
 

Community Development 
Department  

Memo 
 

DATE:  May 12, 2026 

TO:   Planning Commission  

FROM:  Robert (Dean) Flores, Senior Planner  

RE: Additional Documents, Items No. 3, 4, and 5  

  

Please accept this Additional Documents Memo as described below: 

• Attachment 1: Item No. 3 – Public Comments received by noon on May 12, 
2026. 

• Attachment 2: Item No. 4 – Revised Remediation Plan/Calculation to replace 
page Agenda packet page numbers 4-49 and 4-65. 

• Attachment 3: Item No. 5 – Public Comments received by noon on May 12, 
2026. 

  



Attachment 1 

Revised Item No. 3 – Public Comments received by noon on 

May 12, 2026 

  



Attachment 2 

Item No. 4 – Item No. 4 – Revised Remediation 

Plan/Calculation 

  



Attachment 3 

Item No. 5 – Public Comments received by noon on May 12, 

2026 

 



From: Josh Albrektson
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Public Comment Item 3
Date: Sunday, May 10, 2026 12:10:10 AM

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

The idea of putting a 6 foot high fence on the front property is extremely unfriendly to the
neighborhood aesthetics and was rightly rejected. This would create a wall in a place that the
neighbors walk and make it a hostile walk.  You don't see this kind of thing with the
bungalows that Calvary owns on Brent Street.  Calvary places the fence between each
structure.  That is exactly where Holy Family should place any fence they want.  

Their examples of schools on 3-19 to 3-23 are schools that contain the whole block.  They
don't have people living next to them.  

Holy family wants to claim the front yards of single family homes and turn it into school
grounds.  That doesn't happen anywhere else in SoPas and should not be allowed here.

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

mailto:PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov
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From: laurie southpasadena.net
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Agenda Item 5 for 5/12/2026 Planning Commission Meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 12, 2026 11:26:52 AM
Attachments: Outlook-bs2ow222.png

SPCC-OppositiontoZoningCodeAmendments_5.12.26.pdf

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

On behalf of the South Pasadena Chamber of Commerce, local business owners,
stakeholders, and commercial property owners, we would like to share that we
recently submitted the attached formal letter to the City Council expressing our
opposition to the proposed Zoning Code and Downtown Specific Plan amendments
related to new community meeting requirements and transferring Conditional Use
Permit authority for alcohol and live entertainment uses from the Planning
Commission to the City Council.

We appreciate the opportunity to share with the Planning Commission the reasons for
our opposition and our concerns regarding the long-term impact these changes may
have on South Pasadena’s business environment and economic vitality.

While we support thoughtful community engagement and responsible land use
planning, we believe the proposed changes will unintentionally create additional
costs, delays, and uncertainty for small businesses and prospective tenants
considering South Pasadena.

Specifically, we are concerned that:

Requiring an additional mandatory community meeting before the CUP process
will increase upfront expenses and extend timelines for applicants before a
project is even deemed viable.
Shifting CUP authority from the Planning Commission to the City Council
changes what is currently a technical, quasi-judicial review process into a more
political process, creating uncertainty for business owners, landlords, lenders,
and investors.
Adding a two-step approval process — Planning Commission recommendation
followed by City Council action — will lengthen entitlement timelines and make it
harder for independent and small businesses to succeed in South Pasadena’s
already challenging retail environment.
Expanding Council review of live entertainment permits may discourage
restaurants and retailers from investing in the vibrant, walkable downtown
environment envisioned in the Downtown Specific Plan.

We also respectfully encourage the Commission to closely evaluate comparisons
being made to neighboring or peer cities regarding enhanced community engagement
requirements. We believe it is important that policy decisions be based on accurate
context about how similarly situated small cities administer these types of land use

mailto:PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov
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approvals.

We also want to emphasize that the current CUP process already includes public
noticing, public hearings, and opportunities for community input. Responsible
operators are already engaging neighbors and stakeholders under the existing
system, and the existing process already provides meaningful opportunities for public
participation.

For these reasons, we respectfully urge the Planning Commission to recommend
preserving the City’s current, well-functioning processes by:

Keeping CUP review authority with the Planning Commission;
Maintaining the existing 300-foot noticing radius;
Preserving the Administrative Use Permit process for accessory live
entertainment uses; and
Instead focusing on creating clear operational guidelines and standards that can
be consistently applied to all businesses within the Downtown Specific Plan
area.

In short, we ask the Commission to keep what is working and avoid adding burdens
that may discourage the small businesses and local operators our community says it
wants to support.

Thank you for your consideration.

Signed:  Karie Reynolds                    Laurie Wheeler
    Chair of the Board                    President/CEO

South Pasadena Chamber of Commerce
1121 Mission Street
South Pasadena, CA 91030
Office:  626-441-2339
Cell:  626-862-9411
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From: Josh Albrektson
To: PlanningComments
Subject: Item 5 Public comment
Date: Monday, May 11, 2026 8:01:48 AM

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

Do we want new businesses to open in South Pasadena, or not???  I've watched MANY
planning commissions in other cities and watched many CUP processes, and I have never seen
anything this insane.  

It will add Thousands of dollars to any person considering opening a restaurant in South
Pasadena.  Having them cover the cost of the mailings and a community meeting that will be
attended by the same people 10 people who don't want anything new in South Pasadena.

Has Staff consulted with ANY business about this process???  After what they tried to do to
Villas Tacos, I doubt it.  

Does the planning commission think the kind of people who would go to Giddy Ostrich would
show up to this meeting before it has it's first public meeting???  Do you think there will be
actual constructive input from people who would actually attend the business???

Or is it just forcing anybody who wants to consider opening a business to spend thousands of
dollars to give every NIMBY a chance to try to tank the business before it even opens.  Or
they pay tons of money and nobody shows up.  Regardless, this is not the kind of policy that a
cities that wants good businesses in their city should adopt.  

These kind of reforms proposed by our planning department are designed to make sure
Mission street sucks.
-- 
Josh Albrektson MD
Neuroradiologist by night
Crime fighter by day

mailto:PlanningComments@southpasadenaca.gov
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