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Comments Received BEFORE Start of Development Review Committee March 18, 2026 Meeting  

Public 
Comment # 

Name Agenda Item 
Comment Summary or 
Full Comment, if brief 

#1 
Rosemary 

Gavidia 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
the following assertions: 

• There is no clear evidence that these 
oak trees meet the threshold for 
removal under the criteria from 
Monrovia’s oak tree ordinance. 

• An independent, third-party, arborist 
evaluation is necessary prior to any 
decision. 

• There have been over 23 mature oak 
and non-oak trees removed on this site 
and the adjacent property. The removal 
of these two oaks represents 
incremental degradation, which must 
be evaluated as a cumulative 
environmental impact. 

• There is evidence that the project may 
result in significant environmental 
impacts, disqualifying it from CEQA 
exemption. 

• Oak trees are keystone species and the 
removal of these two oak trees is 
ecosystem-level degradation. 

• There has been a disproportionate 
impact on the southern portion of 
Monrovia and the removal of mature 
trees in this area worsens heat island 
conditions, reduces air quality, and 
contradicts adopted City policy. 

• Mature oak trees reduce temperature 
and provide cooling for the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 
Removing these trees during a period 
of escalating heat is a public health 
concern. 

• This project reflects a trend of tree 
removal that is undermining long-term 
stability. 

• I request that the Development Review 
Committee deny the request for 
removal of the two oak trees, require 
project redesign, commission an 
independent arborist report, evaluate 
impacts of tree removal, and consider 
design modifications or variances to 
preserve the trees. 
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• The trees are not obstacles to 
development and are assets to the 
community. 

#2 Karen Jain 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal and 
requesting further consideration of how 
removal: 

• might not merit CEQA exemption 
considering the environmental impact 
of their removal. 

• might violate Monrovia's Oak Tree 
Protection Ordinance. 

• might adversely affect the quality of life 
of the neighboring home due to loss of 
the trees' ability to cool the 
environment. 

#3 
Gabrielle 

Klein-Mejia 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia reduces canopy 
coverage, creating rising temperatures that 
negatively impact the environment. 

#4 Wayne Socha 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident supporting stronger 
enforcement of Monrovia’s oak tree ordinance 
as the trees at 541 El Norte Avenue should be 
protected. 

#5 Meredith Jung 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia reduces canopy 
coverage, creating rising temperatures that 
negatively impact the environment. 

#6 David B. 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email opposing proposal due to how removing 
mature oak trees in the southern portion of 
Monrovia reduces canopy coverage, creating 
rising temperatures that negatively impact the 
environment. 

#7 
Stefanie 
Aguilar 

Iacobucci 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia reduces canopy 
coverage, creating rising temperatures that 
negatively impact the environment. 

#8 Mirna Ram 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email opposing proposal due to how removing 
mature oak trees in the southern portion of 
Monrovia reduces canopy coverage, creating 
rising temperatures that negatively impact the 
environment. 

#9 
Cyrille delos 

Santos 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia reduces canopy 
coverage, creating rising temperatures that 
negatively impact the environment. 
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#10 
Connie 
Holguin 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal and 
requesting that the City enact stronger 
ordinances to protect trees.  

#11 
Cheryl 
Oberon 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident supporting the protection 
of Monrovia’s trees and opposing the removal 
and replacement of mature trees with young 
trees. 

#12 
Antonette 

Alzate 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident supporting the 
preservation of Monrovia’s trees and 
enforcement of tree ordinances. 

#13 Kari McMullin 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal and 
requesting development of a plan that does not 
remove the oak trees. 

#14 Mabel Lung 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal. 

#15 
Karen 

Poindexter 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal and 
supporting stronger enforcement of 
Monrovia’s Oak Tree Ordinance. 

#16 Maggie Fung 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia will impact the 
community. 

#17 
Ginny 

Pitchford 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email supporting preservation and 
enforcement of Monrovia’s tree ordinance. 

#18 Scott Lawson 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
how removing mature oak trees in the 
southern portion of Monrovia reduces canopy 
coverage, creating rising temperatures that 
negatively impact the community. 

 
Comments Received AFTER Start of Development Review Committee March 18, 2026 Meeting  

Public 
Comment # 

Name Agenda Item 
Comment Summary or 
Full Comment, if brief 

#1 
Amber N. 

Simms 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from commenter in opposition of the 
proposal, asserting that Monrovia should be 
preserving protected trees given the 
significant loss of tree canopy in the 
community.  

#2 
Susan 

McCreary 
 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from commenter in opposition of the 
proposal, asserting that the area south of 
Huntington Drive is bare and claiming that the 
City used to be a Tree City USA, which requires a 
certified arborist on City staff.  

#3 
Leslie A Smith 

Powell 
 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from commenter in opposition of the 
proposal and in support of stronger enforcement 
of Monrovia’s Oak Tree Ordinance, siting that the 
trees at the subject site should be protected. 
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#4 

 
Gisela 
Garay 

 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from commenter in opposition of the 
proposal and in support of the protection and 
preservation of Monrovia’s trees and the 
continued prioritization and enforcement of the 
City’s tree ordinances, siting the following: 

• Trees are essential to the character, 
environmental health, and long-term 
resilience of Monrovia. 

• Trees provide shade, reduce heat, 
support wildlife, improve air quality, and 
contribute to resident quality of life.  

• Mature tree removal should be carefully 
evaluated and prevented when 
avoidable. 

The City should: 

• Prioritize the retention of existing 
mature trees 

• Enforce current tree protection 
ordinances consistently and 
transparently. 

• Require thoughtful site planning that 
works around existing trees. 

• Ensure that mitigation measures, when 
necessary, are meaningful and reflect the 
true value of what is being lost. 

#5 
Sally 

Weiss 
 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident in opposition of the proposal 
and in support of stronger enforcement of 
Monrovia’s Oak Tree Ordinance, siting that the 
trees at the subject site should be protected. 

 
Comments Received AFTER Development Review Committee April 15, 2026 Agenda Publication 

Public 
Comment # 

Name Agenda Item 
Comment Summary or 
Full Comment, if brief 

#1 Wilton Mui 

AR-2 
(1232 South 

Mayflower Avenue) 
 

Email from resident expressing concerns that 
project materials were not posted and, therefore, 
without opportunity for the public to 
meaningfully review and submit written 
comments. 
 

#2 
Rosemary 

Gavidia 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to the 
following assertions: 

• This item is moving forward with what 
appears to be a pre-approval 
recommendation, yet the concerns that 
were submitted, including requests for 
mitigation and further review, were not 
responded to, and no mitigation plan has 
been shared. 
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• The arborist report indicates that at least 
one of the trees likely declined due to 
construction impacts within the root 
zone, raising the question of whether 
work was done within the dripline 
without proper permitting under the oak 
ordinance. 

• This is not an oak tree removal, but a loss 
resulting from impact, and it should be 
treated differently, with proper 
investigation and meaningful mitigation. 

• Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), exemptions for 
development should not apply where 
there is a reasonable possibility of 
environmental harm.  

• Under the California Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Act, commonly referred to 
as AB 242, which led to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements under Public Resources 
Code §21083.4, when a project may 
result in the loss or conversion of oak 
woodlands, the lead agency is required 
to determine whether that impact is 
significant and if so, to require 
mitigation. 

• Per a recent survey that we took of 
approximately 300 points in the southern 
area of Monrovia (below Colorado), tree 
and shrub canopy coverage came out to 
just 10.7%, with LA County canopy 
coverage averaging around 16%, and 
Monrovia canopy coverage as a whole 
around 18%. 

• As a result of a project in the southern 
area of Monrovia where over 20 large 
canopy trees, many of them oaks, were 
removed across two properties for 
development: 

o We’ve had to address major 
drainage issues, severely 
compacted and lifeless soil, 
invasive species taking over, and 
the complete loss of shade and 
canopy. 

o Because the structures were 
built as close as five feet from 
property lines, it’s been difficult, 
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and in some cases impossible, to 
create defensible space with 
vegetation, or even establish 
healthy planting areas between 
structures. This ties directly into 
the issue of decreased setbacks. 

o There are also privacy issues, 
with multiple units directly facing 
neighboring yards, and no room 
left for meaningful landscape 
buffering. 

o No mitigation was required for 
this project, and water-intensive 
grass was installed instead of 
tree replacement. 

• When developments are allowed to build 
close to property lines, it removes the 
physical space needed to preserve 
mature trees, to plant new canopy, and 
to create defensible space between 
structures for fire safety. It also 
eliminates opportunities for front yard 
shade trees, increases heat, reduces 
walkability, and fundamentally changes 
the character of neighborhoods. 

• This decision is not just about two trees, 
but about whether the oak tree 
ordinance is meaningfully enforced, and 
whether we are going to allow this 
pattern to continue. 

The resident also recommended that the 
Committee do the following: 

• Require redesign around the subject 
trees where feasible. 

• If removal is allowed, require meaningful 
mitigation that reflects the loss of mature 
oaks. 

#3 
Lindsay 
Barnett 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from resident in opposition of the proposal, 
stating the following: 

• It is extremely important to me as a 
resident of the southern area of 
Monrovia, where trees are already fewer 
than in the northern area of Monrovia, 
that these trees be protected. 

• Damage to at least one of the trees 
appears to have been caused by 
construction, which demands an 
investigation, not removal. 
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• The loss of these mature trees would 
worsen the lack of adequate tree 
coverage/shade. 

 
 
 

#4 

 
 
 

Mark 
Gebhardt 

 
 
 

AR-3 
(541 El Norte 

Avenue) 

Email from commenter opposing proposal due to 
the following assertions: 

• This item is moving forward with what 
appears to be a pre-approval 
recommendation, yet the concerns that 
were submitted, including requests for 
mitigation and further review, were not 
responded to, and no mitigation plan has 
been shared. 

• The arborist report indicates that at least 
one of the trees likely declined due to 
construction impacts within the root 
zone, raising the question of whether 
work was done within the dripline 
without proper permitting under the oak 
ordinance. 

• This is not an oak tree removal, but a loss 
resulting from impact, and it should be 
treated differently, with proper 
investigation and meaningful mitigation. 

• Under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), exemptions for 
development should not apply where 
there is a reasonable possibility of 
environmental harm.  

• Under the California Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Act, commonly referred to 
as AB 242, which led to California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
requirements under Public Resources 
Code §21083.4, when a project may 
result in the loss or conversion of oak 
woodlands, the lead agency is required 
to determine whether that impact is 
significant and if so, to require 
mitigation. 

• Per a recent survey that we took of 
approximately 300 points in the southern 
area of Monrovia (below Colorado), tree 
and shrub canopy coverage came out to 
just 10.7%, with LA County canopy 
coverage averaging around 16%, and 
Monrovia canopy coverage as a whole 
around 18%. 

• As a result of a project in the southern 
area of Monrovia where over 20 large 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – April 15, 2026 

 

8 

canopy trees, many of them oaks, were 
removed across two properties for 
development: 

o We’ve had to address major 
drainage issues, severely 
compacted and lifeless soil, 
invasive species taking over, and 
the complete loss of shade and 
canopy. 

o Because the structures were 
built as close as five feet from 
property lines, it’s been difficult, 
and in some cases impossible, to 
create defensible space with 
vegetation, or even establish 
healthy planting areas between 
structures. This ties directly into 
the issue of decreased setbacks. 

o There are also privacy issues, 
with multiple units directly facing 
neighboring yards, and no room 
left for meaningful landscape 
buffering. 

o No mitigation was required for 
this project, and water-intensive 
grass was installed instead of 
tree replacement. 

• When developments are allowed to build 
close to property lines, it removes the 
physical space needed to preserve 
mature trees, to plant new canopy, and 
to create defensible space between 
structures for fire safety. It also 
eliminates opportunities for front yard 
shade trees, increases heat, reduces 
walkability, and fundamentally changes 
the character of neighborhoods. 

• This decision is not just about two trees, 
but about whether the oak tree 
ordinance is meaningfully enforced, and 
whether we are going to allow this 
pattern to continue. 

The resident also recommended that the 
Committee do the following: 

• Require redesign around the subject 
trees where feasible. 

If removal is allowed, require meaningful 
mitigation that reflects the loss of mature oaks. 
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#5 

 
Michael Scharf 

 
AR-3 

(541 El Norte 
Avenue) 

Email from resident in opposition of the proposal, 
stating the following: 

• Given that this property has already 
experienced the removal of a large 
canopy of mature trees, including oaks, 
the cumulative loss at this site is 
significant. 

• When developments are allowed to build 
this close to property lines, it removes 
the physical space needed to preserve 
mature trees, to plant new canopy, and 
to create defensible space between 
structures for fire safety. 
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