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moves forward as is, know that every person driving up to our beautiful Sierra Madre village will wonder “Who 
approved this non-confirming and uncharacteristic structure?” 

 Sincerely, 

 Cintia Runha & Onnie Williams 
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5)        The application proposes the modification of the Twycross home by adding an attached 2-car 
garage.   

Comment 2:  Environmental Impact on Twycross Home / Vehicular Accommodations 

The developer’s plan calls for construction of 4 “above moderate income level 
affordability.”    These 4 units each include a 2-car garage.   Additionally, the developer proposes 
adding an attached 2-car garage Twycross home.    

This plan would allow for 10 vehicles on the original Twycross parcels.    

Two easements/driveways are planned to accommodate these vehicles. 

On the Southern side of the Twycross parcels, up to 4 vehicles would share one 
driveway/easement  

*Importantly, the driveway/easement on the Northern side, the driveway that would service the 
original Twycross home, would need to allow passage of up to 6 vehicles.  

This density of vehicular egress/ingress seems on its surface inconsistent with the preservation 
exemptions (or spirit of preservation) that the applicant requests.   

 
Comment Summary: 

The exemptions the applicant seeks are inconsistent with the preservation of a Historical Landmark 
deemed of significance to culture and character of the City.    While increasing housing availability 
is a legitimate concern of many residents, this appears to be a disingenuous argument by the 
applicant.   The fact that construction was allowed to modify this Historical Landmark prior to 
plans being made publicly available is unfortunate.   The level of scrutiny required of monuments 
that residents, the City and County deem of special significance, should be held to a higher 
standard.   We would no more re-purpose public parks, cemeteries or environmentally sensitive 
areas without transparent public notice of the changes and impact on the residents as well as a 
higher standard of scrutiny.   I am not opposed to the City’s decisions, if they are made in good 
faith and in conjunction with the residents.   I do not believe the residents have had sufficient input, 
nor have they been made sufficiently aware of the significant alterations to the Twycross Landmark 
prior to initiation of the work.    While I do not have a durable remedy, I suggest at the very least, 
the changes made to the internal architecture should be made publicly available photograph and 
original design documents/drawings.     

 

Again, I am not opposed to the City's decisions, nor am I opposed to the owner's right to 
develop.  Simply the appropriate notice, public review, and appropriate instruments for exceptions / 
variances.  
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The proposed project violates Sierra Madre Municipal Code §17.28.030(B)(1) which mandates: 
"Every lot in the R-3-13 zone...shall have ninety feet in width, one hundred forty feet in depth, and twelve thousand six hundred 
square feet in area." 
All three parcels (Lots A, B, and C) are noncompliant on all three counts-none meet the minimum requirements for width, 
depth, or square footage. Even after reconfiguration, the proposed lots still do not comply. This level of nonconformance 
directly conflicts with the intent and letter of the zoning code. Moreover, the Planning Department is requesting multiple 
variances to legalize these nonconforming lots, which leads to the next issue. 
  
3. Improper Use of Variances - Special Privilege 
  
Under California Government Code §65906 and SMMC §17.60.010, a variance can be granted only if the following 
condition is met: 
"The variance does not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the limitations upon other properties in the 
vicinity and zone." 
Here, the only reason variances are being requested is because the developer is choosing not to consolidate the lots due to an 
existing prohibition in SMMC §16.36.050, which bars converting pre-1927 structures into condominiums. This prohibition is 
not a hardship unique to this property-it applies to all properties with pre-1927 structures in the city. 
Approving these variances rewards a developer for designing around known restrictions rather than adhering to the City's 
planning principles. This sets a dangerous precedent that undermines the integrity of the zoning code and opens the door for 
other developers to seek relief simply by citing self-imposed difficulties. 
  
4. Incompatibility With CEQA - Misapplication of Historical Exemption 
 
 
This is proposing a Class 31 Categorical Exemption under CEQA Guidelines §15331 (Historical Resource 
Restoration/Rehabilitation) based on an architectural historian's review. 
However, CEQA Guidelines §15300.2(f) clearly states that a project cannot use a categorical exemption if: 
"...the project may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource." 
This project places four modern buildings directly around the Twycross House, physically crowding it on all sides and 
significantly altering the context, visibility, and prominence of the historic structure. One of the new buildings (DU-2) will sit in 
front of the historic house, projecting it back behind a wall of new development. This contradicts the intent of preservation 
and changes the appearance from public view, violating SMMC §17.82.090 and triggering CEQA review. 
  
5. Incompatibility With Neighborhood Character 
  
The City's General Plan calls for: "Preservation of Sierra Madre's unique small-town character and historic resources." 
The development surrounds a historic house with modern, dense construction and narrows the open space around the landmark. 
The homes will visually and physically squeeze the landmark, undermining its historic character. This does not meet the goals 
of the General Plan or the findings required for a Design Review Permit under SMMC §17.60.041(D), which mandates 
compatibility with neighborhood context and preservation of public views. 
  
6. Inadequate Open Space and Lot Consolidation Gamesmanship 
  
While each unit technically meets open space requirements, the overall lot manipulation through a non-consolidation 
strategy appears to be deliberately structured to sidestep zoning density restrictions and to maximize units on substandard 
lots. The entire justification rests on a hypothetical "Lot D" scenario that is not being pursued, further showing that the project 
is inconsistent with Title 16 subdivision integrity standards and violates the intent behind SMMC §16.08.030 and 
§16.20.010. 
 
 
 
In conclusion, this project does not simply require minor variances or adjustments-it represents a complete override of core 
zoning requirements, undermines the visual and cultural integrity of a registered historic site, and abuses state and local 
laws through manipulated lot configuration and questionable CEQA exemption claims. The Planning Commission should deny 
the entitlements associated with this project and recommend that any future development on this site conform fully to zoning 
and preservation standards, with proper CEQA review. 
  
 
 
Thank you,  
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Jeremy Stacey 
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Their answer is to make 3 non-compliant lots that if they were to be considered one (which they can’t make one because 
of the statement abovE) that it would hypothetically allow  5 units per R-3-13.  Because that’s not actually possible they 
are supporting the variance on the premise that the postage stamp of a new parcel created around the existing house to be 
sufficient to protect its historic nature.   
 
Lots created or adjusted are required by code to be 90’ wide, 140’ deep and 12,000 SF in area. 
The existing lots are 139’ deep and can’t comply, the widths can’t comply and the individual lots can’t comply. 
The hypothetical lot doesn’t even comply on depth. 
 
Somehow they contend they will protect all of the 10 oak trees on the site (not that they show them in their exhibit) or the 
required clear 5’ distance from the dripline.  Their tree report by their arborist states assumed tree sizes. 
 
They’re claiming that this project under a Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation is Categorically Exempt from 
the CEQA, but no aspect of the historic building is part of the project scope.  This project is not a part of or required for 
Restoration or Rehabilitation.  In fact they are claiming that it’s association with a historical house makes them exempt 
from CEQA, while in fact the impact to a historical house is an environmental impact in and of itself. 
 
Steve Lewis, P.E., PLS 
Lewis Civil Engineering 
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in a bid to allow them to develop more residential units.  While the City and California in general needs units, we don’t 
need to ruin our historic homes along the primary entrance street to Sierra Madre.   
 
This side of Baldwin along this block has 4 houses built around 1915. 
139 S. Baldwin Ave is listed as 1913 per the LA County Assessor.  169 S. Baldwin Ave is listed as 1915 the same year as 
Twycross and the property predates the Twycross subdivion along with 171 S. Baldwin Ave which is listed as 1912. 
 
The remaining 3 houses on this block frontage were built later, but all have a similar physical setback.  145 S. Baldwin 
was built in 1953 and 155 S. Baldwin is listed as 1938 with 109 S. Baldwin listed as 1936. 
 
169 S. Baldwin where I live is 48.9’ from outside wall to front right of way line, with a 9 porch leaving approximately 40’ 
clear from structure to the back of sidewalk. 
 
To say that the historic nature of the house is not related to its physical setback to fences the street and adjacent structures 
is something that doesn’t fit with this street and specifically this block. 
 
The backwards house at 40 Lowell is a prime example of how selling off property and developing it can change the nature 
of a historic home to one where it no longer is presented in the same way as it was intended. 
 
The Twycross house was built in 1915 and the Twycross Tract was recorded in 1918 creating Lots 2, 3 and 4, of which 
the owners of Twycross decided to create a more substantial estate by retaining ownership of the northerly 28.10’ of Lot 4 
and the southerly 30’ of Lot 2 in addition to Lot 3 where the house stands. 
 
The historic nature of this property is inherently tied to the current physical setback of the neighboring properties.  It 
would be advisable to create a special overlay for this block as 4 of the homes are of a historic nature being constructed 
prior to 1927 while the other 3 homes are at a consistent distance from the street.  The proposed units neither match the 
historic massing and position of the existing homes, while they will change the framing of the home relative to the street 
scape and isolate the home from its adjacent massing and it’s integration with the neighborhood all of which are part of its 
historical element. 
 
Their contention is because the existing historic house is historic and built prior to 1927 they are prohibited from doing a 
condominium project on its land. 
 
Their answer is to make 3 non-compliant lots that if they were to be considered one (which they can’t make one because 
of the statement abovE) that it would hypothetically allow  5 units per R-3-13.  Because that’s not actually possible they 
are supporting the variance on the premise that the postage stamp of a new parcel created around the existing house to be 
sufficient to protect its historic nature.   
 
Lots created or adjusted are required by code to be 90’ wide, 140’ deep and 12,000 SF in area. 
The existing lots are 139’ deep and can’t comply, the widths can’t comply and the individual lots can’t comply. 
The hypothetical lot doesn’t even comply on depth. 
 
Somehow they contend they will protect all of the 10 oak trees on the site (not that they show them in their exhibit) or the 
required clear 5’ distance from the dripline.  Their tree report by their arborist states assumed tree sizes. 
 
They’re claiming that this project under a Historical Resource Restoration/Rehabilitation is Categorically Exempt from 
the CEQA, but no aspect of the historic building is part of the project scope.  This project is not a part of or required for 
Restoration or Rehabilitation.  In fact they are claiming that it’s association with a historical house makes them exempt 
from CEQA, while in fact the impact to a historical house is an environmental impact in and of itself. 
 
Steve Lewis, P.E., PLS 
Lewis Civil Engineering 
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