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R28. Response to Comments from Carlos Chacon, submitted via email March 2, 2023. 

R28-1 This comment states that implementation of  the Project would impact the historical 

significance of  the E.O. Nay and C.W. Koiner golf  course. As stated on page 27 of  the 

IS/MND, to ensure that the ultimate Project design (including lighting components) is 

executed to achieve a maximum level of  compatibility with the Pasadena Arroyo Park and 

Recreational District, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires the RBOC retain a qualified 

historic preservation professional to ensure that alterations to the driving range, design of  

the miniature golf  course, and overall modifications to the Golf  Course are compatible 

with the existing Brookside Golf  Course landscape and the Pasadena Arroyo Park and 

Recreational District. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that design of  

the Project would avoid any impacts to the historical resource. 

R28-2 This comment states that the proposed hours of  operation would result in increased 

nighttime lighting, which would be an intrusion of  the neighborhood and would draw 

unwanted activity to the Project Site. Please see Topical Response 2, Lighting, regarding 

the City’s lighting regulations and how the Project complies with all policies regarding 

lighting, and requires additional mitigation measures to ensure impacts associated with 

lighting would be less-than-significant. 

R28-3 This comment states that increasing the size of  the existing facility would result in parking 

issues. Please see Topical Response 7, Transportation and Parking, which describes that 

IS/MND accurately assesses impacts related to transportation consistent with the CEQA 

Guidelines and the City’s adopted methodology, and also addresses comments received 

regarding parking.  

R28-4 This comment expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The 

commenter’s statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its 

decision-making for this project. This comment is not a direct comment on the content 

or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue. As directed 

by Section 15131(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  a project shall 

not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no further response 

is required. 

R28-5 This comment states that the Arroyo Seco should be treated with historic value and should 

not be exploited by commercialization ventures. As stated in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, 

of  the IS/MND, the Historic Resources Technical Report completed for the Project 

(Appendix D to the IS/MND) ensured that alterations to the driving range, design of  the 

miniature golf  course, and overall modifications to the Golf  Course are compatible with 

the existing Brookside Golf  Complex landscape and the Pasadena Arroyo Park and 

Recreational District so that the historic integrity of  the Pasadena Arroyo Park and 

Recreational District is maintained. The Historic Resources Technical Report determined 

that alterations included in the Project would be in areas that have previously been altered 
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and changed over time. Additionally, the Project would not destroy or alter the physical 

characteristics that make the Brookside Golf  Course a historical listing as a contributing 

feature of  the Pasadena Arroyo Park and Recreation District. Because the majority of  the 

site elements that characterize the Brookside Golf  Course would continue to retain their 

original location, general overall boundaries, and routing, the Brookside Golf  Course 

would continue to convey its historic significance.  
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R29. Response to Comments from Allen Gharapetian, submitted via email March 2, 2023. 

R29-1 This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the Project. The comment 

provides no specific issue regarding the detailed technical analyses contained within the 

IS/MND regarding these topics. The commenter’s statements will be provided to the 

RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-making for this project. This comment 

is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a 

specific environmental issue; therefore, no further response is required. 

R29-2 This comment states the at the removal of  45 trees, construction of  new lighting, and 

expansion of  the existing driving range, and increase in traffic within areas surround the 

Project Site, irresponsible, environmentally problematic, and unacceptable. The comment 

provides no specific comment regarding the environmental analysis contained in the 

IS/MND regarding these issues. Please see Topical Response 7, Transportation and Parking, 

Topical Response 2, Lighting, and Topical Response 3, Tree Removal and Wildlife, for more 

information. 

R29-3 The comment states that traffic and parking issues in the areas surround the Brookside 

Golf  Course have increased in recent years. Please see Topical Response 7, Transportation 

and Parking, which describes that IS/MND accurately assesses impacts related to 

transportation consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s adopted methodology, 

and also addresses comments received regarding parking. Additionally, the commenter 

states that excessive sound and increased lighting are issues that the RBOC has failed to 

address or remedy, despite complaints from residents. Please see Topical Response 2, 

Lighting, and Topical Response 5, Noise, regarding the City’s lighting and noise regulations 

and how the Project complies with all policies regarding noise and lighting, and requires 

additional mitigation measures for potential lighting impacts, to ensure impacts associated 

with noise and lighting would be less-than-significant. 

R29-4 This comment states that implementation of  the Project will negatively impact the Arroyo 

Seco. The comment provides no specific issue regarding the detailed technical analyses 

contained within the IS/MND regarding these topics. The commenter’s statements will 

be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-making for this 

project. However; this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of  

the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue; therefore, no further 

response is required. 
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R30. Response to Comments from Laura Burke, submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

R30-1 This comment states that the implementation of  the Project would result in an increase 

of  vehicular traffic in areas surrounding the Project Site, which would make nonvehicular 

recreational activities like walking, running, and cycling, unsafe. As described in Section 

3.17, Transportation, of  the IS/MND, the Project would be developed entirely within the 

Brookside Golf  Course and would be accessed via existing adjacent parking lots and 

Brookside Golf  Course pathways, similar to existing conditions. Operation of  the Project 

would not require any changes to the existing circulation system, including the Rose Bowl 

Recreational Loop or equestrian trails. Additionally, the miniature golf  course would serve 

existing users of  the Brookside Golf  Course and Central Arroyo recreational users, and 

the Project is not anticipated to increase attendance at the golf  course, but rather to 

capture existing users. Existing driveways and parking areas are sufficient to serve both 

the project and the many user groups that access the Central Arroyo.  
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R31. Response to Comments from Marcus Renner, submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

R31-1 This comment states that the location of  the proposed miniature golf  course would not 

be appropriate because it would disrupt the flow of  the flood control channel. As 

described on page 80 of  the IS/MND, the Arroyo Seco channel, a subgrade concrete-

lined feature, crosses the Brookside Golf  Course and forms the western boundary of  the 

reoriented driving range. However, the Project would not require any physical 

construction within the channel nor would it result in indirect impacts to the channel. The 

majority of  the Project would result in similar amounts of  impervious surfaces as the 

existing driving range (all natural turf). The Project is a continued use of  golf  activities 

that have occurred along the Arroyo Seco for decades. The recent storm events and water 

within the channel did not affect the adjacent golf  course uses. No inhabitable structures 

are proposed within the golf  course. As stated on page 80 of  the IS/MND, the increase 

in bays within the proposed driving range, as well as limited new impervious features 

associated with the miniature golf  course, would result in an increase of  impervious 

surfaces and would be similar to current conditions. Thus, the Project would not create or 

contribute runoff  water that would exceed the capacity of  existing or planned stormwater 

drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of  polluted runoff. 

Additionally, as described on page 82 of  the IS/MND, incorporation of  landscaping and 

replacement of  pervious surfaces would ensure that the Project would result in similar 

drainage patterns as the existing golf  course and would not substantially increase the rate 

or amount of  surface run-off  in which would result in flooding on- or offsite. Therefore, 

no revisions to the IS/MND are necessary. 

R31-2 This comment recommends an alternate location for the proposed miniature golf  course. 

Please see Topical Response 8, Project Alternatives, regarding the alternatives and how the 

IS/MND is sufficient in not evaluating environmental impacts of  other alternatives. The 

RBOC has no jurisdiction over lands associated with I-710 and this is not a viable 

alternative for consideration.  
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R32. Response to Comments from Marie Levine, submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

R32-1 This comment states their concern regard the Project’s potential impacts to wildlife 

including birds in the Arroyo Seco. The commenter states that the information provided 

in the IS/MND and Appendix C, Biological Resources Assessment, is minimal and incomplete. 

Additionally, the commenter states that the Central Arroyo Seco is part of  a complex 

Wildlife Corridor and habitat system.  

In addition to a field survey conducted by a qualified biologist for this project, the 

Biological Resources Assessment included a review of  multiple biological diversity 

databases, including California Department of  Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California 

Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB), California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) 

Inventory of  Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of  California, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service’s (USFWS) Critical Habitat Portal, to determine the potential for special-status 

species and other sensitive biological resources to occur within the Project Site and survey 

area. While the databases identified species have been previously documented within or 

in close proximity to the survey area (most in the early- to mid-1900’s), in its current state, 

suitable habitat within the Project Site is not present. As discussed on page 45 of  the 

IS/MND, implementation of  Measures MM-BIO-1 would ensure avoidance of  impacts 

to nesting birds during construction as well as any potential indirect impacts that may be 

created by the Project. A qualified biologist will conduct a nesting bird survey within 3 

days prior to the proposed start date, to identify any active nests within 500 feet of  the 

Project Site. If  an active nest is found, the nest shall be avoided, and a suitable buffer zone 

shall be delineated in the field such that no impacts shall occur until the chicks have 

fledged the nest as determined by a qualified biologist. Please see Topical Response 3, Tree 

Removal and Wildlife, regarding the procedures that would be taken by the RBOC to 

minimize potential impacts to wildlife within the Project Site. 

R32-2 The comment states that Brookside Golf  Course, including the Project Site, is home to 

many bird species and is a part of  a significant Migratory Bird “flyaway”. Implementation 

and operation of  the Project would not be anticipated to negatively affect birds in the 

Project because conditions during operation of  the Project would be essentially the same 

as existing conditions of  the Brookside Golf  Course. Thus, inclusion of  the proposed 

netting surrounding the driving range would not negatively affect birds on the Project Site, 

including hawks and owls, since the Project Site currently contains netting within the 

existing driving range. There has never been a recorded incident of  wildlife getting caught 

in the current netting. 

Additionally, implementation of  Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would minimize potential 

indirect impacts to nesting birds that may utilize ornamental/landscape vegetation onsite 

and/or wildlife movement along the Arroyo Seco, requiring nighttime lighting associated 

with the driving range and miniature golf  course to be shielded downward to limit spillage. 

Construction associated with this Project is relatively low in scale, and especially in 
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comparison to the large events held in the Arroyo Seco throughout the year. Even with 

those events, which include thousands of  cars parking on the golf  course, amplified 

sound, and significantly increased activity, birds still continue to utilize this area. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence that human activities in the Arroyo negatively impact 

the presence of  birds. There has never been a recorded incident of  wildlife getting caught 

in the current netting. There is no reason to believe that this Project would have a different 

result.  

R32-3 This comment questions how lighting and noise from the Project will negatively impact 

wildlife within the Central Arroyo Seco, and the surrounding areas. As demonstrated in 

the IS/MND, the Project applies the appropriate threshold used for all projects in the City 

of  Pasadena, including other projects in the Central Arroyo. In this case, the Project would 

have a significant impact on neighboring areas if  the site lighting produces an illuminance 

of  greater than 1.0 foot-candle on any residential property. The lighting assessment 

included in the IS/MND demonstrates that the light loss spill factor would be 0.95, less 

than the 1-foot candle threshold, at the property line. Given the precise lighting 

specifications are not known at this time (nor required to be known), the IS/MND 

requires a quantified, measurable mitigation measure with performance standards in place 

that must be met before lighting is installed (see mitigation measure AES-1). Please also 

see Topical Response 2, Lighting, regarding the City’s lighting regulations and how the 

Project complies with all policies regarding lighting, and requires additional mitigation 

measures to ensure impacts associated with lighting would be less-than-significant. As 

such, the IS/MND includes a well-supported impact assessment (including appropriate 

performance-based mitigation) to ensure that impacts related to lighting would be less 

than significant. Additionally, there is a discussion regarding impacts to wildlife from 

lighting which is addressed beginning on page 45 of  the IS/MND, and mitigation measure 

BIO-2 is required in order to reduce potential lighting impacts. The RBOC must, through 

adoption of  this mitigation measure, enforce and demonstrate compliance and will do so 

as the Lead Agency for this project. Finally, the implication that the lighting will be on all 

night is not accurate. 
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R33. Response to Comments from Arnold Siegel, submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

R33-1 This comment states that the increased number of  projects in the Arroyo Seco are 

commercializing the area and increasing traffic and noise, and reducing the number of  

trees in the area. Additionally, the commenter states that Project is being piecemealed, and 

the RBOC has failed to consider cumulative impacts. As described on page 118 of  the 

IS/MND, the potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the independent impacts of  

a given project are combined with the impacts of  related projects in proximity to the 

Project Site that would create impacts that are greater than those of  the project alone. 

Related projects include past, current, and/or probable future projects whose 

development could contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts in conjunction 

with a given project. The RBOC is undergoing a broad planning process to consider 

various improvements at the Rose Bowl and Brookside Golf  Course to assist in meeting 

long-term revenue needs. While a variety of  different options are under review, including 

operational changes and potentially other improvements, none of  these changes are 

funded or considered reasonably foreseeable at this time. Therefore, there are no known 

reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects located in the immediate vicinity of  the 

Project. As demonstrated in this analysis, there would be no long-term significant 

operational impacts that would result from the Project. As such, there is no contribution 

to cumulative impacts from the Project. Additionally, based on the relatively small and 

localized scale of  this Project, and that no other cumulative projects are identified in the 

area, the Project would not result in impacts that are individually limited but cumulatively 

considerable. 

R33-2 This comment states that it is the RBOC’s responsibility to consider alternatives for the 

Project. However, as stated in Topical Response 8, Alternatives, the purpose of  an 

alternatives analysis is to look at ways to avoid or reduce identified significant 

environmental impacts of  a proposed project. An IS/MND is only prepared for projects 

that are demonstrated not to have any significant environmental impacts, or where 

mitigation can be adopted to reduce all significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

The case cited by the commenter is in relation to an EIR and is not relevant to this Project. 

Therefore, because the Project, which as supported throughout the IS/MND and 

corresponding detailed technical analyses, has been determined to have no significant 

environmental impacts, no analysis of  alternatives is required. Therefore, no revisions are 

required.  

R33-3 This comment states that the Project description is insufficient. Please see Topical 

Response 1, Unstable Project Description, regarding the required contents of  the Project 

Description, which in this IS/MND, contains sufficient information to inform the public 

about all elements of  the Project – from design, through construction, and long-term 

operation – and to adequately analyze environmental impacts of  Project implementation 

and define appropriate mitigation. Additionally, the commenter poses questions regarding 

tree removal, increase of  light, and additionally traffic impacts that would result from the 
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Project. Please see Topical Response 3, Tree Removal and Wildlife, Topical Response 2, 

Lighting, and Topical Response 7, Transportation and Parking, for more information. All of  

the information requested by the commenter has been provided in the IS/MND and these 

responses. No further revisions are required.  

R33-4 This comment expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The 

comment provides no specific issue regarding the detailed technical analyses contained 

within the IS/MND regarding these topics. The commenter’s statements will be provided 

to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-making for this project. However; 

this comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of  the IS/MND and 

does not raise a specific environmental issue. As directed by Section 15131(a) of  the 

CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  a project shall not be treated as 

significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no further response is required. 

.  
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R34. Response to Comments from Adry Furchtgott, submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

R34-1 This comment states the commenter’s opposition to the implementation of  the miniature 

golf  course in the Project Site, because it will be detrimental to the natural habitat of  local 

wildlife in the Arroyo Seco. Since the Brookside Golf  Course includes landscaped 

vegetation, developed land uses, and unvegetated concrete-lined channel, the Project Site 

would not be considered a natural habitat. Please see Topical Response 3, Tree Removal and 

Wildlife, regarding the procedures that would be taken by the RBOC to minimize potential 

impacts to wildlife within the Project Site. Additionally, the commenter states that the 

Project would include unnecessary and harmful non-native turf  to the Arroyo Seco. As 

stated on page 49 of  the IS/MND, the Project would be consistent with Section 2.2, 

“Landscape Improvements” of  the Arroyo Seco Design Guidelines, and would preserve 

the historical heritage of  the City of  Pasadena and the Arroyo Seco, preserve and protect 

natural resources, use California native/drought tolerant plant species, and use turf  

varieties that are water conserving, tolerant of  heavy use, and not dependent on chemical 

fertilizers for their success.  

R34-2 This comment expresses the commenter’s opposition to the implementation of  the 

miniature golf  course. The comment provides no specific issue regarding the detailed 

technical analyses contained within the IS/MND regarding these topics. The commenter’s 

statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-

making for this project. However; this comment is not a direct comment on the content 

or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue; therefore, 

no further response is required. 
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O1. Response to Comments from Evan Davis of the West Pasadena Residents Association, 
submitted via email February 23, 2023. 

O1-1 This comment summarizes West Pasadena Residents Association (WPRA) involvement 

and acknowledges the RBOC’s efforts to achieve self-sufficiency but oppose the Project. 

The comment provides no specific issue regarding the detailed technical analyses 

contained within the IS/MND regarding these topics. This comment will be provided to 

the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-making for this Project.  

O1-2 This comment states that the IS/MND does not provide an accurate, stable, and finite 

Project Description for the Project. Please see Topical Response 1, Unstable Project 

Description, regarding the required contents of  the Project Description, which in this 

IS/MND, contains sufficient information to inform the public about all elements of  the 

Project – from design, through construction, and long-term operation – and to adequately 

analyze environmental impacts of  Project implementation and define appropriate 

mitigation. 

O1-3 This comment expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The 

commenter’s statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its 

decision-making for this project. However; this comment is not a direct comment on the 

content or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue. 

As directed by Section 15131(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  

a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no 

further response is required. The commenter also refers to a separate letter provided by 

Nina Chomsky. Please see responses to this letter O5 below.  

O1-4 This comment states that implementation of  the Project would result in increased levels 

of  lighting and noise. Please see Topical Response 2, Lighting, regarding the City’s lighting 

regulations and how the Project complies with all policies regarding lighting, and requires 

additional mitigation measures to ensure impacts associated with lighting would be less-

than-significant. Additionally, please see Topical Response 5, Noise, regarding the City’s 

noise regulations and how the Project complies with all policies regarding noise to ensure 

impacts associated with noise would be less-than-significant. No amplified noise is 

proposed. The commenter also states that the Project would result in increased traffic 

issues in areas surrounding the Brookside Golf  Course. Please see Topical Response 7, 

Transportation and Parking, which describes that IS/MND accurately assesses impacts 

related to transportation consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s adopted 

methodology, and also addresses comments received regarding parking. 

O1-5 This comment expresses concern regarding tree removals and that the Project will 

negatively impact wildlife in the Brookside Golf  Course. Please see Topical Response 3, 

Tree Removal and Wildlife, regarding the procedures that would be taken by the RBOC to 

minimize potential impacts to trees and wildlife within the Project Site. Additionally, the 
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comment states that implementation of  the Project would impact the historical fabric of  

the Arroyo Seco. The IS/MND includes a comprehensive historical analysis and provides 

a well-supported conclusion that there would be no impact to the historical resource. The 

comment provides no specific issue or concern with the analysis provided.  

O1-6 This comment expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The 

commenter’s statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its 

decision-making for this project. However; this comment is not a direct comment on the 

content or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue. 

As directed by Section 15131(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  

a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no 

further response is required. 

O1-7 This comment states that the Project has not released a thorough “proof  of  concept”. 

Assuming the comment is regarding the amount of  detail provided in the project 

description, please see Topical Response 1, Project Description. To the extent that this 

comment is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of  the IS/MND, it does 

not raise a specific environmental issue. 

O1-8 This comment states that the Rose Bowl Stadium and the Brookside Golf  Course are on 

the National Register of  Historic Places. This is a correct statement and potential impacts 

to the historical resource are comprehensively addressed in the Historical Resources 

Technical Report found as Appendix D to the IS/MND, which was prepared by local 

experts at Historic Resources Group (HRG). As summarized on page 27 of  the IS/MND, 

to ensure that the ultimate Project design (including lighting components) is executed to 

achieve a maximum level of  compatibility with the Pasadena Arroyo Park and Recreational 

District, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 requires the RBOC retain a qualified historic 

preservation professional to ensure that alterations to the driving range, design of  the 

miniature golf  course, and overall modifications to the Golf  Course are compatible with 

the existing Brookside Golf  Course landscape and the Pasadena Arroyo Park and 

Recreational District. The RBOC would ensure that the design of  the expanded and 

reoriented driving range and miniature golf  course are compatible with existing design 

elements of  the Brookside Golf  Course Complex and are sensitive to the location within 

the Historic District, the Arroyo Seco, and the adjacent Rose Bowl. Additionally, the 

Project would be subject to the City’s Design Review process as defined in the Pasadena 

Municipal Code. Therefore, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would ensure that design of  the 

Project would avoid any impacts to the historical resource. 

O1-9 This comment states that the Project may be in violation of  the Arroyo Seco Master Plan 

and/or the Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance. Please see Topical Response 4, Land 

Use and Planning, regarding how implementation of  the Project would comply with the 

Arroyo Seco Master Plan and the Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance.  
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COMMENT O2 - Geoffrey Baum (West Pasadena Residents Association) (3 pages) 
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O2. Response to Comments from Geoffrey Baum of the West Pasadena Residents Association, 
submitted via email March 3, 2023. This is the same comment letter as O1 above.  

Please see responses O1-1 through O1-9 for responses.  
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O3. Response to Comments from Greg King of Pasadena Beautiful, submitted via email March 
3, 2023. 

O3-1 This comment summarizes the role of  Pasadena Beautiful as an organization, and 

expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The commenter’s 

statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-

making for this project. However; this comment is not a direct comment on the content 

or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue. As directed 

by Section 15131(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  a project shall 

not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no further response 

is required. 

O3-2 This comment expresses opposition to the proposed tree removal. Please see Topical 

Response 3, Tree Removal and Wildlife, regarding the procedures that would be taken by the 

RBOC to minimize potential impacts to trees and wildlife within the Project Site. 

O3-3 This comment expresses concerns regarding financial analysis for the Project. The 

commenter’s statements will be provided to the RBOC for its consideration as part of  its 

decision-making for this project. This comment is not a direct comment on the content 

or adequacy of  the IS/MND and does not raise a specific environmental issue. As directed 

by Section 15131(a) of  the CEQA Guidelines, economic or social effects of  a project shall 

not be treated as significant effects on the environment. Therefore, no further response 

is required. 

O3-4 Please see comment response O3-2 above. The potential loss of  trees and tree canopies 

(as providing nesting habitat) on the entirely landscaped golf  course is adequately 

addressed in the IS/MND and supporting technical analysis (see Appendix C, Biological 

Assessment).  

O3-5 This comment states that there is no environmental assessment of  light pollution to 

wildlife. However, there is a discussion regarding impacts to wildlife from lighting which 

is addressed beginning on page 45 of  the IS/MND, and mitigation measure BIO-2 is 

required in order to reduce potential lighting impacts. Please also see Topical Response 2, 

Lighting, regarding the City’s lighting regulations and how the Project complies with all 

policies regarding lighting, and requires additional mitigation measures to ensure impacts 

associated with lighting would be less-than-significant.  

O3-6 The comment asks what the negative environmental impacts will be associated with 

increased congestion. Impacts associated with traffic, including air quality, greenhouse gas 

emissions, and noise, are addressed throughout the IS/MND. Please also see Topical 

Response 7, Transportation and Parking, which describes that IS/MND accurately assesses 

impacts related to transportation consistent with the CEQA Guidelines and the City’s 

adopted methodology. 
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O3-7 This comment summarizes previous comments provided by the commenter. Please 

comment responses O3-1 through O3-6 above.  
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O4. Response to Comments from Robert Baderian of First Tee Greater Pasadena, submitted via 
email March 2, 2023. 

O4-1 This comment expresses support for the Project. The comment will be provided to the 

RBOC for its consideration as part of  its decision-making for this Project. No further 

response is required. 
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COMMENT O5 - Nina Chomsky (LVAA) (7 pages) 
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O5. Response to Comments from Nina Chomsky of Linda Vista-Annandale Association, 
submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

O5-1 This comment states that the IS/MND does not provide a stable and “finite” description 

of  the Project and cites case law for the stopthemillenniumhollywood.com v City of  Los 

Angeles. Comparison of  the Project analyzed in the IS/MND to the case law cited is not 

comparable here, where that project included a land use equivalency review in a project 

description with multiple scenarios. That is not applicable here. While the commenter 

asserts there is misleading and insufficient information, they provide no specific detail or 

information that is lacking or is contradictory in nature. The Project evaluates a conceptual 

site plan, a project site for which all potential activities would occur, operational details, 

and construction information. While there is not a “final approved design” available at 

the time the IS/MND was prepared, nor does CEQA require such, all components of  the 

Project have been adequately disclosed and properly evaluated. In lieu of  having a “final 

approved design,” the IS/MND appropriately analyzes what the maximum extent of  

physical impacts to the environment would be from Project implementation. The scope 

and details of  the Project are clearly detailed and sufficient for which to inform the public, 

conduct a comprehensive analysis, and impose mitigation measures where necessary.  

Regarding tree removals, the IS/MND appropriately determines a maximum extent of  

physical impacts associated with the Project. The IS/MND also details the process for 

future implementation of  the Project, which includes City issuance of  a Conditional Use 

Permit (CUP). As part of  the City’s process to issue a future CUP, the City will be required 

to review the IS/MND and make findings that the CEQA review addresses the final 

design and that all impacts and mitigation measures are appropriate. Approval of  this 

CEQA document does not replace the need for the RBOC to comply with mitigation 

measures and comply with the various policies and regulatory requirements set forth by 

the City of  Pasadena.  

Please also see Topical Response 1, Unstable Project Description, regarding the required 

contents of  the Project Description, which in this IS/MND, contains sufficient 

information to inform the public about all elements of  the Project – from design, through 

construction, and long-term operation – and to adequately analyze environmental impacts 

of  Project implementation and define appropriate mitigation. 

O5-2 This comment states that the IS/MND defers mitigation measures and states that the 

regulatory processes in place that assure City policies and objectives are met, is deferral 

of  mitigation. This is not the case. The processes set forth by the Urban Forestry Advisory 

Commission (UFAC), City of  Pasadena Design Commission, and City Manager are 

regulatory requirements imposed on this and all projects. Reliance on these requirements, 

and applying mitigation measures where needed in the event of  significant impacts, is 

appropriate and adequate.  
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O5-3 This comment states that the IS/MND does not fully study and analyze lighting impacts 

of  the Project as it relates to wildlife, and cites the Central Arroyo Seco as an 

environmentally sensitive recreational area subject to Rose Bowl Stadium events and 

activities, and cites the City of  Land Use Element goal 10.11 around the balance of  land 

uses and activities. The comment assumes, without basis, there will be a permanent night 

glow resulting from the Project, and implies that this is a natural area that is devoid of  

lighting in the existing condition. On the contrary, there is lighting throughout the Central 

Arroyo, associated with the Rose Bowl Stadium, the Rose Bowl Loop, the parking lots, the 

Rose Bowl Aquatic Center, the numerous Jackie Robinson sports fields, and other uses. It 

is the most highly activated recreational area in Pasadena, including for evening events. 

Additionally, there are a multitude of  events that occur throughout the year at the Rose 

Bowl Stadium and Brookside Golf  Course itself, which include substantial event lighting.  

As demonstrated in the IS/MND, the Project applies the appropriate threshold used for 

all projects in the City of  Pasadena, including other projects in the Central Arroyo. In this 

case, the Project would have a significant impact on neighboring areas if  the site lighting 

produces an illuminance of  greater than 1.0 foot-candle on any residential property. The 

lighting assessment included in the IS/MND demonstrates that the light loss spill factor 

would be 0.95, less than the 1-foot candle threshold, at the property line – and will not be 

lit all night, as implied by the comment. Given the precise lighting specifications are not 

known at this time (nor required to be known), the IS/MND requires a quantified, 

measurable mitigation measure with performance standards in place that must be met 

before lighting is installed (see mitigation measure AES-1). Additionally, there is a discussion 

regarding impacts to wildlife from lighting which is addressed beginning on page 45 of  

the IS/MND, and mitigation measure BIO-2 is required in order to reduce potential 

lighting impacts. The RBOC must, through adoption of  this mitigation measure, enforce 

and demonstrate compliance and will do so as the Lead Agency for this project. The 

commenter has no basis to assume that the RBOC will not enforce the mitigation 

measures it adopts. Please also see Topical Response 2, Lighting, regarding the City’s 

lighting regulations and how the Project complies with all policies regarding lighting, and 

requires additional mitigation measures to ensure impacts associated with lighting would 

be less-than-significant. As such, the IS/MND includes a well-supported impact 

assessment (including appropriate performance-based mitigation) to ensure that impacts 

related to lighting would be less than significant.  

In addition, please see Topical Response 4, Land Use and Planning, regarding how 

implementation of  the Project would comply with the Arroyo Seco Master Plan and the 

Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance. 

O5-4 This comment states that the project does not adequately analyze noise and lighting 

impacts that could result from the Project. Please see response to comment O5-3 above, 

Topical Response 2, Lighting, and Topical Response 5, Noise, regarding the City’s lighting 

and noise regulations and how the Project complies with required policies and regulations 
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and sets forth appropriate enforceable mitigation measures where appropriate. With 

respect to noise, it is worth noting that Project involves a continuation of  the same golf  

uses that have occurred on the site for decades – there is no change in use. It is a golf  

project on an existing golf  course.  

O5-5 This comment states that the Project fails to consider and apply the Arroyo Seco Public 

Lands Ordinance. Please see Topical Response 4, Land Use and Planning, regarding how 

implementation of  the Project would comply with the Arroyo Seco Master Plan and the 

Arroyo Seco Public Lands Ordinance. 

O5-6 This comment states that the use of  a MND for the Project is inadequate, and instead the 

RBOC should prepare and Environmental Impact Report (EIR). All issues raised by the 

commenter have been thoroughly addressed in the responses herein and there remains no 

credible evidence that the Project, which includes improvements to the existing driving 

range serving an existing golf  demand, and a miniature golf  course entirely within the 

limits of  the existing golf  course on one acre, would result in significant unavoidable 

impacts. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a mitigated negative 

declaration can be prepared when a lead agency, the RBOC in this case, has identified 

potentially significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or 

proposals made by, or agreed to by, the applicant before the proposed negative declaration 

and initial study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the 

effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and 

(2) there is no substantial evidence in light of  the whole record before the public agency 

that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.  

All potentially significant impacts have been adequately disclosed, addressed and 

mitigated. Therefore, the IS/MND remains the appropriate level of  environmental 

documentation for the Project.  
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COMMENT O6 - Tim Martinez (Arroyo & Foothills Conservancy) (6 pages) 
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O6. Response to Comments from Tim Martinez of the Arroyo & Foothills Conservancy, 
submitted via email March 3, 2023. 

O6-1 This comment states that that the IS/MND does not adequately consider impacts to 

wildlife in the Arroyo Seco. The commenter states that the proposed outdoor lighting and 

LED lighting will have a negative effect on wildlife species and habitats. The commenter 

recommends that additional mitigation measures should be considered for the Project, 

and should consider direction, duration, intensity, and spectrum of  the proposed lighting 

to reduce impacts on wildlife. As demonstrated in the IS/MND, the Project applies the 

appropriate threshold used for all projects in the City of  Pasadena, including other 

projects in the Central Arroyo. In this case, the Project would have a significant impact on 

neighboring areas if  the site lighting produces an illuminance of  greater than 1.0 foot-

candle on any residential property. The lighting assessment included in the IS/MND 

demonstrates that the light loss spill factor would be 0.95, less than the 1-foot candle 

threshold, at the property line. Given the precise lighting specifications are not known at 

this time (nor required to be known), the IS/MND requires a quantified, measurable 

mitigation measure with performance standards in place that must be met before lighting 

is installed (see mitigation measure AES-1). As described in mitigation measure AES-1, 

upon design of  the Project, including both miniature golf  and the driving range, RBOC 

will prepare a quantified lighting study, which would consider the four lighting attributes 

described in “Hazard or Hope? LEDs and Wildlife” by Travis Longcore, including 

direction, duration, intensity, and spectrum, to ensure that the Project would not result in 

additional environmental impacts. Additionally, there is a discussion regarding impacts to 

wildlife from lighting which is addressed beginning on page 45 of  the IS/MND, and 

mitigation measure BIO-2 is required in order to reduce potential lighting impacts. The 

RBOC must, through adoption of  this mitigation measure, enforce and demonstrate 

compliance and will do so as the Lead Agency for this project. Please also see Topical 

Response 2, Lighting, regarding the City’s lighting regulations and how the Project complies 

with all policies regarding lighting, and requires additional mitigation measures to ensure 

impacts associated with lighting would be less-than-significant. As such, the IS/MND 

includes a well-supported impact assessment (including appropriate performance-based 

mitigation) to ensure that impacts related to lighting would be less than significant . 

O6-2 This comment states that the Project should consider noise impacts to wildlife that pass 

through the Arroyo Seco and Brookside Golf  Course during operation of  the driving 

range and miniature golf  course. Please Topical Response 5, Noise, regarding the City’s 

noise regulations and how the Project complies with required policies and regulations. No 

amplified sound is proposed for the Project. The Project involves a continuation of  the 

same golf  uses that currently occur on the Project Site. Therefore, operational noise and 

vibration levels would be similar to existing conditions. 

O6-3 The commenter states that the “Surrounding Land Uses and Setting” section should 

include a description of  the Arroyo Seco Wildlife Corridor. This description is included 
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in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of  the IS/MND. As stated on page 46, the Arroyo 

Seco channel, which would be located along the western edge of  the Project Site, could 

serve as a suitable corridor for native resident wildlife to move through the area, 

particularly medium to large mammals such as coyote, bear, deer, and mountain lion. 

Therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are necessary. 

O6-4 This comment states that this comment does not adequately address impacts of  habitat 

loss that would occur from the removal of  trees within the Project Site. Additionally, the 

commenter questions how Project impacts can be considered less than significant if  the 

ultimate Project design has not been fully developed yet. As discussed in Appendix C, 

Biological Resources Assessment, while the databases identified species have been 

previously documented within or in close proximity to the survey area (most in the early- 

to mid-1900’s), in its current state, suitable habitat within the Project Site is not present. 

As such, since the Brookside Golf  Course includes landscaped vegetation, developed land 

uses, and unvegetated concrete-lined channel, the Project Site would not be considered a 

natural habitat. Additionally, as discussed on page 45 of  the IS/MND, implementation of  

Measures MM-BIO-1 would ensure avoidance of  impacts to nesting birds during 

construction as well as any potential indirect impacts that may be created by the Project. 

A qualified biologist will conduct a nesting bird survey within 3 days prior to the proposed 

start date, to identify any active nests within 500 feet of  the Project Site. If  an active nest 

is found, the nest shall be avoided, and a suitable buffer zone shall be delineated in the 

field such that no impacts shall occur until the chicks have fledged the nest as determined 

by a qualified biologist. Please see Topical Response 3, Tree Removal and Wildlife, regarding 

the procedures that would be taken by the RBOC to minimize potential impacts to wildlife 

within the Project Site. 

In regards to the commenter’s question about the ultimate design of  the Project, the 

Project evaluates a conceptual site plan, a project site for which all potential activities 

would occur, operational details, and construction information. While there is not a “final 

approved design” available at the time the IS/MND was prepared, nor does CEQA 

require such, all components of  the Project have been adequately disclosed and properly 

evaluated. In lieu of  having a “final approved design,” the IS/MND appropriately analyzes 

what the maximum extent of  physical impacts to the environment would be from Project 

implementation. The scope and details of  the Project are clearly detailed and sufficient 

for which to inform the public, conduct a comprehensive analysis, and impose mitigation 

measures where necessary.  

Regarding tree removals, the IS/MND appropriately determines a maximum extent of  

physical impacts associated with the Project. The IS/MND also details the process for 

future implementation of  the Project, which includes City issuance of  a Conditional Use 

Permit (CUP). As part of  the City’s process to issue a future CUP, the City will be required 

to review the IS/MND and make findings that the CEQA review addresses the final 

design and that all impacts and mitigation measures are appropriate. Approval of  this 
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CEQA document does not replace the need for the RBOC to comply with mitigation 

measures and comply with the various policies and regulatory requirements set forth by 

the City of  Pasadena.  

Please also see Topical Response 1, Unstable Project Description, regarding the required 

contents of  the Project Description, which in this IS/MND, contains sufficient 

information to inform the public about all elements of  the Project – from design, through 

construction, and long-term operation – and to adequately analyze environmental impacts 

of  Project implementation and define appropriate mitigation. 

O6-5 This comment states that the removal of  trees within the Project Site and implementation 

of  hardscape and artificial turf  conflict with the Central Arroyo Master Plan. As stewards 

of  the Brookside Golf  Course and the over 1,400 trees that have been planted, relocated, 

or removed; the RBOC as a matter of  practice, works in close cooperation with the City’s 

Urban Forestry Advisory Committee (UFAC), Planning and Community Development 

Department, and City Manager, who has ultimate approval authority for removal of  any 

trees. The RBOC must and will continue in that management role, particularly to protect 

public safety regarding unsafe or dying trees, regardless of  whether the Project is 

ultimately approved. Please see Topical Response 3, Tree Removal and Wildlife, regarding the 

procedures that would be taken by the RBOC to minimize potential impacts to trees 

within the Project Site. 

O6-6 This comment states that implementation of  the miniature golf  course adjacent to the 

Arroyo Seco Channel would impede future Arroyo Seco stream restoration through the 

area, which would conflict with the Arroyo Seco Master Plan and the Arroyo Seco Design 

Guidelines. As described on page 80 of  the IS/MND, the Arroyo Seco channel, a 

subgrade concrete-lined feature, crosses the Brookside Golf  Course and forms the 

western boundary of  the reoriented driving range. However, the Project would not require 

any construction within the channel, and would not result in indirect impacts to the 

channel. The increase in bays within the proposed driving range, as well as limited new 

impervious features associated with the miniature golf  course, would result in an increase 

of  impervious surfaces and would be similar to current conditions. Implementation of  

the Project, include the miniature golf  course, would not impede any future restoration 

within the Arroyo Seco channel. Therefore, no revisions to the IS/MND are necessary. 

O6-7 This comment states that the Project would conflict with the Arroyo Seco Design 

Guidelines of  limiting construction of  man-made objects, through the implementation 

of  hardscape, structures, tree removal, and installation of  artificial turf. The golf  course 

area is not a wild and natural space, nor has it been for nearly 100 years. Implementation 

of  the Project involves a continuation of  the same golf  uses that have occurred on the 

site for decades – there is no change in use; therefore, implementation of  the Project 

would result in similar structures and objects that are currently located on the Project Site. 
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O6-8 This comment summarizes the concerns raised in the previous comments. Please see 

responses O6-1 through O6-7.  
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