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Comments Received BEFORE Development Review Committee Agenda Publication 
Public 

Comment 
# 

Name Agenda Item 
Comment Summary or 
Full Comment, if brief 

#1 
Peter &Marilyn 

Sylchak 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Letter from residents opposing proposal due to 
the following assertions: 

• The proposed dwelling height, bulk, 
and overall footprint are significantly 
larger than the majority of homes in the 
area. 

• The proposed structure would 
dominate the view, create a visual 
imbalance and erode the character of 
our community. 

• The scale of the proposed dwelling 
suggests a higher occupancy potential 
than typical for the area. 

• The development would require the 
relocation of mature trees with no 
guarantee that the trees would survive. 

• Approving a dwelling of this scale could 
set a precedent for similar oversized 
developments in the area. 

• This project would gradually erode the 
planning controls designed to protect 
neighborhood character and could lead 
to a cumulative negative impact on the 
community’s identity, livability, and 
environmental sustainability. 

 
Residents request the following: 

• Reject the current proposal or require 
substantial modifications to ensure it 
complies with existing zoning 
regulations, respects the established 
character of the neighborhood, and 
minimizes adverse impacts on 
residents and the environment. 

#2 
Danielle 
Kangas 

PH-1 
 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
concerns regarding the following assertions: 
 

• The proposed design is fundamentally 
inconsistent with the established 
architectural integrity of the 
surrounding area. It deviates from the 
scale and character of the 
neighborhood, threatening the visual 
harmony that defines the community. 
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• The footprint of this building poses an 
immediate threat to the health and 
survival of two mature oak trees on the 
property, which are integral to the local 
canopy and environmental health of 
the area. 
 

Resident requests the following: 
• The Committee should require a 

redesign that prioritizes the 
preservation of the two oak trees in 
accordance with the city’s commitment 
to protecting natural resources. 

#3 
Janeen 

Samuelian 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing proposal, stating 
that the current plans require further scrutiny 
before being allowed to proceed due to the 
following concerns: 
 

•  The property is home to two 
significant oak trees that are currently 
threatened by the proposed house 
plans.  

• The scale and design of the proposed 
"mansion" are inconsistent with the 
surrounding neighborhood. Allowing a 
structure that is fundamentally 
incompatible with the existing 
aesthetics undermines the integrity of 
our local streets. 

 
Resident requests that the City delay approval 
of the plans until a thorough environmental 
assessment and a more rigorous compatibility 
review are conducted. 

#4 
Mark & Julie 

Charvat 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Letter from residents opposing proposal due to 
the following assertions: 

• No notice of public hearing was 
received via mail. 

• No notice of public hearing signs were 
posted. 

• The proposed home is an estimated 
90% larger than the nearest 7 homes. 

• The proposed home is 40% larger than 
the largest current home. 

• City and mountain views will be 
severely impacted by the plan as 
shown. 
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• Two oak trees are impacted by the 
project, and the plans show no 
indication of  relocating the trees. 

• The size and design of the proposed 
home is of great concern. 

• Increased traffic on Briarcliff should be 
studied for impacts on existing homes. 

• The proposed project should be 
reviewed by all departments that 
control new hillside building plans to 
make sure that wildlife and views are 
protected. 

• The approval process should be 
restarted. 

• Excavating has already taken place on 
the Sutter Creek cul-de-sac.  

#5 

Tom 
Yamashita 

& 
Jan 

Hart 

PH-1 
 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from residents with attachment raising 
the following concerns regarding the proposal: 

• The proposed 7,800 square-foot 
residence is nearly three times the size 
of the surrounding homes. 

• The scale and detached garage are not 
in keeping with the existing 
neighborhood. 

• The plan to relocate an existing oak 
tree raises significant risk and such 
relocation would likely result in the 
tree’s death. 

• The second oak tree may be adversely 
affected by construction. 

• The oak trees are important to the 
neighborhood’s natural landscape and 
should be preserved. 

• The request for an exception to allow a 
driveway grade of 20% instead of 15% 
appears to be an attempt to avoid 
compliance with the Hillside 
Development Permit process. 

 

#6 
Bill & Pauline 

Farmer 
PH-1 

(117 Sutter Creek) 

Letter from residents opposing proposal, 
stating the following: 

• Monrovia has twice been awarded the 
designation of “All American City” 
because City administrators have 
continually worked in the present with 
an eye on the future. 

• Aesthetics, careful practices, and 
concern for the environment have 
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created a city that residents are proud 
to call home. 

• This structure is not a positive 
addition. 

• There are environmental impact 
concerns. 

#7 
Nancy 
O’Neal 

PH-1 
 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email and letter from resident opposing 
proposal due to the following assertions: 

• On January 21, 2025, a driveway was 
excavated without permits, which is a 
violation of CEQA and Monrovia 
Municipal Code (MMC) §15.28.050. 

• Other homes in the neighborhood were 
required to obtain Hillside 
Development Permits through the 
Planning Commission. 

• Requiring other homes to obtain 
Hillside Development Permits and not 
requiring this proposal to obtain a 
Hillside Development Permit would be 
selective enforcement of the code.  

• Allowing this proposal to go to the DRC 
instead of Planning Commission sets a 
precedent building a hillside home in 
Monrovia without going through the 
proper channels for review. 

• The proposed house is 2.9 times larger 
than the average size of the 
surrounding homes in the Briarcliff 
neighborhood.  

• The City has stated that the house is not 
part of the Gold Hills neighborhood 
because the property has an easement 
that connects it to the Briarcliff private 
drive and the property is not in the 
Gold Hills homeowner’s association. 

• The proposed house is 1.6 times larger 
than the average size of the 
surrounding homes in the Gold Hills 
neighborhood. 

• The mass and size of the home is not 
compatible with the neighborhood or 
Monrovia. 

• The detached garage is not compatible 
with the surrounding neighborhood of 
homes with attached garages. 

• The parking facilities provided do not 
meet MMC §17.24.030, which requires 
three parking spaces within an 
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enclosed garage. The project proposes 
a two-car garage and attached single 
carport. 

• A minor exception for driveway slope 
is being requested, and MMC 
§17.52.110 (A) states that a minor 
exception can be granted on the 
premise of avoiding “practical 
difficulty.” The “practical difficulty” for 
a steep driveway slope is unknown. 

• The arborist report states that the 
trees’ assessment is based on visual 
inspection only, and no subsurface root 
mapping or soil testing was performed. 

• The proposed Tree Protection Zones 
are inaccurate and incomplete. 

• The proposed relocation sites for the 
trees are inadequate. 

• The proposal does not fall within the 
regulations set by MMC §17.24.030 
since the purpose of the code is the 
preservation of existing oak trees. 

• A variety of wildlife is seen daily at the 
subject site. 

• The Southern Mountain Yellow-legged 
Frog, an endangered species, is present 
in the area, and the LA Zoo is raising 
froglets to reintroduce into the San 
Gabriel Mountain area. 

 
Resident requests the following: 

• Submit the project to the Planning 
Commission due to the CEQA violation 
caused by greater than 5 feet of cut 
excavated for a driveway. 

• Require proper Hillside Development 
Permits to be obtained prior to any 
construction on the property. 

• Re-examine the compatibility of the 
proposed home in relation to the 
surrounding homes, including scaling 
down the size of the home. 

• Obtain an oak tree inspection from a 
third-party licensed arborist. 

• If relocation is recommended by the 
arborist and approved by the City, the 
relocation of Tree #1 should be 
changed to a site that does not obstruct 
mountain views for the neighbors. 
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#8 
Melinda 

Roth 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing the proposal and 
stating the following: 

• The scale and design of the proposed 
“mansion” are incompatible with the 
neighborhood and Monrovia. 

• The arborist report was limited to a 
visual inspection and did not include 
root mapping. Given the value of these 
oak trees, they urge the City to require 
a more thorough assessment before 
any approvals move forward. 

• The amount of trees that have been 
removed from the downtown area is 
distressing. 
 

Resident requests that the City consider these 
concerns and either pause or further review 
the project to ensure that it aligns with 
community standards and environmental 
preservation. 

#9 
Jaime  
Covey 

PH-1 
 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing the proposal due 
to the following: 

• The project will not fit with the 
surrounding homes. 

• The City’s charm should be a priority 
for development. 
 

Resident requests that the Committee 
determine that the project is not the right fit for 
the neighborhood. The resident also expresses 
concern with the impact of the project on the 
existing oak trees. 

#10 
John  

Zhang 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing the proposal and 
expressing the following concerns: 

• The proposed home is significantly 
larger than the surrounding properties 
and the size, along with the detached 
garage, is inconsistent with the 
neighborhood. 

• The proposed tree relocation carries a 
high risk of failure and could result in 
the loss of an important natural asset. 

• Nearby grading may further threaten 
surrounding vegetation. 

• The community has made a collective 
effort to preserve and protect mature 
trees and natural landscaping. 
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• The potential loss of this oak tree 
would be inconsistent with the values 
and practices of the community. 

• The request for a driveway grade 
exception raises questions about if the 
project is aligned with the intent of 
hillside development standards. 

• Any exceptions should be carefully 
evaluated to ensure that they do not set 
unintended precedents or circumvent 
established review processes. 
 

Resident requests that the Committee take 
additional time to review the project and 
consider its impact on the community before 
making any approvals. 

#11 
Jordan 

Steedman 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing proposal due to 
concerns regarding the following assertions: 
 

• The proposed design is fundamentally 
inconsistent with the established 
architectural integrity of the 
surrounding area. It deviates from the 
scale and character of the 
neighborhood, threatening the visual 
harmony that defines the community. 

• The footprint of this building poses an 
immediate threat to the health and 
survival of two mature oak trees on the 
property, which are integral to the local 
canopy and environmental health of 
the area. 
 

Resident requests the following: 
The Committee should require a redesign that 
prioritizes the preservation of the two oak 
trees in accordance with the city’s commitment 
to protecting natural resources. 

#12 
Christine & 
Scott Glaser 

PH-1 
 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from residents with attachment 
opposing the proposal stating the following: 

• The Planning Commission should 
require the project to obtain a Hillside 
Development Permit instead of a Level 
6 Neighborhood Compatibility Design 
Review. 

• A cut of land greater than 5 feet was 
already performed without building 
permits, which necessitates a Hillside 
Development Permit. 
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• If a Hillside Development Permit is not 
required, this would set a precedent 
that builders may build homes without 
going through the proper channels. 

• A cut and fill of over 5 feet is planned 
for the house which should trigger a 
Hillside Development Permit. 

• The house is 7,747 square feet and 
including the basement, the house is 
11,500 square feet. 

• The design should be limited to two 
stories, including the basement. 

• A significant portion of the basement 
on the south side of the house is almost 
entirely above existing grade. 

• There are multiple walls in parallel 
(terraces) to bypass wall height limits. 

• There are balconies within the 
setbacks. 

• The garage is drawn within the 
required setbacks and a three-car 
garage should be required. 

• The second story should be set back an 
additional 15 feet from the pad edge 
per MMC § 17.12.010 D 4. 

• The height is at least 32 feet above the 
existing grade and severely impacts 
views for several neighbors. 

• The proposal includes extensive 
grading and within the dripline of 
mature oak trees. 

• This home does not match existing 
homes in height, roof style, and the 
detached garage. 

• There are multiple windows 15 feet 
from property lines directly facing 
other houses and the movement of the 
large oak tree will negatively impact 
views for multiple neighbors. 

• The proposed home is three times the 
size of the residents’ and other 
Briarcliff homes. 

• The character of the neighborhood is 
jeopardized by the size of the house. 

• They contest that the project is 
Categorically Exempt (Class 3) from 
CEQA because it is an environmentally 
sensitive area. 
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• The arborist report is based on visual 
inspection only and a more in-depth 
analysis from a third-party arborist is 
necessary. 
 

Residents request the following: 
• Submit the plans to the Planning 

Commission and require a Hillside 
Development Permit 

• Ensure that the plans are within the 
Monrovia Municipal Code 

• Investigate the environmental impact 
• Study the compatibility of the size, 

height, and mass 
• Hire an independent arborist to do an 

examination of both oak trees on site. 

#13 
Jennifer  

Bond 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing the proposal and 
stating the following: 

• The design and scale are inconsistent 
with the established homes in the area 
and deviates from Monrovia’s 
character. 

• The inclusion of a basement indicates a 
footprint of 11,500 square feet. 

• They urge the Committee to scrutinize 
the size and massing to ensure it aligns 
with the neighborhood and 
community. 

• The building poses a threat to two 
mature oak trees, which are aesthetic 
assets and integral to local canopy, 
environmental health, shade and 
character of the neighborhood. 

• They implore the Committee to require 
a revised site plan that demonstrates a 
strategy for the preservation of these 
oak trees. 
 

Resident requests the following: 
• Submit the plans to the Planning 

Commission and require a Hillside 
Development Permit 

• Ensure that the plans are within the 
Monrovia Municipal Code 

• Investigate the environmental impact 
• Study the compatibility of the size, 

height, and mass 
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• Hire an independent arborist to do an 
examination of both oak trees on site. 

#14 
E.G.  

Garay 
PH-1 

 (117 Sutter Creek) 

Email from resident opposing the proposal and 
stating the following: 

• The design and scale are inconsistent 
with the established homes in the area 
and deviates from Monrovia’s 
character. 

• The inclusion of a basement indicates a 
footprint of 11,500 square feet. 

• They urge the Committee to scrutinize 
the size and massing to ensure it aligns 
with the neighborhood and 
community. 

• The building poses a threat to two 
mature oak trees, which are aesthetic 
assets and integral to local canopy, 
environmental health, shade and 
character of the neighborhood. 

• They implore the Committee to require 
a revised site plan that demonstrates a 
strategy for the preservation of these 
oak trees. 
 

Resident requests the following: 
• Submit the plans to the Planning 

Commission and require a Hillside 
Development Permit 

• Ensure that the plans are within the 
Monrovia Municipal Code 

• Investigate the environmental impact 
• Study the compatibility of the size, 

height, and mass 
• Hire an independent arborist to do an 

examination of both oak trees on site. 

#15 Karen Jain 
AR-3 

 (821 East Palm 
Avenue) 

Email from resident suggesting that the 
mitigation for removal of this tree be the 
planting of two shade trees. 

#16 
Werner De 

Winne 
PH-1 (117 Sutter 

Creek) 

Letter from resident opposing the proposal 
and stating the following: 

• It was alarming that the new owners 
dug a driveway without permits. 

• The resident requests that the proper 
review of environmental impacts occur 
before any further digging occurs. 

• The two oak trees on the property 
should not be threatened by the 
construction. 
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• The plan to relocate one of the oak 
trees poses a high risk of death to the 
tree and the other tree is endangered 
by the grading and retaining walls. 

• Relocating one of the large oak trees to 
the north of the property negatively 
impacts the resident property’s city 
views. 

• The resident requests consideration of 
an alternative site for transplantation, 
should relocation of the tree be 
approved. 

• The other houses in their 
neighborhood have three-car attached 
garages and the resident expresses that 
they would like the character of the 
neighborhood to remain consistent. 

 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

12 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

13 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

14 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

15 

 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

16 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

17 

 
 
 
 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

18 

 
 
 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

19 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

20 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

21 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

22 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

23 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

24 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

25 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

26 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

27 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

28 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

29 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

30 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

31 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

32 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

33 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

34 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

35 

 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

36 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

37 

 
 
  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

38 

  



Summary of Written Public Comments 
Submitted for Development Review Committee Meeting – May 6, 2026 

 

39 

 


