-06-20 & Zoning Text Amendment ZTA-06-1
1000 South Fremont Avenue
Applicant: The Alhambra Urban Community LLC
Request: This is an application for a General Plan Amendment, Tentative Tract
Map, Residential Planned Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, Variance
and Zoning Text Amendment for the development of a 351 unit residential
community on a 10.46 acre parcel within an existing office/commercial complex
located in the Professional Office zone. The General Plan Amendment and Text
Amendment propose standards to allow high density residential uses of up to 75
units per acre in the PO zone under certain conditions. The Variance is requested
to allow a two year time limit to obtain a building permit in lieu of the required one
year.
Milan Ratkovich, 1000 South Fremont Avenue, development manager for the
project, gave a presentation on the overall project. The intent was to create a transit
hub, with several local and regional bus lines along Fremont Avenue.
Lillian Anaya commented that the project was in an industrial area and questioned
the success of the project given its location. She had concerns about traffic and
impacts on Marguerita and Marengo. She commented on the lack of amenities. She
was aware of the fitness center, but noted that this required a membership. She also
raised concerns about soil issues and contamination and the three levels of
underground parking. She had not seen any soil reports. People would still drive
no matter how close the services and transit were located.
Lola Armendariz thought the project was too dense, questioned the projected prices
for the new units and thought these were too high given the location. She had
concerns that many units would be sold and then rented out by the owners. She
echoed concerns about traffic, building height, public safety and on-site safety. She
asked for more information on the day care center.
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Mr. Ratkovich explained that the parking was one to two stories underground There
was a soils report which had been submitted along with the environmental
document. The project was designed and intended as an urban residential project
and not a suburban one; therefore, it did not have typical suburban design
characteristics. Regarding the preschool, there was no tenant at this time and this
was not part of the application. He noted that a lease had been signed with LA
Fitness and that it was anticipated that the homeowners association dues would
include a membership. This would allow condominium homeowners to utilize the
facilities which would include a pool, basketball and racquetball courts. The fitness
center would also be open to the general public. with a membership.
Commissioner Kao stated that he thought that the fitness center did not truly qualify
as an amenity and asked if the applicant would be willing to provide an Association
run pool, tennis courts and basketball court. Mr. Ratkovich explained the included
membership to LA Fitness and stated that it was not practical to provide duplicate
facilities at the expense of landscaped open space. He also noted the large common
indoor spaces which could be programmed to meet the recreational needs of the
residents.
Commissioner Kao noted that the fitness center would have to go through the
entitlement process. He asked what would happen if it was not approved. Mr.
Ratkovich stated that in the event that this happened, then accommodation would
have to be made to provide recreational facilities elsewhere on the property.
Commissioner Bunker asked if it was possible to add a condition of approval to
require recreational amenities to be provided in the event that a fitness center was
not approved or built.
Commissioner Valenzuela was not in favor of the proposed general plan and text
amendments based on negative impacts on the area including traffic and schools.
Commissioner Frueholz commented on the six story facades on Date Avenue. He
asked what impact a reduction in height to four or five stories might have.
Mr. Ratkovich explained that the elevations on Date were not monolithic and had
surface variation and articulation to increase visual interest.
Commissioner Craig agreed that people would still continue to drive. The traffic in
the area was already impacted and the project would make it worse. She was not in
favor of the LA Fitness and questioned what would happen in the company went
out of business or was sold, she preferred that the amenities be provided by the
developer.
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Commissioner Richetts stated that the city was in transition. The Planning
Commission needed to look at the community as a whole. He stated that it was in
the developer’s best interest to provide a product that will sell. Consequently he
was not concerned about whether the recreational amenities were provided by LA
Fitness or the developer. He was confident that they would be provided in a manner
which was acceptable to potential buyers. He discussed the history of the property
and the history of this project. He supported the project and urged approval.
Commissioner Bunker discussed the difficult decisions that had been made in the
past by the city. Many of these had not been popular at the time but later proved to
be successful, including the Price Club and the revitalization of the downtown. The
city would have to provide additional housing in the future while protecting the
character of the R-1 zone.
Commissioner Kao concurred and stated that the retention of the parking lot was
obviouusly not the best use of the land. He agreed that the LA Fitness arrangement
was not an ideal situation. He also had reservations about the traffic.
MOTION

Commissioner Valenzuela moved to deny General Plan Amendment GPA-06-1,
Tentative Tract Map No. 65432, Residential Planned Development Permit,
Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2, Variance V-06-20 and Zoning Text Amendment
ZTA-06-1 to the City Council. Seconded by Commissioner Kasper, the motion
failed with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Craig, Kasper, Valenzuela
Frueholz, Kao, Richetts, Bunker
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

Mr. Ratkovich stated that the applicant would be willing to accept a condition
regarding the provision of recreational amenities.
Commissioner Bunker noted the separate hearing for LA Fitness. If the business
was not approved or if traffic impacts cannot be mitigated, what would the
developer do?
Mr. Ratkovich stated accommodations would have to be made either through
reduction in units or other redesign.
Commissioner Frueholz asked if there was a way to reduce size of the project
(reduction in the number of units).
MOTION

Commissioner Richetts moved to continue General Plan Amendment GPA-06-1,
Tentative Tract Map No. 65432, Residential Planned Development Permit,
Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2, Variance V-06-20 and Zoning Text Amendment
ZTA-06-1 to July 3. Seconded by Commissioner Kao, the motion carried with the
following roll call vote:
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AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto

STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS:
There were none.
PUBLIC COMMENTS/ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Lola Armendariz commented that the proposal in Item 10 was still too large and too
dense. Too much time had been spent discussing amenities instead of the main
issue, which was the size and unit density.
COMMISSION ORALS:
Commissioner Valenzuela asked about building inspections required on sale of
property and asked how the City could implement such a program. The
Commission requested that staff investigate and report back.
ADJOURNMENT:
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 11:07 PM to Monday,
July 3, 2006 at 7:30 PM.

_______________________________
Mary Louise Bunker
President

ATTEST:

_______________________
Scott Lee
Principal Planner
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MINUTES
ALHAMBRA PLANNING COMMISSION
Regular Meeting
July 3, 2006
ROLL CALL:
The Alhambra Planning Commission met on July 3, 2006 at 7:30 P.M. in the Council Chambers of
Alhambra City Hall.
Members present: Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Sham, Valenzuela, Yonemoto,
Bunker
Members absent:

None

Also present:

Michael Martin, Development Services Director, Scott Lee, Principal Planner,
Rachel Richman, Deputy City Attorney

CONSENT AGENDA:
ITEM 1:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-05-39
301 North Hidalgo Avenue
Applicant: Dan Quach
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit to
construct a two story addition to an existing house on an approximate land area of
7,250 square feet located in the R-1 (Single Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Continue to July 17

ITEM 2:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-06-28
316 East Norwood Place
Applicant: Luis Carlos
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit to
construct a house behind an existing house on an approximate land area of 10,527
square feet located in the R-2 (Limited Multiple Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Continue to July 17

ITEM 3:

Findings for Denial for Conditional Use Permit CU-06-12 & Variance V-06-22
1300 East Main Street, #107
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 4:

Findings for Denial for Conditional Use Permit CU-06-13 & Variance V-06-19
3027 West Valley Boulevard
Staff Recommendation: Approval

ITEM 5:

Extension of Tentative Tract Map No. 61377 at 109-117 North Fourth Street
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Staff Recommendation: Approval
ITEM 6:

Minutes of June 19

ITEM 7:

Residential Planned Development Permit RP-06-23, Variance V-06-23
& Modification M-06-17
312 South Marengo Avenue
Applicant: Jaime Aquino
Request: This is an application for a Residential Planned Development Permit,
Variance and Modification to construct a second story addition to an existing unit
with a reduced front yard setback and add a rear unit with less than the required
street side yard setback on Maple Court on an approximate land area of 6,300 square
feet located in the R-3 (Multiple Family Residential) zone
Staff Recommendation: Continue to July 17
A citizen requested that Item 6 be heard separately.

MOTION

Commissioner Craig moved to accept staff’s recommendations for Items 1, 2, and
7 (RP-05-39, RP-06-28 and RP-06-23, V-06-23 & M-06-17) of the Consent
Agenda. Seconded by Commissioner Martinez the motion carried with the
following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

MOTION

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Sham, Valenzuela,
Yonemoto, Bunker
None
None

Commissioner Craig moved to accept staff’s recommendations for Items 3, 4 and
5, (Findings for CU-06-12 & V-06-22, Findings for CU-06-13 & V-06-19 and,
Extension of TT 61337) of the Consent Agenda. Seconded by Commissioner
Martinez the motion carried with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Richetts, Valenzuela, Bunker
None
Martinez, Sham, Yonemoto
None

HEARINGS:
ITEM 6:

Minutes of June 19
Lola Armendariz noted a correction to the Minutes.
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MOTION

Commissioner Craig moved to approve the Minutes of June 19 as amended.
Seconded by Commissioner Kasper, the motion carried with the following roll call
vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts,, Valenzuela,,
Bunker
None
Sham, Yonemoto
None

ITEM 8:

Variance V-06-21
1322 West Alhambra Road
Applicant: Luis Carlos Ordonez
Request: This is an application for a Variance to allow less than the required parking
for a recycling facility in conjunction with an existing market located in the R-2
(Limited Multiple Family Residential) zone.
Staff Recommendation: Continue to July 17

MOTION

Commissioner Kao moved to continue Variance V-06-21 to July 17. Seconded by
Commissioner Valenzuela, the motion carried with the following roll call vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

ITEM 9:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao, Kasper, Martinez, Richetts, Sham, Valenzuela,
Yonemoto, Bunker
None
None

General Plan Amendment GPA-06-1, Tentative Tract Map No. 65432,
Residential Planned Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2,
Variance V-06-20 & Zoning Text Amendment ZTA-06-1
1000 South Fremont Avenue
Applicant: The Alhambra Urban Community LLC
Request: This is an application for a General Plan Amendment, Tentative Tract
Map, Residential Planned Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit, Variance
and Zoning Text Amendment for the development of a 351 unit residential
community on a 10.46 acre parcel within an existing office/commercial complex
located in the Professional Office zone. The General Plan Amendment and Text
Amendment propose standards to allow high density residential uses of up to 75
units per acre in the PO zone under certain conditions. The Variance is requested
to allow a two year time limit to obtain a building permit in lieu of the required one
year.
Staff Recommendation: Recommend approval to City Council
Commissioner Sham stated that he had a conflict of interest and would not be
participating in the hearing. He left the Council Chambers.
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Milan Ratkovich, development manager, gave a presentation on the overall project.
He noted other buildings and development of similar or greater height in the
immediate vicinity, compared the unit density to the Gateway Walk and Regency
projects, discussed the target demographics (young couples and singles, empty
nesters, retirees and others looking to downsize). He discussed the recreational
amenities at length, including the new swimming pool, the proposed open space
areas, linear parks, pocket parks and indoor recreation uses (meeting rooms,
exercise areas, and social gathering area, both indoor and outdoor).
Sarah Drobis of Linscott Law and Greenspan, traffic engineer for the project,
discussed the traffic assessment process, the preparation of the traffic study and the
proposed mitigation measures. She also compared the traffic generation potential
of the residential project to an office development and a commercial development
on the same site. The comparison indicated that the residential project would have
the lowest traffic and trip generation impacts.
Mr. Ratkovich discussed impacts on schools, mentioned the school fees to be paid
by the developer, noted that the project could be expected to have approximately 10
school age children when compared to the Gateway Walk project which had a
similar target demographic. He mentioned that the school district was supportive
of the project.
Commissioner Kasper clarified that the swimming pool was new and the remaining
amenities discussed had been present from the beginning of the project. Mr.
Ratkovich stated that this was true.
Commissioner Craig asked if the Date/Mission signal would have an exclusive left
turn phase. Ms. Drobis stated that this was still to be determined in consultation
with the city engineer.
Commissioner Bunker clarified that the developer would pay for the cost of the
traffic signal. She also inquired about security. Mr. Ratkovich stated that the
residential parking garage area would be secured. Guest parking locations were still
to be worked out. The office campus currently contracts with a security company
and this company would also patrol the residential component.
Bob Gin, 15 West Alhambra Road, president of the Alhambra School Board spoke
of the state of the school district, mentioned the use of Average Daily Attendance
which determined the funding that the District received. The District was losing
students and welcomed additional students.
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Lillian Anaya stated that the residential component only included 10.46 acres of
land and not the entire 39 acre office campus. She questioned if this logic would
be used by other properties to allow residential uses on lots smaller than 30 acres.
She noted the lack of street parking in the area, questioned the traffic generation
figures and asked how the unit prices would be at or below market rates. She liked
the project but thought it was too big.
Lola Armendariz repeated her prior comments, that the project was too dense, there
were too many units, and the development was too high at 6 stories. The project
was being done piecemeal and should be done all at once. She thought there should
be a separate pool for children. She questioned the declining enrollment in schools
as compared to the large number of portable classrooms. She had concerns about
earthquake safety and the large amounts of glass in the units.
Owen Guenthard, Executive Director of the Alhambra Chamber of Commerce,
spoke in support of the project, felt that it would be of great benefit to the city and
neighborhood and urged approval.
Mr. Ratkovich reemphasized the benefits of the project to the city and the area.
Commissioner Yonemoto commended the developer for their work on past projects
and on this site and urged approval.
Commissioner Martinez reiterated his support for the project and complimented the
developer for utilizing smart growth principles (proximity to transit, employment
and services, provision of open space). He echoed the concerns about declining
enrollment in the local schools.
Commissioner Craig commended the developer for the revisions and the
presentation. Regarding the traffic, she felt this could be acceptable with the
mitigation measures. She was still concerned with the height and the unit density.
She would rather see the high density at this location rather than on West Main
Street.
Commissioner Kao thanked the developer for the revisions and expanded
presentation. He praised the proposed open space concept with the large spaces
made possible by the density. He was also concerned with the six story height, but
since this portion of the project was facing an industrial area and the county offices,
the concern was lessened. He would rather see a well designed and built six story
project than a poorly designed and cheaply built three story project.
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Commissioner Kasper stated that change in the city was inevitable. With each
project the Commission had to determine if this was the best project possible. He
thought the traffic study was flawed as it did not include Marengo or Marguerita.
The design was not compatible with the existing office campus. He stated that this
project might be preferable to the West Main projects. The project was still too
dense and the traffic study inadequate.
Commissioner Bunker commended the developer on the project. Design, school
fees, unit density as compared to other recent large projects.
MOTION

Commissioner Yonemoto moved to recommend approval of General Plan
Amendment GPA-06-1, Tentative Tract Map No. 65432, Residential Planned
Development Permit, Conditional Use Permit CU-06-2, Variance V-06-20 and
Zoning Text Amendment ZTA-06-1 to the City Council as recommended by staff.
Seconded by Commissioner Richetts, the motion carried with the following roll call
vote:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Craig, Frueholz, Kao,, Martinez, Richetts, Valenzuela, Yonemoto,
Bunker
Kasper
Sham
None

STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS:
Mr. Martin stated that the draft EIR and Master Plan for the West Main Corridor
project should be available in the next week and would be distributed to the Planning
Commission. The hearing before the Planning Commission would be in early
August.
PUBLIC COMMENTS/ORAL COMMUNICATIONS:
Lillian Anaya mentioned an article in the Star News concerning the Long Beach
Freeway and informed the Planning Commission of the availability of a technical
report on the matter.
COMMISSION ORALS:
There were none.
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ADJOURNMENT:
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:58 PM to Monday,
July 17, 2006 at 7:30 PM.

_______________________________
Mary Louise Bunker
President

ATTEST:

_______________________
Scott Lee
Principal Planner
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