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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Pete Andresen <wahkahchim@aol.com>

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2019 2:46 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Please don't approve the Las Palmas Senior Care Facility

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. ]  

Hi, I'm a citizen of Salinas. 

It seems to me that with global warming, commuting issues, lack of water, infrastructure overcrowding (Highway 68 is 
often a parking lot) and emergency services, that development would be better off inside existing Salinas City limits, on 
previously developed ground such as Abbott Street, NOT out on the 68 corridor.  

Thanks and be well. 

Peter G. Andresen, voter, 831-809-6999. 

Received by RMA-Planning
on September 23, 2019.
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Roy Gobets <roygobets@aol.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 2:25 PM

To: Getzelman, Paul C.

Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Upcoming PC Workshop on RVLP 

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. ]  

Hello Paul, 

My name is Roy Gobets. I live in Las Palmas I off River Road in Salinas and am writing you in reference to upcoming PC 

agenda items on October 9 (workshop) and again on Oct 30 (regular session) when the RVLP (PLN 150372) project will 

be reviewed. I understand from on-line information that you are the PC Chair. 

Here is the note I received from Joe Sidor. (He has done a great job of responding to my many requests): 

From Planning (Joe Sidor): 

The Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the River View project was posted 9/19/19 

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/ government/departments-i-z/ resource-management-agency- rma-/planning/current-

major- projects/river-view-at-las- palmas-assisted-living-senior- facility 

 In addition, the RMA will schedule a project workshop* at the Planning Commission on October 9th.  I believe the agenda 

will only accommodate 2 hours for River View, so the Chair may limit public comment. 

 The Planning Commission (PC) public hearing on the project (i.e., when the PC may make its recommendation to the 

Board of Supervisors) is tentatively scheduled for October 30th. 

As a long time LPI resident I (unofficially) represent a sizable ad hoc  group of concerned homeowners who plan to 

deliver extensive public comment at these upcoming hearings. In that role I work with the LPI speakers to keep such 

public comment concise, on target and constructive.  

I understand from Joe Sidor that there is no scheduled site visit as yet. Instead I believe the two hour workshop is 

planned to help with the anticipated strong level of public interest and high  number of speakers. 

While I think there is ample merit in the spirit of workshop dialogue, I also believe that in this case a site visit is not 

merely desirable, but absolutely essential. A workshop simply cannot substitute for a site visit. 

 I have two requests: 

1) May I meet with you for maybe a half hour (soon) before the 10/9 workshop to introduce myself, make your

acquaintance and get some guidance for a productive session with the PC? It can be a cup of coffee anywhere.

On your schedule - I am retired.

2) Please come and see the site. Come as a full PC or come individually, but do visit.

Received by RMA-Planning 
on September 24, 2019.
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I can host you if you think it appropriate. Bring good hiking shoes. Planning could host you if you request.  I believe a 

workshop may help but there is nothing like SEEING the proposed site to place the many concerns you will hear in useful 

context.  

Regards, 

Roy Gobets 

235-1701 Call anytime.

Sent from my iPad
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: rlong296 <rlong296@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2019 7:27 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: Las palmas road use

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. ]  

As an ex las palmas 1 resident i think it is ridiculous you dont have an alternative entrance. Built an entrance 
road with your own stoplight.  

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 

Received by RMA-Planning
on September 26, 2019.



Received by RMA-Planning 
on November 7, 2019.





Received by RMA-Planning on November 
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previous letter with same date.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2019-01 

LAS PALMAS RANCH MASTER ASSOCIATION 

AFFIRMING ASSOCIATION PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS 

WITH REGARD TO PARCEL Q 

WHEREAS, Las Palmas Ranch Master Association (also known as the Las Palmas 

Ranch Master Association No. 1) is a duly formed Nonprofit Mutual Benefit Corporation 

providing for the management, administration, maintenance, preservation, and architectural 

control of the initial phase of the Las Palmas Planned Unit Development Subdivision 

(“Association”); 

WHEREAS, the initial phase of the Las Palmas Planned Unit Development Subdivision 

includes five unit areas, consisting of residential lots and common area lots, shown on recorded 

Tract Maps as Corey House Area Unit 1 (Tract Map 1086A), Corey House Area Unit 2, (Tract 

Map 1087A), Corey House Area Unit 3 (Tract Map 1088A), Corey House Area Unit 4 (Tract 

Map 1089A), and Corey House Area Unit 5 (Tract Map 1090A) (collectively “Las Palmas Ranch 

Phase 1”).  The Tract Maps listed in the preceding sentence are collectively referred to as “Corey 

House Area Unit Maps”;  

WHEREAS, the Association governs Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1, including ownership of 

the Las Palmas Phase 1 common areas and Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 private roads shown on 

the Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 Corey House Area Unit Maps;  

WHEREAS, the private road system developed as part of Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 

shown on the Corey House Area Unit Maps, is for the common use of the Las Palmas Ranch 

Phase 1 members, is owned by the Association, and the maintenance and repair of the private 

road system is paid by the Association through Association membership dues; 

WHEREAS, on or about May 27, 1998, the Association purchased Parcels E and F, as 

shown on the Corey House Area Unit 1 Map, located between Woodridge Court and County 

Park Road, from the developer, Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc., for the benefit 

of the use of the Association’s members for open space and recreational purposes.    

WHEREAS, at the time of the purchase of Parcels E & F, the Association and its 

membership, contemplated no development was to occur on Parcels E & F, including no road 

development, other than minor development incidental to recreational use; 

WHEREAS, the Las Palmas Ranch 1 developer also dedicated, for private use, drainage 

easements to permit the construction, maintenance and operation of drainage facilities on, over 

and under certain strips of land within the Las Palmas Ranch 1 area for the purpose of conveying 

drainage from the natural drainage tributary to each easement, which drainage facilities are 

owned and maintained by the Association.  The developer also dedicated storm drainage 

easements to County Service Area #72;  

Received by RMA-Planning 
on December 20, 2019.
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WHEREAS, the existing storm drainage system for Las Palmas Ranch 1 is believed to 

be only adequately sized for the number of residences built as part of Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1; 

WHEREAS, Parcel Q is shown on Tract Map 1086A, but it is not part of the five Corey 

House Area Unit residential lots, easements, and common areas, making up Las Palmas Ranch 

Phase 1;   

WHEREAS, Parcel Q remains undeveloped and is now owned by River View at Las 

Palmas, LLC;  

WHEREAS, Parcel Q is not a member of the Association, has not paid membership dues 

to the Association, has no ownership interest in any of the Association’s common areas, private 

easements, private roads (including Country Park Road), or private property, other than having 

only limited access rights over a portion of the Association’s private roads (portions of River 

Run, Woodridge Court, and Las Palmas Road) pursuant to the Grant Deed recorded at Document 

2013046807, July 23, 2013, Official Records of Monterey County, California (“Parcel Q Deed”); 

WHEREAS, it has been well-established in California law that the extent of a servitude 

is determined by the terms of the grant, or the nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired.  

(California Civil Code §806).  When an easement is granted for a specific use, there may not be 

an increase in the burden of the easement (California Civil Code §807), and the servient 

tenement owners have the right to insist that so long as the easement is enjoyed, it shall remain 

substantially the same as it was at the time the right accrued; and  

WHEREAS, the Association Board of Directors seeks to protect the Association’s 

private property, including its common areas, easements, and private roads.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of Las 

Palmas Ranch Master Association 

1. affirms that use of the Association private roads within Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1

remains limited to residential use;

2. affirms that Parcel Q has no right to use of any of the Association’s private roads,

but for the limited scope of use set forth in the Parcel Q Deed;

3. will insist that the scope of Parcel Q’s limited use of the Association private roads

remains substantially the same as they were at the time the right to use the private

road easements accrued;

4. affirms that use of the Association’s Parcels E & F remains consistent with the

intent of the Association at the time it purchased said parcels, and consistent with

the subsequent use thereon by its members, which is recreational use, and that no

development, including road construction, is allowed thereon other than for

recreational purposes;
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5. affirms that Parcel Q has no right to use of any of the Association’s common

areas, including, but not limited to, community parks, sidewalks, open space

areas, Parcels E & F, or the grass median at the eastern terminus of Country Park

Road;

6. affirms that the use of the storm drainage system developed for Las Palmas Ranch

Phase 1 subdivision remains limited to residential use by Las Palmas Ranch Phase

1, as built out; and

7. will insist upon the use of the storm drainage system easements, and facilities

thereon, remaining substantially the same as they were at the time the right to the

easements accrued.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Las Palmas Ranch Master 

Association at a special meeting held on the 18th day of December 2019 by the following vote: 

AYES, and all in favor, thereof, Directors:  Denise Benoit, Otavio Bernardo, Jennifer 

 Lukasik, Mishalin Modena and David Tucker 

NOES, Directors:  None 

ABSENT, Directors:  Roberta Pastorino and Fred Rowland 

ABSTAIN, Directors:  None 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Kemp, Christine <CKemp@nheh.com>

Sent: Tuesday, January 14, 2020 4:49 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Cc: Swanson, Brandon xx5334; Spencer, Craig x5233

Subject: River View at Las Palmas  PLN150372

Attachments: 2020-01-13 Peer Review 19-0745 River View at Las Palmas.pdf

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. ]  

Joe Sidor  

Monterey County Planning RMA 

Dear Joe – 

Attached please find the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association’s expert opinion/peer review report on the Noise impact 

analysis in the Environmental Impact Report for the Riverview at Las Palmas project (PLN150372) .  This expert opinion 

finds that the Riverview EIR Noise analysis failed to fully consider potential significant impacts, as well as, failed to 

provide adequate mitigation for potential significant impacts.   

Moreover, the Draft EIR found that noise impacts were considered “Effects Not Found to be Significant”, yet an entire 

new analysis of noise impacts was added to the Final EIR without further public notice, review, or circulation.  Pursuant 

to CEQA Guideline 15088.5, a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR when significant new information is added to 

the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before 

certification.   Given the fact significant new information on noise impacts was added to the EIR after the Draft EIR public 

review period ended, the County is required to recirculate the EIR for public review and comment before bringing the 

EIR back to the County’s decision making body for certification.  

Sincerely, 

Christine G. Kemp 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & HOSS

A Professional Corporation 

333 Salinas Street 
P.O. Box 2510 

Salinas, CA 93901 

(831) 424-1414 ext. 271

(831) 424-1975 (fax)

ckemp@nheh.com

www.nheh.com

Serving the Central Coast Since 1928 

Received by RMA-Planning
on January 14, 2020.



13 January 2020 

Ms. Christine Kemp 
Noland, Hamerly, Etienne & Hoss 
333 Salinas Street 
PO Box 2510 
Salinas, CA 93901 
Email: ckemp@nheh.com 

Subject: River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility 
Peer Review of Draft EIR/Final EIR 
Salter Project: 19-0745 

Dear Ms. Kemp: 

We reviewed the noise sections of the draft1 and final2 environmental impact reports (EIR) for the 
River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility in Salinas. Our efforts focused on potential 
noise impacts to off-site land uses, particularly the residences to the east and south of the proposed 
River View site. This letter summarizes our comments. 

The Draft EIR includes a discussion of noise in Section 11.0: Effects Not Found To Be Significant. The 
Draft EIR does not include a detailed study of operational noise sources, construction noise, or traffic 
noise impacts. Environmental noise measurements were not completed as part of the Draft EIR to 
establish baseline conditions. The Final EIR includes updates to the Draft EIR language in Topical 
Response H: Noise. The following comments relate to this. 

Ex isting Noise Environment 

For the Final EIR, one 24-hour noise measurement and four short-term spot measurements were taken 
near the proposed River View at Las Palmas site. The short-term noise measurements were taken for 
periods of 20 to 30 minutes at midday. After reviewing the information in the Final EIR, we identified 
the following items of concern: 

1. The data sheets in Appendix J indicate that the short-term noise measurements were taken with
sound level meters set to “fast” weighting. For environmental noise measurements, “slow”
weighting is typically used3. This change could result in a noise level reduction of several decibels,
which would make the ambient environments quieter than presented in the Final EIR. It appears
that the 24-hour noise measurement properly utilized “slow” weighting.

1 Draft EIR: Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility, 
29 January 2018 

2 Final EIR: Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility, 
September 2019 

3 “Fast” weighting is typically used for short-duration measurements, such as a motor vehicle pass-by. 

Received by RMA-Planning 
on January 14, 2020.
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2. The data sheets in Appendix J indicate that at noise measurement Locations NM-2 and the 24-hour 
measurement location, the sound level meters were set to measure a “Level Range” of 40 to 
100 dB. However, several noise levels shown during the measurement window are below 40 dB. It 
should be confirmed that the noise levels reported below 40 dB are accurate, and that these noise 
levels are included in the Leq calculated by the sound level meter.  

3. Measurement data is presented in Table 11-1 as “Leq” noise levels, which is defined as the 
“equivalent” (i.e., average) noise level over a given period of time. For the short-term noise 
measurements, the Leq can be representative of the noise environment.  

However, for the 24-hour noise measurement, a single Leq value does not present an accurate 
picture of the on-site noise level. Consider that the noise level during the day continuously varies 
but is generally lower during nighttime hours. By presenting a single noise level, without separate 
ranges for daytime and nighttime noise levels, there is no clear picture of the noise environment or 
ambient noise levels during the daytime and nighttime hours. 

Appendix J shows a wide range in the measured noise levels from the 24-hour noise monitor. 
During daytime hours, Leq(4-min) were typically 60 to 73 dBA, and 30 to 40 dBA during quiet 
nighttime periods. 

Given the above, it seems that the noise levels presented in the Final EIR do not accurately reflect the 
existing noise environment at the Las Palmas site. 

Noise Impacts – Operational Phase 

The Final EIR lists several potential noise impacts from operational activities at the proposed River 
View site. The following summarizes our comments: 

4. The Final EIR notes that rooftop equipment with a noise level of 70 dB at 15 feet will be reduced 
to 46 dB at 250 feet, the distance of the closest residences. Since rooftop mechanical equipment at 
residential facilities can operate continuously (e.g., 24 hours a day), it is assumed that this 
equipment will need to meet both daytime and nighttime noise ordinances.  

The Monterey Code of Ordinances limits nighttime noise levels to 45 dBA (per Section 10.60.040, 
Table 1). If the stated rooftop mechanical equipment operates during the nighttime hours of 
9 p.m. to 7 a.m., the Leq 45 dBA limit would be exceeded. The Final EIR does not indicate that the 
equipment will not operate during nighttime hours, or what mitigation would be used to ensure the 
rooftop equipment will not exceed the nighttime noise ordinance limit. 

5. The Final EIR indicates that rooftop equipment typically generates noise levels of “up to Leq 70 dBA 
at a distance of 15 feet from the source”. At a project of this size, we would expect to see multiple 
pieces of rooftop equipment in close proximity, which would result in louder cumulative noise 
levels. This does not seem to have been factored into the noise analysis. 

6. The Final EIR indicates that rooftop HVAC equipment would not have a substantial impact because 
the noise level at the adjacent residences (Leq 46 dBA due to equipment) would be below the 
measured noise level of Leq 70 dBA. As shown in Appendix J, there are large portions of the 
nighttime hours when the noise level is at or below 46 dBA.  
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7. Per Draft EIR Section 4.0: Project Description, the assisted living and mental care facilities will 
include dining facilities and laundry services available for the residents. The Final EIR does not 
address noise from the delivery trucks serving these uses, nor from any medical supply delivery 
trucks that we assume will also serve the facility. Potential sources of noise include the truck traffic 
increase along Woodridge Court, noise generated by on-site loading docks, and back-up beepers 
associated with the delivery trucks and unloading equipment. The Final EIR does not address the 
number and timing of daily delivery trucks, nor does it address the location of the loading dock and 
necessary noise mitigation to the nearby residences. 

8. Per Draft EIR Section 4.0: Project Description, the assisted living and mental care facilities will 
include transportation available for the residents. The noise analysis does not seem to address the 
shuttle service mentioned in the Draft EIR, Section 9.0: Transportation. It is assumed that noise 
from arriving, departing, and idling shuttle buses would contribute to the noise environment at the 
adjacent residences, but this is not addressed. 

9. The Final EIR notes that emergency vehicles would be used “on occasion” to transport seniors 
needing emergency care. The Final EIR indicates that there is an agreement that the subdivision 
will be a “no-siren zone”, but does not expand on the information contained in the agreement. The 
Final EIR does not indicate how many additional trips are expected from emergency vehicles along 
Woodridge Court, the extent of the “no-siren zone”, and the noise impact from additional 
emergency vehicle trips with sirens along River Road. 

10. The Final EIR does not address trash collection, including the anticipated frequency and types of 
trash collection. Potential sources of noise include trash truck traffic along Woodridge Court and 
noise associated with the collection (e.g., dumpster moving, debris falling), but these are not 
addressed. 

11. The entrance to the proposed River View site is along Woodridge Court, which would have a steep 
grade along that portion of the roadway. The analysis does not seem to account for this steep 
grade adjacent to the residences, which would likely increase noise from vehicles (e.g., cars, 
shuttle buses, delivery vehicles, emergency vehicles, trash trucks) entering the site.  

12. The HUD Traffic Noise analyses referenced in this section (and contained in Appendix J) are 
focused on River Road. An analysis is not provided for Woodridge Court, which is the entrance for 
all traffic to the River View at Las Palmas facility. We would expect that traffic will increase along 
Woodridge Court, leading to an increase in noise level at the residences adjacent to Woodridge 
Court. In particular, there could be an increase in medium and heavy trucks due to the delivery 
trucks, shuttle buses, trash trucks, and emergency vehicles, which would typically have louder 
engines than standard automobiles. 

13. Per Draft EIR Section 4.0: Project Description, there will be several outdoor plazas, but the use of 
these plazas is not defined. The Final EIR does not address any on-site operational noise from 
residents (e.g., amplified music at outdoor areas, outdoor events, outdoor dining). Will these be 
part of the project design? 
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14. The Final EIR does not indicate if there will be any building-wide alarm systems or any regular 
testing of these alarm systems. Depending on the alarm type, the frequency of alarms, and the 
response vehicles (e.g., fire trucks), this could create a noise impact. 

As indicated above, the Final EIR does not provide intended mitigation strategies to reduce noise levels 
that are above the noise ordinance, nor does it provide an analysis of noise levels on the road nearest 
the residences. Noise from loading docks or outdoor-use spaces are not addressed in either the Draft 
or Final EIR. 

*    *    * 

This concludes our comments on the noise portions of the River View at Las Palmas EIR. Should you 
have any questions, please call. 

Sincerely, 

CHARLES M. SALTER ASSOCIATES 

Valerie Smith, PE  
Senior Associate  
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Kemp, Christine <CKemp@nheh.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2020 4:17 PM

To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

Subject: RE: Request for River View Information

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 

and know the content is safe. ]  

Joe – 

Thank you for the information below.  My comments, on behalf of the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association 

(“Association”), to the information you provided, are in blue bold font below: 

County Comment : 

The EMS spreadsheet shows ambulance calls for similar operations for the 2-year timeframe 10/2017 - 10/2019.  The 

Applicant received the EMS figures from the Health Dept., and contacted the facilities directly for the bed 

numbers.  Based on the numbers provided, it averages to about 1 call every three days for a similarly-sized facility. 

Las Palmas Association Response:  

The Association will review this information.  We sent you a Sound Consultant peer review report delineating the 

flaws in the EIR regarding the noise analysis.  The EMC information is also new information that was not included in 

the EIR noise analysis, as required. 

The Applicant’s agent has also informed RMA-Planning staff via discussions of the following: 

• The grant deed for the project parcel includes a non-exclusive easement for ingress, egress, road and utilities

from River Road to the property.  There is nothing in the easement language that limits the use.  RMA-Planning

concurs

• with this information based on our review of the grant deed submitted with the initial application.

Las Palmas Association Response: 

The Parcel Q grant deed provides only for ingress and egress over a “portion” of three roads: Las Palmas, River Run, 

and Woodridge Court.   These are limited rights to use certain portions of certain roads.  The Parcel Q owner has no 

right to use any of the Associations other private roads or portions thereof.  

• The Applicant pays monthly fees to the HOA.  No further information has been provided to RMA-Planning, nor

has the Applicant provided any agreement regarding the purpose or use of the monthly fees.

Las Palmas Association Response: 

Parcel Q is not a member of the Association.  The Parcel Q owner pays the Association a nominal amount of 

$40/month for minor reimbursements for road maintenance, as they are using portions of Association roads over 

which they have an easement.  This is a hand-shake “Gentlemen’s” arrangement, and as far as I know, is not 

memorialized in writing.  It is not Association dues.  Current homeowners pay $155 per lot in Association dues.   There 

is also no indication that the Parcel Q owners have ever paid any of the increases in Association dues that 

homeowners have been required to pay, nor has the Parcel Q owner been subject to the other Association rules and 

regulations, including Architectural Review.  If the Parcel Q owner were subject to the rules of the Association, we 

believe, they would have been required to sign documents in escrow, just like the other homeowners/Association 

members acknowledging the Association documents.  As far as we know, they have not done that. Parcel Q owners 

have also never paid any special assessments which may occasionally be required of the homeowners.  

• The storm drains have been connected since installation of the system, and the system has been accepting

drainage from the project parcel.*

Received by RMA-Planning
on January 15, 2020.
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* Based on RMA-Planning research, the Applicant pays annual property taxes to CSA 72.  Also, per current development

regulations, development drainage is required to be retained on site.

Las Palmas Association Response:

As we understand, the storm drain system was designed for the Las Palmas 1 initial phase of the Las Palmas build

out.  An assisted living facility on Parcel Q was not envisioned as part of the initial Las Palmas 1 build out, so  it

is unlikely the drainage system was sized to support such a project.  How is the County assuring that all drainage will

remain on site? Is it retained – and slowly drains off site, or detained to remain on the site?  There have already been

issues with drainage on the hillside above Las Palmas 1 on Parcel Q, causing the hillside to erode and mud

flow/clogging of the Las Palmas drainage system behind Country Park Road.

The Applicant also provided a copy of the access and utilization agreement (attached) to cross Parcels E and F with a line 

for reclaimed wastewater. 

Las Palmas Association Response: 

As we understand, there is an existing “recycled” water pipe running to somewhere on to Parcel Q for recycled water 

distribution from the sewer plant to Parcel Q (as is the case for Las Palmas 1, Las Palmas 2 and the Kinship Center), 

which end users can use the recycled water for irrigation water. This Access and Utility Agreement pertains solely to 

this pipeline, which we also understand has already been installed.  The Association does not take issue with 

the already installed recycled water line to Parcel Q.  That Agreement, however, has no bearing on Parcel Q’s limited 

ingress and egress rights over Association property.  

I would also appreciate you forwarding any additional information you obtain from the Parcel Q owner regarding the 

Association or Association property.  At one point there was a claim being made by the Parcel Q owner that he had, or 

would obtain, access rights for emergency fire access across Parcel E, Parcel F, or County Park Road.  The Association 

wants to go on record again, reiterating that Association is not amenable to granting the Parcel Q owner additional 

rights in any of the Association’s property.  Can you please let me know what is the latest proposal is regarding 

emergency fire access. 

As always, thank you for your help. 

Christine 

Christine G. Kemp 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & HOSS

A Professional Corporation 

333 Salinas Street 
P.O. Box 2510 

Salinas, CA 93901 

(831) 424-1414 ext. 271

(831) 424-1975 (fax)

ckemp@nheh.com

www.nheh.com

Serving the Central Coast Since 1928 

From: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262 [mailto:SidorJ@co.monterey.ca.us] 

Sent: Sunday, January 12, 2020 11:38 AM 
To: Kemp, Christine 

Subject: Request for River View Information 

Christine, 
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Please see the attached files re information recently submitted by the Applicant for the River View project. 

The EMS spreadsheet shows ambulance calls for similar operations for the 2-year timeframe 10/2017 - 10/2019.  The 

Applicant received the EMS figures from the Health Dept, and contacted the facilities directly for the bed 

numbers.  Based on the numbers provided, it averages to about 1 call every three days for a similarly-sized facility. 

The Applicant’s agent has also informed RMA-Planning staff via discussions of the following: 

• The grant deed for the project parcel includes a non-exclusive easement for ingress, egress, road and utilities

from River Road to the property.  There is nothing in the easement language that limits the use.  RMA-Planning

concurs with this information based on our review of the grant deed submitted with the initial application.

• The Applicant pays monthly fees to the HOA.  No further information has been provided to RMA-Planning, nor

has the Applicant provided any agreement regarding the purpose or use of the monthly fees.

• The storm drains have been connected since installation of the system, and the system has been accepting

drainage from the project parcel.*

* Based on RMA-Planning research, the Applicant pays annual property taxes to CSA 72.  Also, per current development

regulations, development drainage is required to be retained on site.

The Applicant also provided a copy of the access and utilization agreement (attached) to cross Parcels E and F with a line 

for reclaimed wastewater. 

Best regards, 

Joe 

Joseph (Joe) Sidor, Associate Planner 
Monterey County RMA-Planning 
1441 Schilling Place, Salinas, CA  93901 
(831) 755-5262  direct
(831) 755-5025  main reception
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ANTHONY LoMBARDO & AssociATES 

ANTHONY L. LOMBARDO 

KELLY McCARTHY SUTHERLAND 

JoSEPH M. FENECH 

ConY J. PHILLIPS 

Mr. Joe Sidor, Associate Planner 
Monterey County RMA 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

March 3, 2020 

Re: River View at Las Palmas 

Dear Joe: 

144 W. GABILAN STREET 

SALINAS, CA 93901 

(831) 751-2330 

FAX (831) 751-2331 

Our File No.: 4813.001 

We have reviewed the findings and evidence that were presented to the Planning Commission. We 
do have some amendments we believe should be carried forward to the Board of Supervisors. Most 
critical of these are the findings and evidence concerning the installation of grass pavers at the 
Country Park Road and Woodridge Court and the requirement for a road maintenance agreement. 

Grass Pavers: The evidence presented in the report which is based on your conversations with 
Chief Fulcher (?) and the letter from Monterey Regional Fire Protection District are clear that no 
additional access is required. The mitigation upon which the grass paver requirement is based were 
prepared before that information was known. Additionally, we have to question the effectiveness 
of such a measure given the area in questions and other sections of Country Park Road have been 
blocked by bollards placed by the HOA. 

Road Maintenance Agreement: MCC Section 21.64.320 F (2) provides that " if a substantive 
dispute exists regarding the costs of repairing or maintaining a private road as it relates to a 
project, said authority may approve the project but shall require as a condition of project approval 
that the applicant provide the County with adequate documentation demonstrating that the 
dispute has been satisfactorily resolved." There is not now or has there ever been a dispute over 
costs of repairs and maintenance of the existing road. The owners of River View have been 
billed and paid all road maintenance assessments they have received from the HOA. The 
applicant has acknowledged repeatedly they know they have a responsibility to repair any damage 
done to the roads by the construction activity. They also have acknowledged their responsibility 
to pay their proportionate share of the road's maintenance costs. 

The County Code states "Maintenance of any private road will be subject to a private road 
maintenance agreement, or if no such agreement exists, then County recognizes that parties may 
have recourse pursuant to California Civil Code Section 845 ... " would be applicable. As I 
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Mr. Joe Sidor 
March 3, 2020 
Page 2 of2 

explained at the Planning Commission hearing, the provisions of Civil Code Section 845 will 
apply in this instance. 

There is no dispute over the right to use the easement. There is no dispute over costs of 
maintenance and repair. The conditions of approval of River View at Las Palmas should not 
include a requirement that an access or road maintenance agreement be obtained from the HOA. 

We request that these changes be included in the RMA's recommendation to the Board of 
Supervisors. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 

. J ttt/(/(/t 
Anthbny L. Lo bardo 
ALLIDE/rp 

cc: Brandon Swanson 
Craig Spencer 
Clients 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Spencer, Craig x5233
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 3:31 PM
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Subject: FW: Correspondence; Letter from Russell Scwanz, FW: PLN 150372 Valley Fever

From: ClerkoftheBoard <cob@co.monterey.ca.us>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 3:11 PM 
To: 100‐BoS Everyone <100‐BoSEveryone@co.monterey.ca.us>; Girard, Leslie J. x5365 <GirardLJ@co.monterey.ca.us>; 
McKee, Charles J <McKeeCJ@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Cc: Chiulos, Nick x5145 <chiulosn@co.monterey.ca.us>; Dugan, John x6654 <DuganJ@co.monterey.ca.us>; Harris, Lisa 
x4879 <harrislm@co.monterey.ca.us>; Holm, Carl P. x5103 <HolmCP@co.monterey.ca.us>; Magana, Sophia x5305 
<MaganaS@co.monterey.ca.us>; McDougal, Melissa x5146 <McDougalM@co.monterey.ca.us>; Ruiz‐Ignacio, Maegan 
x5508 <Ruiz‐IgnacioM@co.monterey.ca.us>; Silveira, Felicia M. x4878 <SilveiraFM@co.monterey.ca.us>; Spencer, Craig 
x5233 <SpencerC@co.monterey.ca.us>; Strimling, Wendy x5430 <strimlingw@co.monterey.ca.us>; Swanson, Brandon 
xx5334 <SwansonB@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Subject: Correspondence; Letter from Russell Scwanz, FW: PLN 150372 Valley Fever 

Good Morning, All- 

Please see below e-mail from the desk of Russell Scwanz, FW: PLN 150372 Valley Fever 

Joel G. Pablo 
Board Clerk 
Monterey County Clerk of the Board 
County of Monterey 
168 W. Alisal St., 1st Floor, Salinas, CA 93901 
Phone: (831) 755 - 5066 | Fax: (831) 755-5888 

From: Russell Schwanz <russellschwanz@att.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, July 8, 2020 1:54 PM 
To: ClerkoftheBoard <cob@co.monterey.ca.us>; ROY GOBETS <roygobets@aol.com> 
Subject: PLN 150372 Valley Fever 

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

Russ Schwanz
21045 Country Park Rd
Salinas, CA 93908

Ref: Riverview at Las Palmas PLN150372

To: Monterey County Supervisors
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My name is Russ Schwanz, I am a retired Meteorologist and 
live on Country Park Road. My house lies less than 600 feet 
from the proposed development on Parcel Q and like many of 
the homes on my street, the top of my roof is below the 
level of the ground that will be reworked as part of this 
proposed development.

I have become deeply concerned about Valley Fever and the 
potential impact of it on my neighbors due to this proposed 
development. So I have done some research on the Web to 
learn more.

Background on Valley Fever

Valley Fever is a disease. It is also called 
coccidioidomycosis. I will continue to call it Valley 
Fever. It is caused by the coccidioides fungus that grows 
in some areas of California and other areas of the 
Southwest. If inhaled, this fungus can infect the lungs and 
cause respiratory symptoms, including cough, difficulty 
breathing, fever and fatigue. In some cases in can spread 
within the body and become severe. This is call 
disseminated Valley Fever. This form can make the victim 
ill for long periods of time or it can kill. I read of one 
case of a four year old boy who was hospitalized for 11 
months. Each year there are about 80 Valley Fever deaths in 
California with another 1000 hospitalized. There is deep 
concern in Monterey County about the illness. In 2014 there 
were only 20 cases. But every year since then it has grown. 
In 2018 there were 240 cases. (See article entitled 
“Monterey County becomes major epicenter for Valley Fever 
with tenfold uptick” in the Salinas Californian dated May 
16, 2019.)

Many people do not get Valley Fever after being exposed to 
the fungus. But anyone can get it. Some people are at 
higher risk. These would include people in areas where the 
soil is disturbed like construction, landscaping, field 
work or the military. Close contact with dirt or dust is 
problematic. Also people who are pregnant, above 60 years 
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old, have diabetes, cancer or an organ transplant are very 
vulnerable. The disease is not contagious. But dogs can 
also get it.

Details of the Fungus

The fungus has microscopic spores. It grows in soil which 
has low rainfall and mild winter temperatures. Its minute 
size is problematic. Currently there are no tests that can 
tell if the soil contains the fungus. When soil is 
disturbed it can be released into to wind. This typically 
happens with dust. People get the disease by breathing in 
the spores. As a result, when outdoors in a dusty area, it 
is recommended that people wear a properly fitted N95 face 
mask. (Reference to County of Monterey Health Department 
web pages on preventing Valley Fever.) And if their clothes 
have dust on them they should wash the clothes without 
shaking off the dust. When driving a car in a dusty area it 
is advised to close all windows and set the air flow to 
recycled air rather than fresh air.

Scientific Method

Many talented and well meaning people have worked very hard 
to understand this beast. And there are many speculations 
or theories about this fungus. Where it grows and how to 
develop procedures to manage it. But without effective ways 
of testing the soil and the air for the spores, these 
theories are lacking full validation. The state has 
budgeted a few million dollars to study it. But, I am 
concerned that current approaches for disturbing the soil 
and managing the dust generated may be flawed. This concern 
is based upon the simple fact that cases of Valley Fever 
have jumped from 20 to 240 in the last few years in 
Monterey County. If the best procedures are being used it 
appears that something isn’t right. Current procedures may 
be flawed. This perspective is relevant to the development 
of Parcel Q.

Parcel Q
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With this background, I turn my focus to the Parcel Q 
proposed development. Consider the following points.

There is more than Las Palmas 1 involved in this issue. 
Other adjacent neighborhoods will also be impacted. And 
keeping in mind that I am a retired Meteorologist, the 
winds can blow any dust from the Parcel Q development for 
miles. It is a reasonable question to ask if King City may 
be impacted. And Toro Park and areas of Marina may also be 
impacted.

During the presentations to the Planning Commission the 
representative for Parcel Q proposed development said that 
(this in not a direct quote) all the Las Palmas residents 
would have to do is stay indoors, close their windows and 
turn on their air conditioners. 

But the vast majority of the Las Palmas homes do not have 
air conditioners. My guess in that over 95% do not have 
them. We rely on opening our windows to cool our houses. 
Opening our windows would be an open invitation to the 
fungus.

Many of our houses in Las Palmas 1, on Country Park road, 
are easily within 500 feet of the area to be bulldozed. And 
the tops of our roofs are below the level of the ground 
being bulldozed. Frequently the winds blow from the ocean 
down the Salinas Valley. As a result, this wind would blow 
dust (and along with it any Valley Fever Fungus) right onto 
the tops of our houses.

And since the onset of the COVID-19, N95 face masks are not 
easily available.  Without N95 masks we would not be able 
to protect ourselves. And even if we could obtain N95 
masks, these masks are not recommended for children. The 
current masks that we wear for COVID-19 would not deter the 
microscopic Valley Fever spores.

Most of the time in Monterey County, when the soil in 
disturbed, it is on agricultural land. Under those 
circumstances, much of the dust created falls on open 
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fields. That would not be the case with this development. 
The dust generated will mostly fall on residences.

It is also unclear how long the threat from the Valley 
Fever Fungus would last.  We would have to limit our 
activities as soon as the trees on Parcel Q are cut. But 
how will we know when it will be safe to resume our normal 
lives? Is it 6 weeks after the last dust flies or is it 6 
months later? How would we know? Again, tests to detect the 
Valley Fever spores are not available.

So any of the following activities could expose us to 
Valley Fever and be problematic to our health:

Taking a walk
Walking a dog
Any child playing outside
The mailman delivering our mail
Any form of yard work
Cleaning the rain gutters
Running or any outdoor sports
Taking a child for a walk in a stroller
Washing a car
Cooling our house by opening the windows
Any home improvement on the outside of our house

All of the above items are common events in our 
neighborhood.

And people driving in this area on Highway 68 or River Road 
will have to close their car windows and recycle the air in 
their cars. And how can they be warned? And what about 
motorcycles in the area? How can they be safe?

Can disturbing the soil next to a residential neighborhood 
really be safe? It is our health and lives on the line and 
it appears that current procedures to control the spores 
may be flawed.

Our Rights
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I believe that we have a basic right to Life, Liberty and 
the Pursuit of Happiness.  The Valley Fever Fungus is a 
definite threat to all three. I have the right to live. And 
to live without some prolonged disease that is poured upon 
my house from above. I have the right to take a simple walk 
in my neighborhood without getting some deadly disease. I 
have to right to be confident in my home.

At this time the developer of Parcel Q nor Monterey County 
is able to ensure my rights to Life, Liberty and the 
Pursuit of Happiness. 

Concerns and Recommendations

I am concerned that if Parcel Q is approved and built that 
many people will become very ill from Valley Fever and some 
may die. This would likely end in extensive litigation 
against the developer and Monterey County. I do not want to 
see my neighbors or I get a serious or fatal disease 
because of the approval of Parcel Q. I do not want to see 
Monterey County loose a significant litigation as a result. 
When all is considered, I ask, plead and beg the Monterey 
County Supervisors to reject this proposal. Although the 
county certainly has the need for senior assisted living, 
Parcel Q simply isn’t in the right location.

RS
07/08/2020
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: ClerkoftheBoard
Sent: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 12:02 PM
To: 100-BoS Everyone; McKee, Charles J; Girard, Leslie J. x5365; Bokanovich, Karina T. x5113
Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Spencer, Craig x5233; Dugan, John x6654; Lundquist, Erik
Subject: FW: PLN150372

Hello good afternoon, 

Below is an e‐mail that the Clerk of the Board received regarding: River View at Las Palmas Assisted Living Senior Facility. 

Thank you, 
Julian Lorenzana 
Board of Supervisors Clerk 
County of Monterey Clerk of the Board 
Government Center, 168 West Alisal Street, Salinas Ca. 93901 
(831) 796‐3077 lorenzanaj@co.monterey.ca.us

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: TOM MERCURIO <aemt5@aol.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 15, 2021 11:14 AM 
To: ClerkoftheBoard <cob@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Subject: PLN150372 
[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content is safe.] 

To the Board of Supervisors of Monterey County Ca. 

My name is Tom Mercurio and am a resident of the Las Palmas 1 community.  There is an agenda item, RVLP proposed 
skilled nursing facility.(PLN 150372)that will be coming before you at your next Board of Supervisors meeting that I 
would like to comment on. 

There fare serious issues regarding the safe evacuation of this proposed facility in the event of an emergency( i.e. fire, 
earthquake, etc.) as it relates to the Counties Fire and Building Codes that I would like to make you aware of that has not 
been previously addressed by the developer of Parcel Q. 

CA. FIRE CODE, SECTION 503 FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS Section  503.2.3‐Surface‐Fire apparatus roads of which 
Woodridge Ct. is a part of ,shall be designed and maintained to support the imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be 
surfaced so as to provide all‐whether driving capabilities.  Woodridge Ct. is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. 
and the developer would have to gain its approval in order to accomplish this, which to date has not been done. 

.Section 503.7.7.1 Paving‐All fire apparatus access roads over eight (8) percent, of which Woodridge Ct. is a part of, shall 
be paved with a minimum 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on 0.34 of aggregate base.  Wood ridge Ct. again is owned by 
the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A.  In order to comply with this section of the Fire Code, the developer would have to have an 
approval by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. in order to accomplish this requirement.  As of this date no such approval has been 
given. 

.Section 503.2.8‐Dead Ends.  Dead end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet(45 720mm) in length shall be 
provided with an approved area for turning around the apparatus.  Once again this dead end road, of which Woodridge 
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Ct. is a part of, is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. and its approval for for this has not been given to the developer.  
Note‐Looped roads, which is being proposed by the developer, is the same as a dead end road. 
 
MONTEREY COUNTY ORDINANCE 5337 ADOPTION OF THE 2019 CA. BUILDING STANDARDS Section P102 Roads 
p.102.2 Road access(FIRE 001)  Within this section it states that "the roadway surface shall provide unobstructed access 
to conventional drive vehicles including sedans and fire apparatus and shall be an all‐weather surface designed to 
support the imposed load of fire apparatus(75,000) pounds).  Each road shall have an approved name."  NOTE‐A portion 
of the fire access road is Woodridge Ct. and is presently a dirt surface.  At this time the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. has not 
giving approval for the surface of Woodridge Ct. to be paved in accordance with this section of the Monterey County 
5337 adoption of the 2019 C. Building Standards. 
 
P102.3 Roadway engineering‐Within this section it states "Roadway turnarounds shall be required on dead‐end roads in 
excess of one hundred Fifty (150) feet of surface length.  The turning radius for a turnaround shall be forty(40) feet from 
the center line of the road.  If a hammerhead T is used, the top of the "T" shall be a minimum of sixty(60) feet in 
length."  Woodridge Ct. which is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. would be a part of the dead end road. 
 
NOTE‐The length of the dead end road from the intersection of River Rd. and Las Palmas Rd. to the proposed facility 
exceeds the required 150 ft. surface length.  While the proposed access road to the facility is a "looped" road, a looped 
road is in fact the same as a dead end road. 
 
Lastly, it is my understanding that such issues, as stated above, need to be resolved prior to the granting of a Use Permit. 
Myself and my fellow homeowners have voted against allowing this proposed project  to proceed and have the backing 
of our H.O.A.  Based on this, the granting of a Use Permit should be denied.  I hope that the board so addresses these 
concerns prior to the granting of any Use Permit. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tom Mercurio 
21001 Country Park Rd. 
Salinas, Ca. 93908 
805 455 8468 



July 5th, 2021 

To Montrey County Supervisors 

My name is Tom Mercurio and am a resident of the Las Palmas 1 community.  There is an agenda item, 

RVLP proposed Assisted Living Senior Community ,(PLN150372) that will be coming before you at your 

next board of supervisors meeting that I would like to comment on.   

There are serious issues regarding the safe evacuation of this proposed facility in the event of an 

emergency i.e. fire, earthquake, etc.  as it relates to the Counties Fire and Building  Codes that I would 

like to make you aware of that has not been addressed by the developer of Parcel Q. 

CA. FIRE CODE, SECTION 503.  FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS 

Section 503.2.3‐Surface‐Fire apparatus roads. of which Woodridge Ct. is part of ,  shall be designed and 

maintained to support the imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be surfaced so as to provide all‐

weather driving capabilities) Woodridge Ct. is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. and the developer 

would have to gain its approval in order to accomplish this, which to date has not been done. 

.Section 503.2.7.1 Paving‐All fire apparatus access roads over eight (8) percent, of which Woodridge Ct. 

is a part of, shall be paved with a minimum 0.17 feet of asphaltic concrete on 0.34 of aggregate base.  

Woodridge Ct. again  is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A.  In order to comply with this section of the 

Fire Code, the developer would have to have an approval by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. in order to 

accomplish this.  As of this date no such approval has been given. 

.Section 503.2.8‐Dead Ends.  Dead end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet(45 720 mm) in 

length shall be provided with an approved area for turning around the apparatus.  Once again this dead 

end road, of which Woodridge Ct. is a part of, is owned by the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. and its approval for 

this has not been given to the developer. NOTE‐Looped roads, which is being proposed by the 

developer, is the same as a dead end road. 

MONTEREY COUNTY ORDINANCE 5337 ADOPTION OF THE 2019 CA. BUILDING STANDARDS 

Section P102 Roads 

P.102.2 Road access.(FIRE 001) Within this section is states that “ the  roadway surface shall provide

unobstructed access to conventional drive vehicles including sedans and fire apparatus and shall be an

all‐weather surface designed to support the imposed load of fire apparatus and shall be an all‐weather

surface designed to support the imposed load of fire apparatus (75,000 pounds)  Each road shall have an

approved name”.  Note,  A portion of the fire access road is Woodridge Ct. and is presently a dirt

surface.  At this time the Las Palmas 1 H.O.A. has not giving approval for the surface  of Woodridge Ct. to

be paved in accordance with this section of the Monterey County 5337 adoption of the 2019 Ca.

Building Standards.

P102.3 Roadway engineering –Within this section it states “Roadway turnarounds shall be required on 

dead‐end roads in excess of one hundred Fifty (150) feet of surface length.  The turning radius for a 
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turnaround shall be forty(40)  feet from the center line of the road.  If a hammerhead T is use, the top of  

the “T” shall be a minimum of sixty(60) feet in length.” Woodridge Ct. which is owned by the Las 

Palmas1 H.O.A. would be a part of the dead end road. 

Note  The length of the dead end road from the intersection of River Rd. and Las Palmas Rd. to the 

proposed facility exceeds the required 150 ft. surface length.  While the proposed access road to the 

facility is a “looped” road, a looped road is in fact the same as a dead end road. 

Lastly, it is my understanding that such issues, as stated above, need to be resolved prior to the granting 

of a Use Permit.  Myself and my fellow homeowners have voted against allowing this proposed project 

to proceed and have the backing of our H.O.A. Based on this, the granting of a Use Permit should be 

denied.  I hope that the board so addresses these concerns prior to  the granting of a Use Permit. 

Sincerely, 

Tom Mercurio 

21001 Country Park Rd. 

Salinas, Ca. 93908 

805 455 8468 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Lundquist, Erik
Sent: Wednesday, July 7, 2021 9:50 PM
To: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262
Cc: Strimling, Wendy x5430
Subject: Fw: Parcel Q - at Las Palmas 1 - River Road

From: Francoise Mc Avinchey <mcavincheyf@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 6, 2021 2:29 PM 
To: ClerkoftheBoard <cob@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Cc: Rendell Requiro <rendellr@gmail.com> 
Subject: Parcel Q ‐ at Las Palmas 1 ‐ River Road 
[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 
and know the content is safe.] 

Attention Board of Supervisors  

Re: Measure Q (Parcel Q at Las Palmas 1, River Road, Salinas 

We are homeowners in Las Palmas 1 for the past 23 years.  We oppose the building of a large Convalescent facility and 
business in the Parcel Q space. We are not against senior living but we do not think that this commercial facility for 
convalescent care is suitable for a quiet residential family environment.  

‐ The area is zoned for 4 houses and we oppose the request to change the original plan for Las Palmas 1 to 
accommodate a large business facility.  

‐ We do not oppose building 4 additional houses. This is what the original plan stated. 

‐ This proposed facility is not affordable Senior housing. Affordable housing has been built in Seaside in recent years. 
Also, there are plans to build affordable Senior housing  in nearby Fort Ord.  

‐ This private business Facility should be built close to one of the hospitals.  The plan is for 150 beds and over 100 
employees.  

‐ We live close to the entrance and  our peaceful country living will be impacted by the large amount of traffic day 
and night; fire trucks, ambulances, vendors, employees, visitors etc 

‐ The entrance is adjacent to our to school bus stops for pick up and drop off for our children in our neighborhood. The 
Impact of the traffic poses a danger to school children and pedestrians.  

‐ We have many retired people in the neighborhood who invested here for a quiet life. We have concerns about 
pedestrian safety and increase in crime.  

‐ We have a guard at the entrance and security patrol we will not be able to monitor who is coming in.  

‐ Our streets are very narrow and will not be able to support the increase of traffic and in particular big trucks. 

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 8, 2021.
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‐ The historical Cory/Corallini house is situated on route to the entrance to the parcel Q development. This is an Air Bnb 
and is an asset to our environment, situated on a narrow street facing the park area. This invasion of traffic will detract 
from our curb appeal.  
  
‐ The construction of this large commercial enterprise will devalue our homes and our quiet lifestyle.  
  
‐ It appears that this project is not about serving senior citizens with affordable housing but making a profit.  
  
‐ There has been no consideration for the residents of Las Palmas 1 and no input requested by the developer from 
homeowners. Many of the homeowners are retired.  There are also families with younger children who invested in this 
neighborhood because they wanted to live in a quiet environment close to good schools. The kids ride their bikes around 
and walk on the narrow quiet streets. 
  
‐ We are also concerned about the impacts of water,  sewage, runoff, and maintenance of our private roads. We have to 
pay HOA dues for the upkeep.    
  
‐We have serious concerns about evacuations due to fire, earthquake or flood.  
  
‐ We experienced evacuation last year due to the fires nearby. The fire came within 1.25 miles from our homes. Our 
narrow streets were lined up with vehicles and the entrance was clogged up trying to get out onto River Road.  This is a 
real concern for homeowners in Las Palmas 1. 
  
‐The location of the parcel Q development is at risk in the case of wild fire.  How would an extra 150 people plus 100 
employees be evacuated from this facility through our small narrow streets ?  This was not discussed at the planning 
commission meeting.  
  
‐ There are many mitigation’s included in this Commercial business plan.  Who  is responsible for being accountable for 
these mitigations ? We saw that the planning commission did not consider our safety when they voted for this 
commercial development.  
  
‐ The Parcel Q development backs up onto the Ferrini Ranch, which is not going to be developed. This area is protected 
and  is home to an abundance of wild life and should not be commercially developed. We would liked the Board of 
Supervisors to consider that the surrounding area is full of wildlife; coyotes, mountain lions, bib cats, great horned owls, 
hawks, wild turkeys, quail, rabbits and more.  
  
‐ The residents of Las Palmas 1 are hard working middle class families from diverse backgrounds, who pay taxes, have 
local businesses, work in AG, local schools and hospitals. We would like the Board of Supervisors to consider our 
concerns and not vote to change our plan and allow construction of this large commercial enterprise. 
  
This is an invasion of our lifestyle and our property investments.  
  
Thank you for your consideration.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Françoise Mc Avinchey‐Requiro 
Rendell Requiro  
Las Palmas 1 
17563 Winding Creek Road  
Salinas, CA 93808 
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July 15, 2021 

Chair Askew and Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
c/o Clerk to the Board 
168 W. Alisal St. 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Subject:   River View at Las Palmas PLN 150372 

Dear Chair Askew and Members of the Board: 

LandWatch Monterey County urges the Board to deny the proposed Specific Plan Amendment 
for the following reasons: 

The Project is Inconsistent with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan. 

Parcel Q is designated for Residential not Commercial Use under the Specific Plan. Parcel Q is 
shown as part of ADC Policy Planning Area A, and designated as Medium Density Residential 
(MDR), which places Parcel Q under the 1031 residential dwelling unit cap in the Specific Plan. 
The current overall number of 1029 residential units built in the Las Palmas development is 
consistent with the 1031 Specific Plan residential cap, leaving only 2-3 residential units 
available to be built on Parcel Q. 

SEIR’s Wildfire Analysis is Inadequate and Incomplete. 

The project site is located within the State Responsibility Area which identifies the following 
criteria that have yet to be addressed: 

• A project’s potential to substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan;

• Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, a project’s potential to exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire;

• Require the installation or maintenance of associated project infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the
environments; and/or

• A project’s potential to expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
instability, or drainage changes.

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 15, 2021.
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Locating the proposed facility in an area where Las Palmas residents had to be evacuated 
during the 2020 wildfire is inconsistent with safety requirements for existing and proposed 
residents. 

For the preceding reasons, we urge you to deny the proposed project. 

Sincerely, 

Michael D. DeLapa 
Executive Director 



Received by HCD-Planning
on July 19, 2021.
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: Monterey County Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Christine Kemp on behalf of the 
Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1 

DATE: June 28, 2021 

SUBJECT: River View at Las Palmas - Parcel Q Easement Use over Las Palmas Private Roads 

Use of the access easement over the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1’s private 

roads to access an Assisted Living Facility on Parcel Q is a surcharge on the Association’s 

private roads, meaning the use exceeds the legal scope of the easement granted, as the use is 

beyond the scope of the use anticipated at the time the access easement was granted.   

Increasing the scope of the use of the easement to accommodate a commercial Assisted 

Living Facility places an illegal and unreasonable burden on the Association’s property and 

should not be allowed. 

Analysis:  It is well-established in California law that the extent of servitude (easement) is 

determined by the terms of the grant, or the nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired. 

(California Civil Code §806).  When an easement is granted for a specific use, there may not be an 

increase in the burden of the easement (California Civil Code §807), and the servient tenement owners 

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 12, 2021.
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(Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1) have the right to insist that so long as the easement is 

enjoyed, it shall remain substantially the same as it was at the time the right accrued.  

Parcel Q Anticipated Use: Parcel Q was created by subdivision map recorded at Volume 26 

Cities and Towns page 70 June 15, 1989 (See Exhibit 1, Final Map signed by Michael Fletcher Sr. on 

behalf of Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc., attached).   

  Since 1983, under the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, Parcel Q has been shown as part of 

Area A on the Las Palmas Specific Plan Map and designated as “Medium Density Residential” on the 

Las Palmas Specific Plan Map (See Exhibit 2, Specific Plan Figure E, attached), with the total 

Specific Plan “Residential Units” capped 1031, as shown on Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Land 

Use Table (See Exhibit 2, Specific Plan Figure D, attached).   

Other areas of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan were set aside for Commercial/Recreational, 

School/Church sites, including the area shown as Area B in the Specific Plan Figure E (See Exhibit 2), 

for the Las Palmas Unit 1 area, which commercial parcels were designated as Parcels D, E and F on 

the Las Palmas Unit 1 recorded map.  Access to these three (3) commercial lots (D, E, & F) was 

confirmed in the 1989 CC&Rs (See Exhibit 3, CC&Rs pages, attached).  Parcel Q was not given a 

commercial designation under the Specific Plan, nor given commercial use access under the CC&Rs, 

but remained part of Area A in the Specific Plan designated for medium density residential use.    

Likewise, consistent with the Specific Plan, Parcel Q was shown as “Medium Density 

Residential” under the 1983 Toro Area Plan, and remains so designated under the 2010 updated 

Monterey General Plan/Toro Area (See Exhibit 4, Land Use Plans, attached), again consistent with the 

Specific Plan land use designation.  

Easement Creation:  The access easement to Parcel Q over the Association’s private roads 

was first created by a deed from Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc. (signed by Michael 
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Fletcher, Jr.) to James Fletcher and Lisa Fletcher on September 29, 2000 (James Fletcher – brother of 

Michael Jr. and son of Michael Sr.) (See  Exhibit 5, Grant Deed, attached).   

 At the time of the easement grant in September 2000 creating access over the Association’s 

Roads to Parcel Q, all of the Las Palmas 1 (LP1) and Las Palmas II (LP2) Final subdivision maps had 

been recorded, except for LP2-Unit 11 Final Map which was recorded on December 15, 2000, and 

would have been in final form in September 2000.  (See Exhibit 6, Las Palmas Subdivision Assessor 

Parcel maps, attached). 

 Therefore, at the time of the creation of the Parcel Q access easement in September 2000: 

1. The Las Palmas subdivision was completed, in substantial conformance with the overall 

residential designation and residential unit cap of 1031 residential units, along with the designated 

commercial areas, consistent with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, leaving only a few (2-3) 

residential units available for build out on the medium density residential designated Parcel Q.  

 2. There was no plan for, or any anticipated use of, the Parcel Q site beyond a limited 

number of residential units to achieve the allowed 1031 residential unit cap, and certainly no plan for a 

commercial Assisted Living Facility on Parcel Q, which commercial use would create a substantial 

increased burden, and surcharge, upon the scope of the access easement granted over the Association’s 

private roads.    

 Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No 1 Resolution:  

 In keeping with this position, the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1 Board of 

Directors passed a Board Resolution on December 18, 2019 (See Exhibit 7, copy attached) 

confirming:  

 1. Parcel Q is not a member of the Association, has not paid membership dues to the 

Association, has no ownership interest in any of the Association’s common areas, private easements, 
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private roads (including Country Park Road), or private property, other than having only limited access 

rights over a portion of the Association’s private roads (portions of River Run, Woodridge Court, and 

Las Palmas Road) pursuant to the Grant Deed recorded at Document 2013046807, July 23, 2013, 

Official Records of Monterey County, California (“Parcel Q Deed”). 

 2. It has been well-established in California law that the extent of servitude is determined 

by the terms of the grant, or the nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired.  (California Civil 

Code §806).  When an easement is granted for a specific use, there may not be an increase in the 

burden of the easement (California Civil Code §807), and the servient tenement owners have the right 

to insist that so long as the easement is enjoyed, it shall remain substantially the same as it was at the 

time the right accrued; and  

 3. The Association Board of Directors seeks to protect the Association’s private property, 

including its common areas, easements, and private roads.  

 AND THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of Las 

Palmas Ranch Master Association:  

1. Affirms that use of the Association’s private roads within Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 
remains limited to residential use; 

2. Affirms that Parcel Q has no right to use of any of the Association’s private roads, but 
for the limited scope of use set forth in the Parcel Q Deed; and 

3. Will insist that the scope of Parcel Q’s limited use of the Association private roads 
remains substantially the same as they were at the time the right to use the private road 
easements accrued. 

 

Conclusion:  Use of the access easement over the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 

1’s private roads to access an Assisted Living Facility on Parcel Q is a surcharge on the Association’s 

private roads, because when the access easement was granted to Parcel Q in 2002: 
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1. Parcel Q was shown as part of Area A on the Las Palmas Specific Plan Map and 

designated as “Medium Density Residential” on the Las Palmas Specific Plan Map (Figure E), with the 

total “Residential Units” capped at 1031, as shown on Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Land Use 

Table (Figure D), in Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.   

2. Other areas of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan were set aside for 

Commercial/Recreational, School/Church sites, but not Parcel Q which remained in Area A designated 

for residential use.  

 3. Parcel Q was also shown as “Medium Density Residential” under the 1983 Toro Area 

Plan, and remained so designated under the 2010 updated Monterey General Plan/Toro Area.  

 4. At the time of the creation of the Parcel Q access easement in September 2000, the Las 

Palmas project was completed, in substantial conformance with the overall density and uses set forth in 

the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, with a cap of 1031 residential units, leaving only minimal (2-3) 

residential units available for the build out of Parcel Q.    

 5.   At the time the access easement was created for Parcel Q in 2000, there was no plan for, 

or any anticipated use of, Parcel Q for a commercial Assisted Living Facility, which commercial use 

would create a substantial increased burden upon the scope of the easement granted to Parcel Q beyond 

the limited residential use anticipated for Parcel Q under the Specific Plan at the time the easement was 

granted for the benefit of Parcel Q in 2000. 
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FIGURE D: LAS PALMAS RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN LARD USE TABLE
r

I
ADC Policy

Plan Areas

Residential Units

Density

Units/AC

Total

Units
j Other

j Acreage

Total
Other Land Uses

SingleMulti

Acres4

r

104 3.00
N/A
.2 . IX

N/A
2.21

3.25

312
3120

A

!

6
COMMERCIAL/RECREATIONAL 6

b

6 2

15

131
131 0

C

15
SCHOOL/CHURCH SITES

D

76

1681680E

32

1040104F

95 .84

80800G

152 .93

1421420H

28 1.64

4646QI

.4890
43430J

.4511
550K

N/A
6 6

COMMERCIAL
OPEN SPACE:

RIPARIAN CORRIDOR
AGRICULTURAL LAND
NEIGHBORHOOD/ INFORMAL

OPEN SPACES
CENTRAL OPEN SPACE

& FRONTAL SLOPES
TOTAL OPEN SPACE

L

13

M

.56

N

O

65

767

N/A901

——

1579 .65 AV
*

i
1031484547TOTAL

ACREAGES BOUNDARIES OF THE PLAN AREA AND NUMBER OF UNITS WITHIN EACH PLAN AREA ARE APPROX-

SPECIFIC BOUNDARIES, AND NUMBER AND MIX OF UNITS WILL BE DETERMINED AT THE TIME OF FINAL

DEVEL-

NOTE :
IMATE,

ENGINEERING, PROVIDED THAT THE TOTAL NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1,031.

OPMENT MAY NOT OCCUR IN THE APLHABETICAL ORDER IN WHICH THE PLAN AREAS ARE LETTERED ON THE

PLAN.
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l FOR

LAS PALMAS RANCH

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT



meeting of Members shall be held not less than thirty-five (35) days nor more than

forty-five (45) days following receipt of the petition. At the meeting, a vote of a majority

of the voting power of Members of the Association, excluding the vote of Declarant,

to take action to enforce the obligations under the bond shall be deemed to be the

decision of the Association, and the Board shall thereafter implement the decision by

initiating and pursuing appropriate action in the name of the Association.

Section 12.7. Litigation. In the event of litigation arising out of or in connection

with the Declaration, the prevailing party shall be entitled to receive costs of suit and

such sum for attorney's fees as the Court deems reasonable.

Section 12.8. Documents to be Provided to Prospective Purchaser. Each Owner,

other than Declarant, shall, as soon as practicable before transfer of title to a Lot,

provide to the prospective purchaser the following:

(a) A copy of the Articles, Bylaws and Declaration.

(b) A copy of the most recent financial statements of the

Association.

(c) A true statement in writing from an authorized representative

of the Association as to the amount of any assessments levied upon the

Lot which are unpaid as of the date of the statement The statement shall

also include true information on late charges, interest and costs of

collection which, as of the date of the statement, are or may be made a

lien upon the Lot.

Section 12.9. Adjacent Commercial Area.

(a) Lots D, E and F of TRACT NO. 1086A are adjacent to Lots

within the Properties, zoned for commercial uses and will be developed

and used for commercial purposes. The owners of Lots D, E and F of

TRACT NO. 1086A will not be Members of the Association. However,

they and their customers, employees, guests, tenants, contractors, agents

and invitees will have the right of access, ingress and egress over Common

Area Lots A and C of TRACT NO. 1086A

(b) There is hereby reserved for the benefit of the owners of

Lots D, E and F of TRACT NO. 1086A a non-exclusive easement appurte

nant to Lots D, E and F of TRACT NO. 1086A on, over, under and

across Common Area Lots A and C of TRACT NO. 1086A for purposes

of vehicular and pedestrian access, ingress and egress, and for the

-29-



access, ingress and egress, and for the installation, use, operation,

maintenance, repair, removal and replacement of underground utilities.

At such time as there are 113 or more Class A Members

in the Association and thereafter, the owners of Lots D, E and F of

TRACT NO. 1086^hall pay to the Association monthly an
amount equal to $.01 for each square foot of occupied commercial space

located on the Parcel at any time during the previous month. The payment

shall be due and payable on the first day of the month for the previous

month. The obligation of payment shall be subject to the provisions of

Section 4.7 of the Declaration and may be enforced by lien foreclosure

and/or suit.

(c)

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, being Declarant herein, has set its

hand and seal as of the date first hereinabove written.

LAS PALMAS RANCH DEVELOPMENT COMPANY,

INCj_>j£aiifbraia corporation

XJ- P.By.

LMJJLuBy.

)STATE OF CALIFORNIA
) ss.

)COUNTY OF MONTFRFY

On this 13TH day of June , 19 8£, before me,

a Notary Public in and for said

William F. Diehl, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence) to be the £i.cg. President, and

Jennifer E. Locke, personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence) to be the Vi ce President of LAS PALMAS RANCH

DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, INC., the corporation that executed the within

instrument, known to me to be the persons who executed the within instrument

on behalf of the corporation therein named, and acknowledged to me that such

corporation executed the within instrument pursuant to its bylaws or a

resolution of its board of directors.

JOAN JBLLSQN	 ,

state, personally appeared

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

am/Public(7
NOT

-30-
. OFFICIAL SEAL

6 JOAN JENISON
:g NOTARY PUEUC • CALIFORNIA

7 MONTEREY COUNTYma
Mv pomra. expires APS 19. 1993 >
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• : RECORDING REQUESTED BY

CHICAGO TITLE COMPANY

and when recorded mail to

Joseph F. Pitta

Monterey County Recorder
Recorded at the

CRR08ERTA
9/29/2000

8 00 00
request of

fjAMES W. FLETCHER
19056 FIELDSTONE COURT

SALINAS, CA 93908

~1 Chicago Title

mciwmt: 20000621171 ' tt
1/ Pages 2

Fees . . .
9 00

IZr. 228 80
AMT Paid $229.00

-JL_ JweemiT,

ESCrOK NO. 1719350 - OK

Ocder tt>. - "
SMCE ABOVE TM3 U4E ROR USE

GRANT DEED 139-ail -03 S
THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTORS) DECLARERS)

DOCUMENTARY TRANSFERTAX IS $220.00

HI Cityol
SD computed oo the fuD vslue of the interest or property conveyed, or a
O computet) oa Uk full vsiue leu the value oF beat or eacumbnuca rcnuutinj st bae ofale, and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION , receipt ofwhich is hereby acknowledged,
LAS PALMAS RANCH DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, INC.,

a California Corporation

hereby GRANT(S) to
JAMES W. FLETCHER and LISA M. FLETCHER, husband and wife, as Joint Tenants

the following described real property in the
County of Monterey

(
, State of California:

LEGAL DESCRIPTION ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PAST HEREOF BY REFERENCE

Dated September 20, 2000 LAS PALMAS RANCH DEVELOPMENT COMPANY
a California ration

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF M
} SS.

before ma.7.7. ?onnTiToTuF
, JR . , PresidentCHAEL C.

THE nWDEgSIGNED	
* Notary fttoMC to and tor said County end Stole, pawoweay appeared

MTCHAEI. C. FLETCHER. JR AMD	

EARL W. STERRETT	 	 	
personally known to me (ex proved to me on the beaie of aaitoiarenry
evidence) to be the person fa) whoee r»ma(a) ie/we autscribed to the
within Instrument end ecSnoailedged tome that he/Mte/toay a*eoutod toe
•erne in hte/her/toeir aiAhortzed cepeotty^ee), end that ky Me/har^hair
signature^) on the instrument the peraon(s). or the entity upon behalf of
which toe person(s) aMed, executed toe inetmment.

EARL W. STBRRETT. Financial
Vice-President

\CAROLYN WYLIE
|t C0MM #1175690
R IWary PubBc-CaWwnia
f Monterey County
MrCwnm.ftp.tfadt9.M02

t
r*

2

X
:

!WITNESS my hand and official aeal.

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO PARTY SHOWN ON FOLLOWING (JNE. F NO PARTY SO SHOWN. MAIL AS DIRECTED ABOVE

osnajy^r£^r I
I

Ejipirt FOB NOr«RV SEAL OR STMJP

Sweet Addree* City. Stale &2pName

Obi ~06/30/g?bk

!to > -

\
\



J

(

PARCEL I:

Parcel Q, as said Parcel is shown upon that certain nap entitled "Amended Map of Las
Palmas Ranch Corey House Area/Unit 1" which map was filed in the Office of the
Recorder of Monterey County, California on June 15, 1989 in Volume 16 of Cities
Towns , Page 70 .

A. P. NO. 139-211-035

PARCEL II:

A non-exclusive easement for ingress, egress, road and utilities over that portion
of River Run Road and Woodridge Court being a portion of Common Area Parcel C and
Las Palmas Road being Common Area Parcel A as shown and designated on that Map
entitled Amended Map of Las Palmas Ranch Corey House Area/unit 1 Tract 1086A filed
June 15, 1989, in Volume 16 of Cities and Towns at Page 70 in the Office of the
County Recorder of Monterey County, California.

!

Said easement shall be appurtenant to Parcel Q as shown and designated on the above
referred to Map of Tract 1086A.

END Or DOCUMENT

CCSCtT*4»/06/»**

\



EXHIBIT 6



ftaw, ©
TAX RATE AREA

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP
BOOK 139 PAGE 21

01

177-02tomrnonjre£r2
40,979

par. F (17)
common arpjV

WW MAP « INTENDED TO BE USED.FOB c(apar £ (Is) RIVER TAX assessment Puprn,- .• i nm y. '—common areaS
line

\®r®

I57-50 4-

2unitTIT2 i u®
vj

J!
J -

' I

2.34aci 4.9 Sac. /

ESS© /PAR. 10
x/ >-
///

m°7 °

'tt-23-/
I i i i , . i

	

T I , 7 "j v

'-••• \v: © Ya©-/
/ PAR. H

/ 152,638 S.F
Js

iW
I I	L . i •

©J PAR. Z

19.68 ac.

A0.

o

PAR. O
common area
74,365 S.F

©
26/©v A

/
T

PAR. J •
/.--Ncommon area

' ©MOSl S.F.

Q JiilJ O cr"\ ' -A1-

/

7
PARCEL L

444,751 S.F.

A<2©-©/UN it
>07 \ 27 rnTT

4 0c
<r

UNLL?	//--/ 1-2
//--I

o

' PAR. X /,---
1.29acTl 4

f / JJNfT 4

/ 43,039 S.F
/ common area

_/_ PA R . M

/Kg)

<? <

^ ©
<<

<<

57J'3

X. v

01

<6

0
©

v

^ ©

\ K

®fv
<6 P

211
7 /

\/
(Z3y PAR. K
©7 105, 496 S.F. ^

Scenic Easement

7©
RAReet—k-

72 4,-6,9.7 SrT»

© \

\UNIT 1

©2©
//

\
mARCctL *5

\
©

22

\

A\

'6

\
\ oi 57-46V

\

-<< CA

T 4 \
-\

T/a)CUNITc3
O - 2>. v 		< - v/

v/>»r
WAAT1

©AtV«rV

\
A i

\

PARCEL 14
\

/>/
\©
\

C\t>

©V? /

7©

PAR- G

YVw15-67 ac.

6-i 'ii2

V-/UNIT 5'h

28 i
01

*<\Vi
161-01

2cY
T7

•>
>

A
oPAR. R

17.39 ac.\
© 2 .43 ac)

PAR. S

AMENDED MAP

LAS PALMAS RANCH
COREY HOUSE AREA / UNIT 1
TRACT No- 1086 A

\
©\

\

01
RECORDED 6-15-89



COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 22

TAX RATE AREA
V'&\> \

\

C.&

X\
$ \

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
. ROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY.

oS'7 ~
69 \0>

27
>l XV

T ~S09
» 9 \%

901
K\&Y A©. \

o^

©9)
\A' <&

co^ A
%v. V

vc V-
\© ^ °

0°^
\V

. xx

A? V7 \jA\
feV V?\>\5> "* \

VA®A'
xV \\

©\

\\
50"~@ tP

\
PARCEL E

85,461 S.F {A 0%
"O

2 1V 3A\

£ 27en '

irv)

UPA

0|l @s ©1
rPQP i?57-50 iD

©
s"t

© 4
A

<£>-"A
GO 1©

PARCEL F

60,192 S.F.

-J

0 $>
0 v5

A

AA
L

© © ©6

.0* 51. 5221 7Ji
474946.879>

<0
o>

(0 V)
;X\ w \

A
2.23-86<T

9"\og£

8.625S.F '

PARCEL I

Zp> © <&0 A0® 3
/S

«Ls
A

J27 COURT G
\3<JS <0*

4> O
A\£p-Pj a

a?0A OJ

to
PARCEL K

24,93 3 S.F.

PARCEL J
COMMON AREA

25,747 S.F.

©7?-07. 7oi 9 fc002
" o S ®--
> o- 100;

\A
39139PARCEL P

11,152 S-F. &9
2515

36.57
150-A \ &

par.o

0
|<n Ut

Hp ©
LA L, O 00138

is ® 5 1
\-r\8 122C1—-—XYh ~ jogi

Oi 0 17 © ©2-< k©jiasi_r-- 6-J

^ pK»® *

© / x \
>s\ >

19 © o @
39 o

^2§999.
S>

20
3020242
21 0®

*

PARCEL D

69.084 S.F 57- 4o
< |A1§ © Or.107 lb

$ 22 @
"07.39_5=3

o

0125
U>1
0a.

& 23 © o\% 18 © 4
V \5C—'^2	̂76
V A©i4 ©
\%YM 108.830--
©f¥ 13 ©' \ >& J0899--,—

M12 ©
4*Ti 12SJ3-

0©11©

93.98 _

3iT\~~40- :40^ \43^7C40'
7-

i6' ®

0 5f10"I 9 pi 8 ^ 7
2^Co.o6

7®\°
: 6 9vD

CP note:ov
M/fc

w 0 PAR. M COMMON AREA 833 S.F.
See Note->

I

|M @ i@S® \© i p\o I U3 \ 35. \ ^ojga40- 1 J 1	

iU\37. , ,

"V]SJ5 ,
		 27.3 ^2\
WOODRlDG^PARiCSi^

.«)O
0 PAR. N COMMON AREA 761 S.FVcC?\o

G\ AMENDED MAP

UNIT 1
LAS PALMAS RANCH

TRACT 1086 A

C© '\©
12 93

x%>\ 9 0"
O

I \
I

FiECORDED 6-15-89



f

	
	 	 	 	

57.40 52.20 53.90 54. 54.
65. 2-1

"57. 50.'	 ""T7T 50.
54. ""61. 61.

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 23

4043 42 41 39 38
45 44

37 36 35
46

34 33

4749 4850
U. *> •
w t

I
® ® © ® © @ ® © . 0 §: : : : ; O

0; ©ss © © s © © £© 6
0:

o
o24

3 o

2

o

2 O21 9J: AU4C. T./,
54. 54. 61.38

1^7?. ©7
54.54.

57.
40.5 54.

50-
50.~ -u.-i..- •• -

671 (68)
ds

SEE 139-241-41
( PARCEL C COMMON AREA)

—tT

"02

© ROAD < PARCEL A COMMON AREA)
RIVER8END

f?
rf k

.66

"57" 6T 80,36
77

50- 50 • 50-

0= ®
4 5

j J so.
s

0 7 s
14.72-

4°-^

©

42.4 8
50-

cr

*
TO
a

f5
Q.

6

© 8 ® •-
o

@© : © = © © !? ©i o
© ;

21" 5oo21 .0
,>o o $ I2

6 ®
3K'y ..-0/ >

3027 2026
81 1 2 382

Ld
<t>/ '

32
55. 57..-! 5S. < C7. ,

5050.50.

">
/

'07
ce

/4 117.50

5 25 © -
•-27.58 	J

7' /-5>
PARCEL O OJ

63.10"--
<3A 23 iri

>
y/

-

r>

cE131.52

S @8
12.4.53

l 	109.84		

• 24 {S51 ^

CD

rARCEL JCD

7 © r V
I/)

20.93 -
10 93

SI 23 © g
nl V I ©I

- 38.00

® 9i
©

<Oi rv

CO, /
u",

<0" 111-

/r. A/

I '?• 111.68 /
CD,i $ ®10 ~/ p

I - iI oj rj/ f ll^r.

s © 11 s ! g 21 © ol i102.5 ,4 g V2 gl

22 0 9 /o

212101
7

LAI<CEL i.
I

£ l-

\
®£

%
124 63 0 12 g 7 6 ^

S 20 ®100.86

n
8

I
I

2 0 13 55
132.87

S
jri 19 ©

\85.55.

I -14.31/ 103.5

^ (60) 14
137.5

s 18 0
-	 	136.

I <2

% 17 @ 8/ /
17 7 /	130. / /

0>

fO

£ tf?

AMENDED MAP
tnI

I H8.t

TRACT 1087 A/$ 00

I rOR.OF I. AS PALMAS RANCH UNIT 2
RECORDED 6-I5-89

15 CD

0 <?I

L ?j. -7
^ A

:?2.47
//

/<? 16 J 'S (£) St I
a/ /

i

0



X
*

%
uT

tu
O

S?

/£
*

o
8
8

'z
*

?
S

§

*
r

££

o
o

®

/i-"5
If

Z
ut

x
S

">

B
2
°

?
g

-
s

K

rt
P

7

A
/

'O
o
.

O
#
7
©

I/

s
' tf)
0
/

/

«
®

©
£/#<?

I

/

O

rO
#

q
.

*

fo"
rv

J
^

§

*
in

(r>)
a
/?

$
A

//<r
£

—
©

5
I

hf (J
/

/

I/

'

I

i

X
A

/

I

«
r

'

*

a
/

1

r.T
W

£
©

A
©

tf/|

he~
jsi k

©

'

/=
.'

-
j

c
u

a
/

to
v

/
s

I

t~
~

is

/

V

2
r

/

O
!

o
/

/
®

o
rx

m
I
2

X
JO

oi
®

©
/

5?'."?
Q

2
:

/

®
*/5/«

®
x
7
7

"/
u
o

p
/

©
1

U

r~
y
~

.

O

a

i

^
2

£
t\

X
a

C
D

Q
:

®

Q
0
,fl

-
to

w
>

g
a
-
x

®

^
U

^
£

5-
T

~
J

£

«
&

<
?
«

O
r

O
r

5T

'o
en

co
,>

r

'
-
©

o

/

to

'"
©

*
7

/
^

.9/
1

(0

O
r

/

to

<
r

/

U
/

>'
/
\

O
1
^
8

X
O

y

©
to

7
©

hL®
n

2
/

<
r

O
/

7
/

/
^

7
1

'
?<

O
r

c
e

o

fo'
©

(CO
y
-,

X

©
/

CO
7

Q
/®

©
CD "

.

,
,

,
-

?/ ® /«
@

©
V

V
®

.^0
o
/

O
j

M
S

=^L'N
7

^
/cO

^
"

Or
7®

O
r

C
O

X

U
J

\
I

©

i
o

<
"

X

>
/

5
i

^
p
i®

I
d-

ko

I

-
J

u
.

CO
C

O
O

r

O

C
-iU

?

O
r

'S;
©

s
©

O

o
I

r

®
g

8/

a

8'

I
»

JS
C

A
/

ffif
(D

©
£

/

O
)'

/

>
)

/

P
In' <D

©
~

L
";

'-c
o

A

?

CO

o
-'tno

C
V

I

A

I

/

^
©

0
{;

I
I

/

cri
C

O

/
i

i

R
IV

E
R

R
U

N
p
jQ

A

SI ,v-
©

)
7

^
5f

©
C

E7
g>

<

Si
©

/-^\
•»

£

a®
(£)

9
§

a
©

©
?

^
—

c
r

s£®
I

s

\

/I

I

V

N
f

o

t--
/

u
;i/i

\

z

/

/
1
7

I

/

<NJ

\

i

o

jT
—

;
..

O
J

&

i

rv
i

/

O

4
-

x

aa
.

<§>

_
^
_

uX

/
V7

7

C
M

I

C
t

;
/

2

C
-J

a>.

/

CO

ffi
©

X
/

<^0
'A

o
4

4
/

r

©
ra

®
?

to
•

\

/

X
.

x
%

?-

C
MlO

-J

©

i

>
1
/1

a
^

©
<

C
l

N

(

\

\

7
-

C
Mcf>

U
j tA

\

\

o

%. fp
®

«

©
9

.

CO
/a

x
C

i.
cr,

\

\

S
:

<
x

$

'-^
v
c

-<
t

\

V
;

if)

-J
\

\

&
®

,a
/V

is

C
MivD

V
-,.78-53

\

©
9

\
\-

^
o

y>
^qO

c

\

.¥
-

V

7
^

I;iII



TAX RATE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 25

I /--
I

fcO-V
I

H

\
\je^/ © \

'cD y to
vp\ iT

o
§r§i °\

®#©\©\©\(so) \ © \o -J

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
.'IOPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY.

I h- 22
hb

: q A

PARCEL K
C A-

, I <
M29.4

» 95'?I
_ © 3 $\ 2

?g^-

©4

21
©"i ° ila I / L

122i
! ro/ /

oS© i ?•/ /
0/ 57-46

V/Zr®^
01/ 9 '<?4.

/ C
/MX

I /
//TO©© 9.ft/r t"1t?/

'ft/ /14/n
r.

ft <?/,

v>'>

9^S
A

/ , ^0.
?©%

"-Ar-~

CD

3%fo 34
© «? /r ^

~7
5/0G

o

ft
03S.

4
J

-n

%>
/A®'i?.

-—I

/ft 35

®/r
ft 33 o'V"

@-

ffQ§>£s ^ <o7 /
\

O'
o /A l?8?n	-v. 8 /— ./<0S4i, 391 /I

COURT
o <9© 3s.

Vs. j)
T 37) /">a 36 7.61 'J

n V 32
A.'

42 © 45 317^j ^
Iftjs (0 il 0"^g-0©59 ©T"- - k >0-

I 'oj A£s.//x!x58
? 30 ©0] ^

*/jQiS^8jLF®
© 26 J©3 © ©/©^/£?/ 52 j©-©3 © <£ /| 3©L^)k<° t>/ /•» /o /h /» AX/,,;5 25 ©i/ feM9a / 35 /S » /5—-—ISftj©-' A/ /aft ——L.s|o(©@6/ ;°—L®^

lfe®?'| « L,! L 104.42 a K
2 £S

//S 12l& ftl___sft 22

37 4138 SVo^ &.•50.

ft 18
&

39
L

251

n;

Iflj

85
3s.

40/5
43 <29 -1

cv;
in/

41^
to

^§-
(64\ ul

01
3S. O

<T
		 101-37--V IP

44

45 (55)

7^
7?o £»U50.

CP
I LO

COMMON ^ '
AREA PAR D

V)

00) PARCEL E

SCENIC EASEMENT
141,674 S.F.

7/8
in

'fe
© |i <

COMMON AREA
PARCEL C

47,2 26 S.F-

'M9
C4

Lin CO

92

75
T632

©ft
Jf 29

lOV'T

©7
^00-I 46 @ g Ife

lC ^ \ A

'o'<71

©Sit?
2&P01

V
y ;

-"* Tl7 76'01.,7

» ®84?:
12676

25 7/
aT' 473S. £!ts4

3S7

©s"1
ft

<0.

<s4877
OJ

0 1 ft 0938773l77\3v \ — X- / / V V

9 \© ©\ ©5/0° ©

21
OJ

ro ©I oj

01

if
'So.0

ft- ®
9 ry

3SJ

f® § © ft 10
SfifisT

$ <0,
*of©l~L 21-72 /S>4/ 40

a7
22^635

00 ^
3S/7

4V

" /tn 00 1
O o> 64.74

36-01,4 ®
If 11°

35.1I (22
AO

11 'S0ROAD 2"^*
20)

0^
'% %©«\®35

/ -1 14 \ rS©3©l\®3°
18' 17 16

cV-ft
fe512=/ 2/ 3 3 ©/ 21/20] 10/ /o

3S- '-icM X ft
^R7n o

ft1-'615-
/ 'ftT

~l
s1®

Uft «'
tn
tv

40.

1 5 \ AO: ,E>3

A..„

l7&
/ I pp*R.H

55\C.A.

/

aO^/On

Ss
66) C.

36(?
AMENDED MAP

28 i/ /

<rp4ltv,As &

/.

I CC I
TRACT 1088 A

LAS PALMAS RANCH UNIT 3

X

r*-
/

uJ~L0?;o(W« 3796
/

7
/ ,

01
/ U

RECORDED 6-15-89/

j

nV DA nix
X T~T



TAX RATE AREA
COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 26

'1
i_ ..

PALM A3 "" "" © —ILAS

^A,\'cpj
\

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PRGRERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY.

79./

i?>24-1' 2& Si. 79
© „*>•/	f ©.27

/
21

^3?Ol
T? o

6',\'/ >A
I

'f'l'fi tf) (iLj ©V4b. <o
0/;

©VO
V)

(Oa /r 9 0 0/?
oV @ j

$0©^ 7
~-y cy 'SoSLi

es
hO O5/0

5°'
9/

\G\^ Vf ©

® 0©,© „>% J©, - ©

O /—x \
40 (39) O

27 /
a6"6A

O 0/ 240
0 13

0
©SjXSsX" «>O)

_ 70

6 \- \°\x\o
©<0

<4 j 0(0
D

1°04o\ ©
/O) CD

/
S« °> s /'<0

?\ 69^
7.

a0
«?Q f ©

0 <00^ >

4 @ \ ^ \
40 h } v-\+ 41 t\ 21

A\aw>A ^ Ck1o\ as.is^X^tyA \ ©>

©>4L60 ' 69 ®1 "7 1^
I

fe*

£>\N^ 0
0&> $/.

0 C./s.;
0,6A

X/
0

a6

©' 0&s so /

r

20
r0

A 0O ©0
-M ' "21< Q>0«8>

\Si ©
0 \x 0

&Q

f /0
1 39

->0 ip
so

©
0

/
O:tP

0%
o

/0 «8 /

~L

<C 0
/

4

-n

/

_ J —\2

0
/

01
\ '<$>s<0*

d:7ofiP <9
1>f 0 & 0

\

2% ©i©,

/.0-

\

62 61
S 0 fe 0

/0 0

\

70,

© 0 y>5&»•P "7
I 6^

/A
vi, #L»-C.A"^

/X0lPA«>
^5

\
A®- \A( PAR- B C.AJ

7 ^ -T- - r-
®5 261 /

fe©\Q>
V.n \

N52.s8
/

tS^ /0 V ® v 9°VtO V J PAR. K27 ilis ©
lor

0
-j

57-46
85 86

08
/@4 871 I 62^-

b>©
/6v®4

!

PAR- M

21
AMENDED MAP

TRACT 1089 A
POR OF LAS PALMAS RANCH UNIT 4

PAP. K

RFr.ORnrn 6-is-bq



01

RIVER

~5 	
T I

ROAD

PARCEL L

COMMON AREA

16,537 S.F.

©

J

>Oi

55-78

50.

55.

55-

56.69 51.

J 6^6s

• o 7?
20

21
22

19

23

18
s?

§© §© - © -0 : © :@8
G)

I ^ '

$9

r~

2l

?6

P©
s> °* >39

6

Hi
75

A

co

9 0 5
>i

J A

^•V

5L20

41.85
50.

55.

55.

49.78
® 7 7<?

fey

J.

So:
A.V

A-

{ PAR. E C.A.) 0)

59.91
59.91 47.54 7 ~71

^ $
78

®

8

>

%
©'

A
r~

27

CA7

® 7 ;2 / s®
5esOw

•?.
s r1

55-

' 3<j

® / © ,
H/ 3?.

35aa

1 ^

Uj

7/V

>

® s© ©

io © 0

0/
Sp

•%>

d:k®%
"let IP

£/

A/Q

CO

©

o

4?

3
O

7o

ro

i b

| P 24

ro

ro

p/ ©

4>.

ty.

% ©

27 g » 28

7 ©
<7

26
25

5350

1

<?/©

©

33

%)

©<©
/ 7/ v£

^'^7 f
S^©Sp/ ©

©5?'.
s°.">7«s. /

is.

5?

O

7f

8
%

gMI- Sa9J .. .33,27^ 44.8
6a7g~

.55

/ ©

>!

®or

3
50.

50.

?/

O

•lC

#© / ^

f ©#>>>. @
/ A r\

( 0<7 0 ©

5©l^s © 83.

/?06

73 /<?/ 6''6
2 74

77 76 75

8
%> ©.-v

3

6
5

?§
/

®9 ©° ®° ®P ®skf

5--'

g
/a. /

2

5ft

78

3

@

©

2

V

0

©

50- 35.17
45.32

50.

V)

55-
^-L

it
7c

©9
33 ©

56

/a J @ .'A.'® V © 3

8v
© cA\

Ajb ' ©

® W © 68 .v
-9^ ©

|X>

3gse 0
(69}

%

5

'At.

©

<

0/ 1

2p.

V"

%

43 0

I

p

>

®9

© ©©

"0

r

71

\

/

nW © ©

0©/®

ft®/ %\ 35

So © ,o©

©5,'

©

<$

- L

>-

a

1

\

/

8

7
A

®v

^77

f PAR.c

4p-

C.A.)

^7

/

757-

V®

V

_±_ 0

8 ^7 89 k ©

© v/ %Jl 40 f '

© 3/ 63 y777657 /

s, /© 8/ ©7

©? / © S/ /

N® ©

'
<

©

f

2 1 -V
0>

O

©

<7

f?

6-

\

23

1A

P..

S?

' '>

/ <?6

T

0
X<5>

©>©
A*>
V/

8.
O

8_

J?

/

<r ©

\ \

~i
1

\ ^

Nu- -

8>

ml j 6()

«

\
© r®

2#©/ ^

©o

c

\N&

!

©

V7

pAR. h

§s

S,

\

7?
I

/

s.e.
\ &

!

\

21
\v6>.t%i ®/

77 j
/ ©

°/-4} \\/
8 /V A

^
\ v

v /?

\

CPAR.

\

s2lee /-

P°R ol °®9a
"£c°f?oe0 g^AS

1 © / /

<9e| I

1

1

70®

I
85 ©

\
\

AE/V74

6/
/ «7

eg
S PAMq

I 7©

\
>/.

^ 0/V/ 7-
©? /

i

4
Par. m c.r - J



TAX RATE AREA
COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 28
>£

'&A

th;s map is imtenoed to be used for
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY.

I o
37 (>>

o 7/Or/
JO? / x

A a
7$ 2/
(?) A?

/ 0
<5

0 sj

Ss/
I o

X./

© ?3/

01
/

1- 80 F f

vv 92.$tf®/@ /#S7 AA.
O _

3s.i^ J a. -

\?/ ®/gQA/«
S/® / ^ /I :'J'

® A

^6.7

/.©
C- 4 7 /o

Co 25 >7 7©-. ®

•$&> © /? & Aa

•A©
'<?

VQr
\

A

A7»®\
. Ati/f
^ §Jw

3?

©
o

sc%i
s

/

fAy

O

SV
/^A- / 4

0 ,/ 7 \a
Ax

a /A 7 /\
7\ © A9«C\ X ^

$ Arx
\ \ ,y ©

c

«s©
N

»

/

A
/-.

,TI 1 '°3
©

\ /O"

70/7
^9 -Q

\

© *7£/iS)—^ u) Lx_ loo:

0 6>

77r/t|;- 'X281h~

VA ©7 x/7\©

\ a? A © /©0A 7<XyX

rx A/A 7/@4^zc A©

A?

*CJ a § ¥ />x i1
7 APARCEL E

COMMON AREA
46,513 S.F.

T
S9fX

%-J

r© s®®.
7© > XZ0/7 <$7

in

/

4" ®7%

A© x/m

s
i-_ _®^®Ts5TT3a67/sSTXs. 1 36'd 6l

°
'7

oi. oi \ 7 / 0>x /®
f\^A\ 53 7 A\<<9

A/ v
<9

s& A '
<S3) r5/§/7 v>

7%/^ —-__1?_S.46
1S. 239TfT~~
- TdBTToIJ

hA55©y©7?
21

56 o
<5?y ®.i ® t

A
33.72

A © //g /® s „• """ ii?> L XX XV VJ / y fe20§2! °22'\S

0
®Sx3 •?sV.

4^-
( PAR-C c .A. }

?
SZ&6 $V44) -y/^fe ^

J®/3vQ

s
57.26

(91)
21 y

® 19,
©@0,

ID
K

31.18 -I 40, )-364l.3
C-4J © COURT

33x5

a--V/

©AA
431 Si

/ X\ \&
\V

y'V

\^99
v?

A,I 92

CA$*6.3»-»*©5 S?\s \7 \7 © 2® 3©\ ®x\ ©\ ©\ 32 /®»X/ ^7®«7\A36\3E>i . f©f® A /XT*1'A~ "U " I "6 liJ ?xi x 3S I it* t &' ® © ® ®
21 ^ATAX®30!29^8 s27 s 26 825=24 62y !9 @ AMENDED MAP 35. ~40. ~44. -38 ?23~ 2TRACT 1090 A 	 ~^ '- L<" ^

(pa
/"•o

7?y.

/

30.91M

c
V

33.7<j
v'

© /
©v A ^0 1

A

& ©

-§8^1

//
^0.091



/

71 h TAX RATE AREA
COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSORS MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 29

I/ 14

I 8 or-
/

AyI o
/

I

I
©

18

/
i :

<$y/

/I / 23
' ± ! 17

15

(. 2121 OJ
6^<? ©

\

// eP
/

3I S .£ . A

390.03LOT 1
3.741 Ac.

/16/
/ oV*;

40.78

291
! S . E. Ao<^iio \/

A /r

I\
?/./

/
<9

L
I

.21
/- -k L_-V

*0
&X? S.E.3 t

>
Ai

\&es AO
\

01 21
' BE J-

ePI 2'^'Ef?V(F 7
nft -f

£ W
(

\
/

v-
-P

/' ' /L	̂ / \
/

/54.82
85.I \ /'«/

/LOT 2
4.701 Ac. ^

/ t\ B.E-I S . E. A

/
^6-&

\ /a© v
©

/<»
S E BLOT 5 j

\I r \
o <?\/ X2.342 Ac. /

/\ \\ 	 //I t© ~l

©#© / \/ 1 Ik
S . E . BE . c . A

\
I f©•T/ I B*E- ,

( L
Jtrips

VJ &?i

I \S E . B

I 01
r-\i	

©6I
•\(

5.G.D .B. I .
V1

(< \
NOTE •

B.E.

BUILDING ENVELOPE
S.E.A

SCENIC EASEMENT A

S.E.B

SCENIC EASEMENT B

4*
S I%

\\
O

S . E. A

\LOT 4
2.038 Ac.

\ 1
\ *\ S.E.A\

J\© S.E9\
LOT 3

3 .262 Ac

&
OL

© O)

&
"j

TRACT 1144
RIVER VIEW HEIGHTS

RECORDED 10-25-90

3s*
-"?0

( LAS PALMAS RANCH )



Provided by:

<1
PARCELQUEST

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 30

!

301
RIVER ROAD

r

« \T<(2) LOT 86" 1 .96 AC. C.A.

T ZJT 6.

r-f
?/7{N

<v
I*r>.©

LOT 90

4.00B AC.

r

I I35 I 334LOT W

AC.

LCT Ml

© HaI
LOT *

A.l'V! AC.
I© X ai	

^zz
.64 > I 	

851 94LOT 94

COMMON AREA Itara
AC. 23

8317.869 AC.
C.A.92

ORIVE
24 . £338

44

S.E.

©
57

p£^
1 45 / /) Js.
L /«. 'p

in
j48 \

i « 1 "'\

T<u
10158 y-?/ LOT 95

'£/ COMMON AREA

9. 25 AC.

S. E.

32559

\<«

<t\" \33 I10286 65 i 64 | 83
/

1
Il 71

woopg°5> I
69

68 S7

70 60

/
/

/
/

1

\

%

TRACT NO. 1238

LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT i
RECORDED 7«3-9S	Orf-artvunu »ISH Pomj »iras



PrevMwi by:

A
TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP
ROOK 139 PAGE 31

PARCELOUEST

32
30

86
102

1Z
85

o°

© 311
parkwaypalmasLO& LAS

101
?

B
5 rLOT 82

"TT		tS~ aTTtT ilV•o.
RS.TO.s».»

21 202270.

I23
1 2 iP% 48

UJ
o n

0 @ F 0 * 0 !rfs H5
24

©*'
I:

£

© : c«@W I+-M.P 18
Q

53
1L041

green sage court fjlot hearthwood

_ COURT
© 9j5 99= 25

© .1
©© ©) ©© r© =rza @j

51

1! LOT*[«s [37

I « 7428 ?
30

I46'
S 1. 294 AC.45 32726 >»

. 77.1
"o.<tV3l

32 Kfc
ju.I^lsr 1£*4_WsLSi88.W CT

# ffi 6 7
98

35

1 * ©/>
© ! % \y® © 1 ©

34 33)3'
it

*©
S O

©f © 0*•0 T41
'Oo

i© r v
tm» "X A. 	lU

%\ Pfiy FIELD
431 RkYY

RT-TS M.li B.W^ ©it

i#

COURTWeaoow£ A@ 0
@

LOT 99

1 " ]2© 12
w "»•«	|?

II© 13| ««

40

t ,4 © SL.© w^.

8 $ liji36 M8.4T X S1.II

©f?.- [© '6 P 15I 0
? 19

? //© lOD.E*
=5

39
itt

;
37 j

<wo
kj o

joliiL

a
»

STrr**" y
§@

4*1

®\ * /© J? 14
721018

17 ^s'f
7T.i iui

38
isa.s

:
JSJ>© LOT 84

.722 AC.
5

M.H

©B
sLOT 73

1.265 AC.9J

1 wa7
itr.i

18(8
I 6 J5

20 19
IT

TRACT NO. 1238
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT I
RECORDED 7-3-95Ov*-arvntne aunts Perm 11 SOS



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

ROOK 139 PAGE 31

PARCELQUEST

32
30

86
102

0. j "
85\ •

O*

m 311
£

PARKWAYPALMASLOT%C LAS
101

a
5

LOT Bt.
«*3.«o.ss:

#3. 5@
TO.

22 21 20
70.

23
I s 2 ii I1 ?u i r®

© @ © © ; <

UJ 24=
^5S

©
or

© t
5©. M ».l| 1,141

%green SAGE COURT
4'ttJa J —H

.-/I © .in
©/© -U

LOT HEARTMWOOO
COURT

[s (Si) a
I Z5

.0)
99

»>».
, 	 3^*.

® ! © i ®a %
©

5 1LOTIf-!ESia7S

" s.t 74
28

R
=

30
?

46)
3

1.294 AC.© 4*
32726

\

&\3'
32 \i

ti .«*#3.riVr mv 'B,

4? /> 6 7
98

33

©.*/<?34
S

33
',1

:3"|
Q:

©
* / f ©

meadow

a o© - © © 7 © f ©© p
tor41

'Oo

I.©\ Afield ^
* D ^7)

©J £
d r|© ir s w
J i L —

ui B_slu	 ?

I t©
°r 13 s

ET70 M.«3| 51.TB^ @7 f.Xf ft

, ©*y -Zit ~~-

%COURT
ft

LOT 99
W> «B.»

040
J S |

£ //©
'© iTtl36

is.se

| 15©jsL f®
<t/0

I
©

J 19
16

los.as
39

SiE

-
37

&iq»Ji

sIs0.7 SJc'•fsr8^©
s©: 14

72II 10
18

17 5S»

JllA JL.

38-

IBB.Bs/ " •s. © LOT 84
.722 AC.

5
»».e.5

M.ff-
0

:
i LOT 73

1.265 AC.SIT, 8

StE.44
ps.ar

18
I8

t9
17

ZO

16 J5

TRACT NO. 1238
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT I
RE99PPED 7- 3 - 95	OcrO-emnM? 87MS Farm If58a



Provided bjr.

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

sdox 139 PA6E 32

PARCEL QUEST

3090

r

5 31321
568

89

5?[St.68

24

5?
i LOT 92 @

£>fl(V£
5

TARA.40 AC.
rsw

"*?rrS43.9
83.94

y «s.a?~
«.sj44

43 «»;

© 1 © ??4Vi
42

'© l«4.M
101

,13

© £viewcrEs

© 7 j4

95
LOT

97 fi

©©*0?

?45

ELY. LOT 10 2.

6 AC. ±

WLY. LOT 102R s46

LOT
53

* \©
103

6 AC. i»r

30
vSl>

1.031 A(© \ <*47

52?

{TOTAL AC. LOT 102-12.053 AC. 1
•AT*-?48 © A §

5 I© si a•T,a»

1®!B 49
•J

?

© 5 I*

ft 50
%

$ %
\N

'o.
TAJB

9

1
•S

TRACT NO. 12 38
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT I
RECORDED 7-3-95	 	 	 _Oet-flronfep 51593 Farm HBtf



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP
o'OK 139 PA6E 33

PARCEL QUEST

1

«*• T1

©
69

<&
94

%
A 66 (15)

k:

fill
If

<

\
67

©

Is
t-

©
St66

65

94

93

86

©
64 •

30
©

4* 63
33130

'iS
i».4-3

ft 9)® f4 62

its® r

g>

•0> 39
S9.1Z

5455^ 57 5661

X p

% i
e>

% 90
60

% TT.41

© ©©
56

H

30
59

® n-7.| .r
!2»ag.arJ"<o^

n ©
\ rji

©
©0^0.

(xC«-
pv-JiLSL

© 9800. so

© J/•

*
-70

71

92TRACT NO. 1238
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNITRECORDED 7-3-95 	 __	 	

44

I
Oet-Bruntng Sim Form 1TSM



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

tOOK 139 PACE 34

PARCEL QUEST
RIVER ROAD

30LOT 86

tt4.T1
T tar TT

UWf ilji
T57 TT ~vr "isr tst

r

s
63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70

6260 61

LOT 74S\
2I = [ i jj! :

:: S:

i©@ 0© 0 ©© 0 0

BB
U8 »st9 40. iL M. *s± -5t_ -52u

31SUB, B LOT 98 © STONEGATE35
©

V

v

COURT

©| SUB. A LOT 96 (3 4 1
V >

so.rt ss. 30. 41. 38.35. 34.3

MEADOW
SONG

\ WAY

33.31

LOT 900 © 0 © *® I © V)0 © LOT 98

56

2.38 AC.*r
?;

::©lot
"A

| 1: sS 1
8955 e

OS. 41.77 74 72 7178 76 75 73

20
B7 8838, 39. 34.3 41,3

33. 33.38.89 41.

:
38. 30. 40.

89.8 40. 38.54 48.09 40.

81 84 85 86
79 80 82 83

J

7J

LOT3
5

30
I ?

62
°

x

«5
:

a

21

53

>©k © 0®© ©© ®© ©©
98. 1 »•. 88.37 143 38.QE38,40. 40.aoj

41.14

LOT 97

©@ STONEHAVEN
LOT 85

SUB. B LOT 98
SUB. A LOT 98

22
lot"ill Isx.rr 17.98 44.72~

TT 88. 80.03. IS. 40.33.

38.18

©©© 'i.N©© ©© 0© © I ® 'T7T

@/ ©
UJ

23©
i:

*0
2I 9

a :

© V

UJ

V
<are t

©©
o

w ri

©
18 17 16 1015 14 13 12 11 9%

8 •/7

%
A3JT 10.31

2i 30. 40. _«L. 30, Bfl. 88.18
6

H
T

.8]92 0LOT
5

j

°oA
•I ? a)

TARA DRIVE
"ft*3

?

'=!2

LOTIA
L_-i;30

91TRACT NO. 1242

LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II
UNIT n
RECORDED 9-1 -95	

-S1.4P

JJ

Oct-Brunlng S1S03 fem 11588-



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA

PARCELOUEST
RIVER ROAD

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

ROOK 139 PAGE 35

r©

30LOT 86

"5ST 36.

340.7
42.3 «a 1a7

5®95s
S

© 57 58 59 60 61 62
ii4.es

41.3 sLOT 94

COMMON AREA

.94 AC.

: ©'A l\
; :

s

! 39

I
40

y
"& £ ©

y / ^v. a
i 104.3* -

©
*L

©©' SUB. C
• LOT 96

BBSS.34.43,
424!* 38 351 «M14**is

43
2

s»ot
WJJly-

3

©
LOT 94

44
COURT 96© % 3 44.t«

STONEGATE45
46

I Y>)I 47| © «5?

r
• 37

48: 49.4414.19

»*

84.34© *
V 4a30 49

© -© / © S 56
»

515
P; 50

52@/@ $i© 44.41;©/ © 9

36
J».

70

©35 s 55
A s.© 50 -!5L

@
a.

5
f!

34
44.49^4.0 l-.tr

0sr0 NE3s y

© 7 ^
•ro

Tta,Ha*En
©|i =«%r<-

© •ii!© / ©
0© •Jia,L° T' Tin

034

*/
4/

Ss®/@ 79*
535\j#.

© '»>
<s»

V
*

,v>
33

©I «.5 JA

©« ;?'/
7

r
32

°'*r'45
97©a

98
31

# /
30 23

? ©
28

j

+*zr~$27-25J

©
la54

2633
© ^ S

/

f25iilr/

^£i
$ 224

523
hi

96

85 2
18' 1722

I^4 o
n°»/oV 21 I-"e 19 w2030 -Sj,Rv

04ft*
55

LOT 950°" LOT 9.2

32
0)44

£

0 5
<" <?

43
TRACT NO. 124 2
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II
UNIT II
RECORDED 9-1-95

42

£
*v

Oc*-anm*fj«jaftJ Form rim



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OE MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAT

BOOR 139 BAGS 36

PARCEL QUEST

32
M?

f
^*4. ^ 103

7®/
iSlfi

361«o
*>

3017
s>

tv
16

©
*

© ^or15
101w © #

wrS
4°o„>

*>• 3S
[4 'Si?

© 3"3j
13

0r°e.Br
/

©
%\It 6

®.J*>

r
'24

J ao.Bg

lot\0 5 7\ S
5 18

6

© ©'V, 33© J? X©

I,. ®w©
S21

o
-5©1^ 12 7

10*.**

©
1^

® £©
§ ;© 4*VP°"

5 o £1
%' 8 .

10

©
5 i*'

'ca.16)
© *

5? ^
25sII"® »i QV22

9P g© oa.

#

if® **L ®

.7 J'J®
y n/ /v 32

,gj
deer"*^©^©

© I ©\

£
31® -!47:• 23

20
•00.31

*7,v
© ©© •Silfii

)0»J» 24
<-v.

' SI
84.eaBO.

26 | 25

351 4/ 5
«V 41

K

5
31

•7 40

8LOT 45
5ST«i8|I«B4 BR.'O S1»>>

192
z30 »

©* 39
?
M

4.29

/
H

2627

-V31 i
©

/
ST.l4_

i
iQR.ag
IM.TR 84

LOT 39 C.A.

Ml.48

TRACT NO. I266

LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT III
18 2023

'Z2>

RECORDED 9-19-96Oe»-«7i*vnj 8«S3 torn 1 IBM



Provided by:

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOR 139 PAGE 37

PA3CEIQUEST

"SO
SI

32

1

20

£i* %
21

o

© */
*

<'22

* i9*M371 I02

©
23

•©% £
LOT

<p:
•j

34©
<

24
18

\0\® J
A

^ \ r \st * • / \1- V® *

e © ;'30':

"©,
25

5>-

17 *4>\
'i@35 V*

16'

t®
v&9 ^

32©%6^ ©M
[«

© 15

i©% TO, 10
asT«!1

5

©%®\\\© !

®IAi® * t

v0>
0

14

\l >"o
L^55-

2
lV8£J- T3^**

1
G>

r© 13 *12ft 3 / «9^5 ¥1
-H-

I03
m

LOT 28

1.392 AC. 36LOT

27
40

-47LAS

PARK*^PALMAS @
LOT 26 2.5 77 AC.

TRACT NO. 1267
LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE 11 UNIT IY
»»»!"?» T-1P-"	

31

1[31

OoA-Srtntfcie 87507 Farm J J9M



PiWkteti by:

PARCELQUE5T

COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'?) MAP

BOOK 139 PAOE 36

TAX CODE AREA

30

*\30
52 Is

o 	

i

V $
50

80 jj

(89) 32
381 <0LOT 88

fj jg LOT "£(10LOT1

30 f ® /26 ^ 1/ 20

Wf/§r ^ 23
W/J^*

2878
31 TJQj.

®4<e 32

®, ifif "£•>
* r>&» usL?s

© »LOT
LOT

©//
80 52) 52

11UU

s® »*hp^

11IJ4

69LOT N$8S

1 \r» M—!iq I ls©„ 5r^or®1

\T» @4
* w«

T®

>66]

k®fer
66

1KXAJ

22 37
S'ffl 43

>@
jSW | 	
gj 1 1!©- 21 f--

„ ®ji ' p@r^ - _ ®

:SS—Jf 18 ^

» 68 :
I* '.M*L_^

\$ 69
\ ima as. @

'J 24 <frJ//SP; 4?
84

3
83

25suV3®(84)

7/
82

35
«•*

42©
®

it 73
<*•»

tot 8*
7«@«_as

X
LOTt 74

m*S*

N
a.

<*1

TRACT MO. 1268

LAS PALMAS RANCH
PHASE II UNIT V
RECORDED 12-4-86

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



Provided by:

PARCELQU6ST

COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139

TAX CODE AREA

PAGE 39-1

ft59 LOT 78 ft
1

39-2
ft
ft
o

A,I
£58

42
S> o54

36oIt a 61

175741
55

80 ©JANEj^
SCALE: 1 IN.=-100 FT.

lot
97» 72.T2

40
3y

H \©
©1 \

1 1
56

t#
s

18

16

%

|71

<$3©
> \*@ n\

; -A

*© 3 1
103.73 	

LOT 76
©174<

£@ I%15 *A Z^^fyr
19sfsr «

£ ® 30 Si 29 *
2•0*£

I ®

AA.391)At
I 14 © S ©18A

F
3© 119.35 &

108.84112.98&

8if § © A |
-5?'

20' 31 $P 28 ®§hS p© -

I ©)4/@
§/i <§>

Jo

©I I®/<C © 19 13

105.£! 11 1*7

©f 27

I/I© 6|?
32© 12

©#/£20 j

7 » I4P
«26

££*%^ 33 ^
26t~

-j
?

v

& fa <£?n 25
»y/A

©©ft
@ 6#/

ft
34^ 25 ©ft

ftA. fa

J6
22 A'

i«5r
3

& A\

Sr 35 $
N5r 7

DEEBTRACK
PLACE

1

©^' -2- '4 ®
© •39

© * ,!>© 10
iqT,

A A.^ /fr2S»
7 3

8)

S/S? 27

v-

28£$
24

® % 3©© 3w -Si*-v©
/« 38 (<>

9

®^r©
*>

36.I
si36

<5> s23

! 8 3
A

© % 9 iM8 © ?37§
LOT 70

lag

LOT 8*LOT 69

3SS.S4

127.06

tLOT 71

*
411-39

232.87

5M*
!

TRACT NO.

LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE II UNIT VI
RECORDED 9-29-97

1283 23
241825PAR. 2

2THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



ProwiS'J by:

<1
PARCELQUEST

COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139

TAX CODE AREA

PAGE 39-2i

1

4

<r 37
SCALE; 1 IN.-100 FT.

6//
ss>

p «73
47 «

& 12o
28$Forest © 48^'

*

j V3®^, <6*
»\ 3

0 49*
13t® *\% &&

46

©
%
% ©£vtA

50 *\ LOT 62
,©

114"
» 45

32/>>1
*>1*|3 * 8®

T56-W_
6051 r*

n

"y3 « 1033 s3 44 0 •7141,4aS
92 \ © *

© ffLOT 78& @

©2/ ,,

? TO

fe 59
iW7i 6, h © '52 S

c	,fc. 8",
'^5-

I 43
0 %5 k® ijjjj

Vh

J<j
LOT 61

.53 *15 58 S?
i* 42 £ flf{£ ^5®

, 54 1hrt «j

55 r

®l /#©

©7* I©
A.si5 I13»,77

17

@® ° •.»._• •_-—"-1~ -y ^
ff 41

t

f| 52ats.
« LANEsr!&*s40

:
ft;

<yv©
ire

a (A56 5
i

*

36 i
68O 1

18%t-
\n*' a

a.
4ft1

5*4
1917

CJ

5230 29
>.

POR. TRACT HO.

LAS PALMAS RANCH PHASE tl UNIT VI
RECOROED 9-29-97

1283A 39-1

3
THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



Provided ay.

PARCElOUEST

COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 40

TAX CODE AREA

335.7*

401
1-3

/
1-3 LOT 30

*

*4
S»L437 "JJI

23 24
<*>

A ^
-26 .y

<* ? & "ijtf22
S J

ft
26

SCALE: 1 1N.=100 FT.•3S.7»

©@ *«s is,© f 2775^-

&«
21

1$S
£•© «•« <5j28AA.

©
29 T=\

©Avs V'/

© © |<b© |£
<n% $

f 20

'%>

© V ii0 <0
© ^ 0?®// 9.©

*M .©11 \t 10
jm

&

-aT©
© V

9«lob

©
•*4.94

FJ>-
19

A
«>.@s

©
12g 3 «33i r».»*3

\®\X©
-- @

©
8

.*7i,n

#a
l a

iA
1y313

t5,i 18
5

3t»©8
'ft5\ LOT 33

I
4*s£/ sac

yi

3
2*2: © .1^.7
a

i«.y?
D.EL

tn»/$ 1 *© >14.73

18.82	

-
"1

<&
*G /

a
'A

A
*©tfiI 17 LOT 7

©<&a> 32

17S-*SI©
iS3.ai_

3
>81.©is©

•W S.E.5? •i&j

#
f* 16

1-3
LOT 6S

ox ? r
S

f\\^ " X-LOT 31 ® S.E/
S.£.

/ ^ 221.7!
581.09

POR. TRACT NO. 1296

LAS PALMAS RANCH
PHASE 2 UNIT 7

e-i8-«

1-3
THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



Provided by:

PARCEL QUEST

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

BOOK 139 PAGE 41-1

t LOT 102

4-£"
1-3

*34^®LOT 101SCALE: 1 IN -100 FT.

P. © J7«33

V 39
& 4oV

1-3
£32

f30 /Q^13 ^
82.78

<8
893867.2957.01

411
81 JgMX* 91.01I

1918 20 si.14 16 17 21 37.15
22 St.S

M.i 1 25 241t Is * ®8^SI 258
T 46^

26 \ 27

I ?2

LOT 103
LOT 106©l®l © I © I ©I® ® © / ®/(S5i/^

l@\sp

3
@

4^
&

44

© /ST 41-245^22-7158

69.

I "-r 5*.

© 91

®/ ©
~j £? j

wI \0»1 901.01*i 5 i
a 1 \vs0L>

is

I 897s 69 512 11 1 10 481-32 S&88S7-Q2
3 2

>t. I o y \
~^.~l / $

«J)1 | """ I S5-"* 1 51 10' Sf.7
59-04

Siaj
887.77

1-3
5 /? ?,

1/ 3 LOT 99
1-3

O
LOT 100

&

©
\l8

POR. TRACT NO. 1306

LAS PALMAS RANCH

PHASE 2 UNIT 8
RECORDED 10-27-M

parkfay
LAS

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



Provided by:

PARCELQUEST

COUNTY OF MONTEREY

ASSESSOR'S MAP
BOOK 139 PAGE 41-2

TAX CODE AREA36

/X
102

36
1-3

1-3

1
35

101

i
3734

36

3833

1078s39
32

40

<?41 — 1
41

©
ft42O*

SCALE: 1 IN. =100 FT.ft
29

5^ LOT 103

1.962 AC.

1-3
109

28
5?

\V»A*
43

1-327
4426

©©;\ 3
45

0; LOT 104

.982 AC.4* 88
46

7\ ^A/f)

-y @/V X/
A
V'

S& \ 66

47

48* 84-42

65
84.42 40.80J

108
72.01«?

646362
91 49

im t?W\VV0/
A

%3*>.A

£ 61 ft
50

© 112]

59 \% /~s\ y1
\%y/ @

s 5189 S 0© V
-1

f 52

<0, X#

88 f
75@] 0 0g6

*p-
99

$/ 53A <o. M?87 >
54 / «• 110 \ 58Va4a <a

55/ 5686
*>•57LOT 105

.509 AC. 0/ S3?

00 *lA(27)<*>"i
•s0 ©t ' 0 *A

mimt

—!B5_A=~g O "ug

t |B4 @i*m©

« NO- 67 \sirtSPi'S
!

-Sjs 0 00 6^ 69 \6g. \>Jo. ©1-3
70

*Pr.0\® 71

0S^N 72\ *o>5^

73 *0-32^
74 »5>

78 75& 76
&138.12

77 \
I

79
i< 22L2B

8899

1-3-W I 83 0 ®\ :
80 «

i
P0R. TRACT NO. 1306

LAS PALMAS RANCH
PHASE 2 UNIT 6
RECORDED 10-27-96

82 81
?oo. i$5--a:

99
THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



Provided by:
TAX COOL AKLA — ' 83.73

1-3 9ASSESSOR'S MAP
BOOK 139 PAGE 42-1

^ 5

V
PARCEL QUEST

6
42D .^L

LOT 1384

. %?!
10 ^7

LOT 138 "JJ

^3 8&
d

©SCALE: 1 IN.= 100 FT. 5

© %©1-3 zrd
«Z.*3 11 s© / ©

•I

@ 7 ©<<?• 2
9»J

COORj.
82-Jr LOT 127

© © 4©@ 96.1 30JH

© I 0a s7
1$ © 12 i» 1 £

o*" *

n 5c
©. % 19© 2

20
%

M 135 t,
«/© © *|18

J!CORTINA POR. LOT 125
% 1©^J> 21 13 S,

4 s17

© * 7V37LOT 142 16*136
15 *P

( ©%v«»,
*y 13J

««V 1-3
'S

'V1-3
©

©
LOT 140

3.541 AC.

1 9

LOT 139

.976 AC.

*

S90.74

© 8'Q9.4J-32 37.43
So 4 <*33 »£5r31

-I 36 % 3i 68. iO*°
34

35

© © ' © *1/*
415/1

©30 A** ©® I!

® "if

</«

5 J?5J

705.73 238.77LOT 126

@@ lt9

1».5>

©
64.77

© ©©a AI 21 2
£/ 23 \29

POR. TRACT NO. 1321

US PALMAS RANCH

PHASE 2 UNIT 9

242627 25 V**?
LOT 14128^9 80*3591.9 "«J893J7

mis

41-5/1THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY ACCORDED 6-10-99

9

9



Prowlsd by:

PARCEL QUEST

TAX CODE AREA COUNTY OF MONTEREY
' ASSESSOR'S MAP

PAGE 42-2
& kisi| @ 64 g
63 *

BOOK 139
'52

1-3©I **&
a *

f S3 LOT 153

54 t\

I M " / ^

1 j//
© -1 ® J *_L ® s;

V.OT 128 ©

s

<# V.@
1-3X 55

© 4\ \,B ?/

422I% 52
<p-

LOT 15561B*
607S.56 73.38 59r:

67 ^
5857'? 51 b

?/ ©@ \ ©
_3__J

.^- J-
© j © r © i ® is

75.2,© ® »
s%«_ /

83"

68*L,1-3 % 114,5050 »
-ancia 108.83

© f78-

© I® I ® 1 ©
bst

a© *473.0J
79.03

ft
49

a ® 4y

v

%•

®
41s,<

42 40^ 48

70 i
43 ai-n

kV44 15.
3* 3945 fij5.

**-67 »W46

# ->
813.4M7 48*7 48JB7

38 -9

1
©

©1-31 0

LOT 156
.327 AC.

37 ,#
% ©

©
LOT 151

.325 AC.
LOT 150

.462 AC. V.tf 2,7
LOT 148

©
SCALE: 1 IN.=100 FT.

©
137

\i>N
s&

LOT 143

A,

ff
1-3 i

-£>
?0*' ^LOT 149

©LOT 14-2 LOT 138

Ir 13!
PAJJOsS

1-3 £
8

LAS
POR. TRACT NO. 1321

US PALMAS RANCH

PHASE 2 UNIT 9THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FOR
PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY

kcoitocd G-10- 39



Provided by:

IMA tiUUC MISLH
	i '

ASSESSOR'S MAP
PAGE 42-3

»

PARCELQUEST A
BOOK 139

£
LOT 142

I

"C
ALOT 148

1-3
«•

r LOT 141

if£

\V®/
@ %>US.*

c 95 i
\p, „

Si.0?
1-3LOT +44 M<?

1.552 AC. /
3-

423
f-

& 1!T?53u3 p 5.8 2ft. i ,J n<*72

r3

42 \% /#
X%V
®y$

|s73 51.®74 75 76
© 77 I 78 i|(V

Si 79
1 IV" "580

© 81/^© ©|© © ©/©I
i^JAa. «4< "j« I ««« J ,Vs '© *) ©

uOT 146

.384 AC.

<<?82 /£>

«©/.© 84 /%/.
83

<r wm© a? 9185 74BAVELLA 4'
B7r^7S?iT^86

®/(b^rZS^
0/®Sj7^

Lor 133
9089

3' I
® © © Jso. ,0

r *.

sfefeLs^
(32) / /~\*/
j @y

•»>
5,j>*118

a ©
4F.y%5nrsLY©\

i1 ft

£117 / 1 1 6 j H5
[ia 3t,<a

114 113 112 / t11
**J7 I 44M* ' * 415/1110*^7 £119 109

i4«r 108

®y@s41' *3?1<W / 107£ 120
. 4) «, / 106

124\ a#

121
* "Ft104)122\

1037«VI1-31 23 \ ,c,/i 102 142<i<3 101 100 / 99 7 98 7
«-LJ.W 97

4*«

LOT 147

*0.

142

/

SCALE: 1 IN-.=100 FT.
POR. TRACT NO. 1321

US PALMAS RANCH

PHASE 2 UNIT 9PROPERTY TAX^1seIsMENTBPURPO°SES0ONLY
RECORDED 6-10-99



COUNTY or MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

PAGE 44

TAX CODE AREA

V
> /<1--3

39 -2 B0GI<: 13937

/ .. <50^1 T 7~\Pa>m,
—rto »w*"

to**"

41-1
X

f ,© /@»~/

• 39 — 1

SCALE: 1 IN.=300 FT.
40 44

-ay ,39

X K.38©\®1 © /if
54

,/33

C
36 >

1
33 37

I -3
2

* © ©©
1-3

© S36 © 'v«@

35 ©n® 32^
3 I\&^ ©

29
2

i.n273 32

0
28

.28
26

27
4 y

'© 4©
' 29 1825

28

*9-®/®
25

Tlir©
(42)

) 42 34 ©
24

9 X.
23'°K LtfT6

30

23
2111 V

7iz© ( c.
41 6

2230

® \ X@ / ©o> 20 © - .:

©• .

21

r 13 7

©

© 13
fe\9

14 4.

-< 'O.
2°

©
13B

©12.©. • 19
19

8

57-48
itLOT 51

45.574 AC. .

1-3
IS

m/® j
\ 9 a

LOT 52

@
17

2
/-n'4

©
16

©
28.399 AC.

18

LOT 50

~r ,o
© I#©57-46 10

1 s

8 9

'I •

11

© 62.28 AC.
12

42-1
17

16

13

14

415/1
TRACT NO. 1329

LAS PALMAS RANCH
PHASE 2 UNIT 10

RECORDED 10-15-99 '

THIS MAP IS I.MIfcfOED TO BE- USED FOR .PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY

!



COUNTY OF MONTEREY
ASSESSOR'S MAP

PAGE 42-4

/ TAX CODE AREAPAR. 12

BOOK 139
54 j 5553

56
52PAR. 61

49

I 51
5750

@ /58

X/71

25

44 43
153

PAR. fi

©©1 4245

1-346

24

41

59(4v[7; .4!47 (4.©
53

26

A
1 4"

(4ffl 40
72 81

@60/ T.rm54 a©84©
.3!

27
PAR. 12

23
©

39 (61,
©

'61,
42-21V

28'

©38'3 © S£/ *

X62i36 37
© WAY

•©'(8 b)

"I

@ 29c
7 7 63

@
s 22

80
(66)^L©

1 v ©424 64>
30

1-3
82) \\ 66\ 65

© '©/
148

21

© 7 9.35/ © 31
20

(7 0)
32 J 34

© 149

©\S©

< ©..
'47

19

-S J
PARKWAY,

//
»•> 75

18

@1 cr.
$(6)%/

1*6
33

© /z® 1
17

77© 4

*'tv ^ 1 -3

L6'1
16

<%

7 M© 2 ©
(69)

©
rA«%

678
© 2

y§> y- ;\42 — 3

/
©

15

10874© 814

©' 313

©w®
A

912

T*.
1

11

-A<# r~j
A

10
96Jf ©

134
4usm

SCALE: 1 IN. =300 FT.

415/1
TRACT NO. 1359

LAS PALMAS RANCH
PHASE 2 UNIT 11

RECORDED 12-15-00

THIS MAP IS INTENDED TO BE USED FORPROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT PURPOSES ONLY



EXHIBIT 7



RESOLUTION NO. 2019-01

LAS PALMAS RANCH MASTER ASSOCIATION

AFFIRMING ASSOCIATION PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS
WITH REGARD TO PARCEL Q

WHEREAS, Las Palmas Ranch Master Association (also known as the Las Palmas
Ranch Master Association No. 1) is a duly formed Nonprofit Mutual Benefit Corporation
providing for the management, administration, maintenance, preservation, and architectural
control of the initial phase of the Las Palmas Planned Unit Development Subdivision
("Association");

WHEREAS, the initial phase of the Las Palmas Planned Unit Development Subdivision
includes five unit areas, consisting of residential lots and common area lots, shown on recorded
Tract Maps as Corey House Area Unit 1 (Tract Map 1086A), Corey House Area Unit 2, (Tract
Map 1087A), Corey House Area Unit 3 (Tract Map 1088A), Corey House Area Unit 4 (Tract
Map 1089A), and Corey House Area Unit 5 (Tract Map 1090A) (collectively "Las Palmas Ranch
Phase 1"). The Tract Maps listed in the preceding sentence are collectively referred to as "Corey
House Area Unit Maps";

WHEREAS, the Association governs Las Palmas Ranch Phase I, including ownership of
the Las Palmas Phase 1 common areas and Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 private roads shown on
the Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 Corey House Area Unit Maps;

WHEREAS, the private road system developed as part of Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1
shown on the Corey House Area Unit Maps, is for the common use of the Las Palmas Ranch
Phase 1 members, is owned by the Association, and the maintenance and repair of the private
road system is paid by the Association through Association membership dues;

WHEREAS, on or about May 27, 1998, the Association purchased Parcels E and F, as
shown on the Corey House Area Unit 1 Map, located between Woodridge Court and County
Park Road, from the developer, Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc., for the benefit
of the use of the Association's members for open space and recreational purposes.

WHEREAS, at the time of the purchase of Parcels E & F, the Association and its
membership, contemplated no development was to occur on Parcels E & F, including no road
development, other than minor development incidental to recreational use;

WHEREAS, the Las Palmas Ranch 1 developer also dedicated, for private use, drainage
easements to permit the construction, maintenance and operation of drainage facilities on, over
and under certain strips of land within the Las Palmas Ranch 1 area for the purpose of conveying
drainage from the natural drainage tributary to each easement, which drainage facilities are
owned and maintained by the Association. The developer also dedicated storm drainage
easements to County Service Area #72;

Board Resolution 2019-01 - December 18, 2019 1



WHEREAS, the existing storm drainage system for Las Palmas Ranch 1 is believed to
be only adequately sized for the number of residences built as part of Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1 ;

WHEREAS, Parcel Q is shown on Tract Map 1 086A, but it is not part of the five Corey
House Area Unit residential lots, easements, and common areas, making up Las Palmas Ranch
Phase 1;

WHEREAS, Parcel Q remains undeveloped and is now owned by River View at Las

Palmas, LLC;

WHEREAS, Parcel Q is not a member of the Association, has not paid membership dues

to the Association, has no ownership interest in any of the Association's common areas, private
easements, private roads (including Country Park Road), or private property, other than having

only limited access rights over a portion of the Association's private roads (portions of River

Run, Woodridge Court, and Las Palmas Road) pursuant to the Grant Deed recorded at Document
2013046807, July 23, 2013, Official Records of Monterey County, California ("Parcel Q Deed");

WHEREAS, it has been well-established in California law that the extent of a servitude
is determined by the terms of the grant, or the nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired.
(California Civil Code §806). When an easement is granted for a specific use, there may not be
an increase in the burden of the easement (California Civil Code §807), and the servient

tenement owners have the right to insist that so long as the easement is enjoyed, it shall remain

substantially the same as it was at the time the right accrued; and

WHEREAS, the Association Board of Directors seeks to protect the Association's

private property, including its common areas, easements, and private roads.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED that the Board of Directors of Las
Palmas Ranch Master Association

affirms that use of the Association private roads within Las Palmas Ranch Phase 1
remains limited to residential use;

affirms that Parcel Q has no right to use of any of the Association's private roads,
but for the limited scope of use set forth in the Parcel Q Deed;

2.

will insist that the scope of Parcel Q's limited use of the Association private roads
remains substantially the same as they were at the time the right to use the private
road easements accrued;

3.

affirms that use of the Association's Parcels E & F remains consistent with the
intent of the Association at the time it purchased said parcels, and consistent with
the subsequent use thereon by its members, which is recreational use, and that no
development, including road construction, is allowed thereon other than for

recreational purposes;

4.

Board Resolution 2019-01 - December 18, 2019 2



affirms that Parcel Q has no right to use of any of the Association's common
areas, including, but not limited to, community parks, sidewalks, open space
areas, Parcels E & F, or the grass median at the eastern terminus of Country Park

5.

Road;

affirms that the use of the storm drainage system developed for Las Palmas Ranch
Phase 1 subdivision remains limited to residential use by Las Palmas Ranch Phase
1, as built out; and

6.

will insist upon the use of the storm drainage system easements, and facilities
thereon, remaining substantially the same as they were at the time the right to the
easements accrued.

7.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Las Palmas Ranch Master
Association at a special meeting held on the 1 8th day of December 2019 by the following vote:

AYES, and all in favor, thereof, Directors: Denise Benoit, Otavio Bernardo, Jennifer
Lukasik, Mishalin Modena and David Tucker

NOES, Directors: None

ABSENT, Directors: Roberta Pastorino and Fred Rowland

ABSTAIN, Directors: None

3Board Resolution 2019-01 - December 18, 2019
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July 12, 2021 

E-MAIL DELIVERY

Chair Askew and Members of the Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
c/o Clerk to the Board  
168 W. Alisal St. 
Salinas, CA 93901 

Re: Opposition to RiverView at Las Palmas PLN 150372 
July 20, 2021 Hearing Date 

Dear Chair Askew and Members of the Board: 

I am writing on behalf of the Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1 
(“Association”) in opposition to the RiverView at Las Palmas project (Project”).  

The Association requests your Board deny the Project for the reasons set forth 
below, along with other information collectively received from the Las Palmas 1 
Association and residents.  

1. The Project is Inconsistent with the Built Out Las Palmas Ranch Specific
Plan – A Specific Plan Amendment Should be Denied

A. The Fully Implemented Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan is a
Success

The existing Las Palmas development was the outgrowth of years of planning 
and scrutiny by the County and the public, resulting in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific 
Plan adopted by the County Board of Supervisors in 1983.   

Remarkably, the build out and implementation of the Las Palmas development 
adhered closely to the adopted Specific Plan, resulting in a lovely rural residential 
subdivision, with a maximum of 1031 homes in designated residential areas, limited 
commercial areas, and a school and church site, all of which were planned to retain the 
rural character of the surrounding land and beauty of the surrounding hillsides.  

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 12, 2021.



Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
July 12, 2021 
Page 2 

18643\010\1150944.1:71221  

 
The Las Palmas development was successful, with homes clustered in higher 

density areas, and the beauty of the scenic Highway 68 corridor and the River Road 
intersection, preserved, as is much of the scenic beauty of the hills above Las Palmas.  
 

This concerted effort to protect the scenic beauty of this area can be dramatically 
seen from Highway 68 as you approach River Road, as well as looking across the valley 
from Blanco Road to the Highway 68/ River Road area where no building can be seen 
along this entire scenic corridor area (See Exhibit 1, Toro hillsides ).   
 

Placing the Riverview Project, on this highly visible bluff above Highway 68/ 
River Road intersection is completely inconsistent with this well planned, successfully 
achieved, and implemented vision for the Highway 68/River Road area.  

 
B. Parcel Q was Designated for Residential not Commercial Use  

 
Under Specific Plan, Parcel Q is shown as part of ADC Policy Planning Area 

A, and designated as Medium Density Residential (MDR), which places Parcel Q under 
the 1031 residential dwelling unit cap in the Specific Plan (See Exhibit 2, Specific Plan 
Figures D and E).   
  

Specific Plan Figure D expressly limits the number of residential units in the 
Las Palmas development to 1031 units, which residential unit count is now essentially 
built out.  While some “horse trading” may have occurred in transferring residential unit 
densities between the different phases of Las Palmas 1 and Las Palmas 2, the current 
overall number of 1029 residential units built in the Las Palmas development, is 
consistent with the 1031 Specific Plan residential cap, leaving only 2-3 residential units 
available to be built on Parcel Q.  

 
Moreover, the designated Commercial sites in the Specific Plan have also been 

built out, consistent with Specific Plan Figures D and E - Area B, with the exception 
of Las Palmas 1 subdivision Parcels E and F, which parcels were purchased by the 
Association specifically to maintain the tranquility and rural nature of their subdivision.  
Parcel Q was never envisioned as a commercial site. It has always held a Medium 
Density Residential (MDR) designation. 

 
These facts were expressly recognized by the Toro Area LUAC who 

recommend only 3 residential units be allowed on Parcel Q, finding the RiverView 
commercial use inconsistent with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.  

 
The Toro LUAC’s full recommendation is as follows: 
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Toro Area LUAC Recommendation – Nov. 2016 LUAC 
“Change project to adhere to the Las Palmas Specific Plan, which according to 
County records of housing units already built, will allow three single family 
dwellings to complete the build-out of Las Palmas. As proposed, this is a 
commercial project, and is inconsistent with the residential neighborhood.” 

 
 There is no question that a commercial Assisted Living Facility on Parcel Q is 
inconsistent with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.    
 

C.     The MDR Designation in the 2010 Toro Area Plan does not Negate 
 the 1031 Residential Unit Cap and allow for 40 More Units on  
 Parcel  Q. 
 
As set forth above, Parcel Q has been designated as Medium Density Residential 

(MDR) since the 1983 Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.  This Medium Residential Unit 
designation was carried over to the 1983 Toro Area Plan, and then again carried over to 
the 2010 Toro Area Plan. (See Exhibit 3, Toro Area maps).  None of these Toro Area 
land use designations changed the underlying Las Palmas development cap of 1031 
residential units in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan area, they only reflected the 
land use designation in the Specific Plan. 

 
In fact the MDR designation on both the 1983 and 2010 Toro Area maps is 

entirely consistent with the Specific Plan MDR designation for Parcel Q and the Plan’s 
1031 residential unit cap. 

 
Accepting the argument that the RiverView developer can now build another 40 

residential units on Parcel Q, resulting in 1071 residential units under the Las Palmas 
Ranch Specific Plan, flies in the face of the fully implemented Specific Plan, as well as, 
all of the area residents who purchased their homes in Las Palmas 1. 

 
At best the Developer can build 2-3 residential units on Parcel Q.  
 
D. After Full Implementation of the Las Palmas Ranch   

  Specific Plan, an Amendment to the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan 
  Should be Denied 

 
The Applicant has argued that his situation is similar to the Toro Vista Specific 

Plan, where the County recently approved a Specific Plan amendment to allow the 
Ferrini Ranch development.   

 
However, unlike the Toro Vista Specific Plan, where the Toro Vista project was 

never built and the County was dealing with vacant land when it approved the Ferrini 
Ranch development, the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan area has been built out in 



Monterey County Board of Supervisors 
July 12, 2021 
Page 4 

18643\010\1150944.1:71221  

substantial conformance with the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan.  This is an entirely 
different situation than undeveloped/vacant land in the Toro Vista area.    
 
 After 40 years of Las Palmas residents buying into the community based on the 
Specific Plan – it is late in the process to make a substantial change to the Las Palmas 
Plan, gutting key provisions of the already implemented and successfully built out Las 
Palmas planning area.  
 
 The adopted and relied upon Specific Plan for the build out of the Las Palmas 
development is the guiding document.  The Specific Plan was adopted in 1983, and has 
served its purpose in controlling growth and development in the Las Palmas area since 
1983.  There is no compelling reason to toss out 40 years of land use planning and 
development, for a Project which was never envisioned, nor planned in the Las Palmas 
Ranch Specific Plan, to the detriment of the area residents. 
 
 Any effort to amend the fully implemented Specific Plan should be denied.  
 
2. Use of the Access Easement over the Association’s Private Roads for a 
 Commercial Facility on Parcel Q is a Surcharge on and Over-Burdens 
 the Association’s Private Roads 
 
 Under a separate memo provided to your Board, I outlined the history of the 
access easement over the Association’s private roads to Parcel Q granted by the Las 
Palmas developer in 2000.    
 

In summary, use of the access easement over the Las Palmas Ranch Master 
Association No. 1’s private roads to access an Assisted Living Facility on Parcel Q is a 
surcharge on the Association’s private roads, because, when the access easement over 
the Association’s private roads to Parcel Q was created by the Las Palmas developer in 
2000: 

 
1. Parcel Q was shown as part of Area A on the Las Palmas Specific Plan 

Map and designated as “Medium Density Residential” on the Las Palmas Specific Plan 
Map (Figure E), with the total “Residential Units” capped at 1031, as shown on Las 
Palmas Ranch Specific Plan Land Use Table (Figure D), in Las Palmas Ranch Specific 
Plan.   

2. Other areas of the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan were set aside for 
Commercial/Recreational, School/Church sites, but not Parcel Q which remained in 
Area A designated for residential use.  

3. Parcel Q was also shown as “Medium Density Residential” under the 
1983 Toro Area Plan, and remained so designated under the 2010 updated Monterey 
General Plan/Toro Area.  
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4. At the time of the creation of the Parcel Q access easement in September 
2000, the Las Palmas development was completed, in substantial conformance with the 
overall density and land uses set forth in the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan, with a 
cap of 1031 residential units, leaving only minimal (2-3) residential units available for 
the build out of Parcel Q.    

5.   At the time the access easement was created for Parcel Q in 2000, there 
was no plan for, nor any anticipated use of, Parcel Q for a commercial Assisted Living 
Facility, which commercial use would create a substantial increased burden upon the 
scope of the easement granted to Parcel Q beyond the limited residential use anticipated 
for Parcel Q under the Specific Plan at the time the easement was granted for the benefit 
of Parcel Q in 2000. 

6. At the time the access easement to Parcel Q was created in 2000, the 
Fletcher family would have been acutely aware of the residential designation of Parcel 
Q under the Las Palmas Specific Plan and the Plan’s 1031 residential unit cap 

Accordingly, use of the access easement for a commercial assisted living facility 
over the Association’s private roads is a surcharge and burden upon the Associations 
roads.  
 
3. Other Impacts to the Las Palmas 1 Residents  
 
 A. The EIR Project Description is Incorrect - Parcel Q is Not a Member 
  of the Association  
 
 Despite months of claiming Parcel Q was part of the Association, as well as 
making this representation in the Draft and Final EIR, the Applicant finally 
acknowledged they are not part of the Association, nor does the Applicant have any 
right to use any of the Association property, but for their limited access over three 
Association private roads for limited residential use. 
 
 The Final EIR “Project Description” includes the statement that Parcel Q 
owner is a member of the Association.  “The project applicants, who own the site, are 
currently members of the Las Palmas Ranch Home Owners Association and have paid 
dues to the association” (FEIR pgs. 2-60 and 4-2).  
 

The project description in the FEIR is incorrect, as this is not true.   
 

 B. Secondary Fire Access Was Relied Upon in the EIR – This Access 
  Cannot be Obtained Through the Association Property.  
 
 Additionally, contrary to proposed Mitigation Measure TRA-3 (FEIR pgs. 2-38 
and 4-5), the Parcel Q owner has no right to install “grass grid pavers on the section 
of lawn area between Woodridge Court and Country Park Road to provide an all-
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weather surface for secondary access.   The Developer is now seeking to have this 
mitigation removed because they cannot obtain the alternate access.  

The lack of this access right, along with any significant change to, or the entire 
elimination of, alternative Fire Access provisions being proposed now, were not 
addressed, nor discussed, in the Final EIR. 

C. There Are Significant Noise Impacts That Were Not Addressed in
the Draft EIR – The Final EIR Must be Recirculated

The Draft EIR found that noise impacts were considered “Effects Not found to 
be Significant”, yet an entire new analysis of noise impacts was added to the Final EIR 
without further public notice, review, or circulation.   

Pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15088.5, a lead agency is required to recirculate an 
EIR when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of 
the availability of the draft EIR for public review under Section 15087 but before 
certification.    

Given the fact significant new information on noise impacts was added to the 
EIR after the Draft EIR public review period ended, the County is required to 
recirculate the EIR for public review and comment before bringing the EIR back to the 
County’s decision making body for certification. 

Moreover, the Association’s expert opinion/peer review report prepared by 
Charles Salter & Associates on the Noise impact analysis found that the Riverview EIR 
Noise analysis, as well as the Applicants subsequent letter, failed to fully consider 
potential significant impacts, as well as, failed to provide adequate mitigation for 
potential significant impacts.  In essence ambient background noise was over-estimated 
and on site noise was underestimated.  

D. Traffic Remains a Significant Issue

Comments submitted in the Kinzel (TJKM Traffic Consultants) April 23, 2018 
letter, on behalf of the Association, remain valid.  Issues raised were factual and have 
not been addressed. 

The FEIR confirms that, even with payment of fees, the Project’s impact to 
traffic on Highway 68 is still “significant and unavoidable”, as there are no plans to 
improve Highway 68 operations to an acceptable level. (FEIR pg. 2-17). This finding 
would require the County to make a finding of overriding considerations, and ignore the 
stated significant and unavoidable impact to Highway 68 caused by this Project. 
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The FEIR continues to state that the Project will add only 363 additional trips. 
That number does not seem plausible with 142 people occupying the facility, plus 
associated staff and deliveries, etc. 
 

The FEIR assigns (FEIR pg. 2-9) 2.74 trips for assisted living and 348 trips for 
the senior houses. This number does not account for the 92 employees, including 
managers, supervisors, chefs, wait staff, deliveries for medical and food service, dining 
room, facility managers, gardeners, cleaning, medical assistants, nurses, aides, (FEIR 
pg. 2-31), nor visitors, other delivery trucks, and emergency vehicles. 
 
 In addition to the cars and vans, the large delivery trucks needed to service the 
facility, as well as, construction trucks and traffic, will have a huge impact on the Las 
Palmas community. (FEIR pg. 2-36) 
 

There is no public bus service.  There is a large reliance on shuttles, but in 
reality people will drive to the site. The Casita residents will have their own cars, and 
families and caregivers will visit and take residents out whenever they want to. (FEIR 
pg.2-18) 
 

The FEIR admits that inbound traffic into Las Palmas would increase by 16 
percent. (FEIR pgs. 2-36; 4-5). Even with a windshield tag, cars will stop have to stop 
at the entry gate behind visitors. 
 

The FEIR states there is enough queuing capacity to handle the additional traffic 
in to the subdivision, but both the Association’s traffic consultant, as well as, the Las 
Palmas residents, based on their personal experience, state otherwise. The existing back 
up in queuing for the entry gate at rush hour, even with windshield tags, led 
the Association to eliminate the security guard at the gate during peak traffic hours. 
There is no storage lane for queuing off River Road on to Las Palmas Road. 
 

E. The Project Compromises the Association’s Security  
 

The Association was compelled to hire a private security company and establish 
the entry kiosk because the Association members were experiencing property break-ins.  

 
The Project exposes the Association members to unregulated entry, as anyone 

would be able to enter the private Las Palmas subdivision by simply stating they are 
visitor going to the facility. 
 
4. Summary 

The Las Palmas Ranch Master Association No. 1 requests that your Board deny 
the RiverView at Las Palmas project and Specific Plan Amendment for the reasons set 
forth above. 
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The Association requests that all prior communications from the Association 
and its residents, along with all prior reports submitted, be included in the record for 
this proceeding.  

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this matter of great concern to 
the Las Palmas No. 1 residents.  

Sincerely, 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & HOSS 
A Professional Corporation  

Christine Kemp 

Christine Kemp 

Attached:   Exhibits 1-3 

cc:   Supervisor Alejo – district1@co.monterey.ca.us 
Supervisor Phillips  - district2@co.monterey.ca.us 
Supervisor Lopez – district3@co.monterey.ca.us 
Chair Askew – district4@co.monterey.ca.us 
Supervisor Adams – district5@co.monterey.ca.us 

Joseph Sidor, Planner  
sidorj@co.monterey.ca.us 
Monterey County HCD, Planning 
1441 Schilling Place 
Salinas, CA 93901 

mailto:district1@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:district2@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:district3@co.monterey.ca.us
mailto:district4@co.monterey.ca.us
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FIGURE D: LAS PALMAS RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN LARD USE TABLE
r

I
ADC Policy

Plan Areas

Residential Units

Density
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Total
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j Other

j Acreage
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Other Land Uses

SingleMulti

Acres4

r
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N/A
.2 . IX
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SPECIFIC BOUNDARIES, AND NUMBER AND MIX OF UNITS WILL BE DETERMINED AT THE TIME OF FINAL

DEVEL-

NOTE :
IMATE,

ENGINEERING, PROVIDED THAT THE TOTAL NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS SHALL NOT EXCEED 1,031.
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1

Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: marykkochlp@gmail.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 4:05 PM
To: publiccomment
Subject: Riverview at Las Palmas

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

To the supervisors: 

Riverview Court is a street in Las Palmas 1 that is located on the opposite end of the subdivision with a resident only 
gate.  The Riverview Court entrance gets many visitors showing up at this entrance attempting to enter as it is mistaken 
for the Las Palmas 2 entrance gate despite signage indicating otherwise. 

At previous meetings with the Las Palmas board when I served as a LP1 board member, Gary Shingu indicated he would 
be willing to change the name so there is no confusion re: the entrance. 

While I am opposed to this project, if this project is approved, a name change as a condition of approval would be 
greatly appreciated by residents in eliminating any confusion. 

Thank you, 

Mary Koch 

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 20, 2021; sent during
the public hearing, yet after
closure of public comment. 



Received by HCD-Planning
on July 15, 2021.



















































September 8, 2020

Via Electronic Mail

Monterey County Board of

Supervisors

Via CO B id co. irion terev.ca. us

Joe Sidor Associate Planner

Monterey County RMA-

Planning

Via SidorJ@co.monte-

rey.ca.us

Monterey County Regional

Fire District

Board of Directors

Via chiefurquideskfhot-

mail.com

& d pri o loft/ 1 mcrfd . org

RE: COMMENTS ON SEIR FOR RIVER VIEW AT LAS PALMAS I ASSISTED LIV

ING SENIOR CENTER FACILITY (PLN150372; SCH 2017031025)

Honorable Boards:

This letter comments on the Subsequent Environmental Impact Report ("SEIR") for the
River View at Las Palmas I Assisted Living Senior Facilities ("Project"). The comments herein
make clear there would be significant direct, indirect and cumulatively considerable impacts as a
result of the Project which were not adequately analyzed, nor mitigated, in the SEIR. For those
and other reasons as detailed herein, the SEIR is inadequate and violates the California Environ

mental Quality Act ("CEQA").

A. Monterey County and Monterey County Regional Fire District Will Be Held Liable

for Approving the Project's Dangerous Condition

Given that the River Fire is still burning in the area of the Project site and the recent evac
uation of Las Palmas I, fire safety must be considered in a manner to best protect the residents of
existing development and future development. The SEIR's conclusion that the Project would not
result in inadequate ingress/egress/emergency access is without substantial evidence in the record
as further discussed in Section B of this letter.

The Government Code does not provide immunity for putting residents in jeopardy by
approving a project with insufficient ingress/egress/emergency access in order to excise impact
fees. In fact, Government Code section 835 states, "a public entity is liable for injury caused by
a dangerous condition of its property if the plaintiff establishes that the property was in a dangerous
condition at the time of the injury, that the injury was proximately caused by the dangerous condi
tion, that the dangerous condition created a reasonably foreseeable risk of the kind of injury which
was incurred." The court in Osborn v. City ofWhittier (1951) 103 Cal.App.2d 609 explains that
"if the officers or employees of the municipality had actual or imputed knowledge or notice of the
dangerous condition and neglected to remedy it within a reasonable time after knowledge or notice,
or neglected for a reasonable time after acquiring such knowledge or receiving such notice to take

such action as might be reasonably necessary to protect the public against such dangerous condi
tion, liability ensued."
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The court in Quelvog v. City ofLong Beach (1970) 6 Cal. App. 3d 584, 591 made clear:

Section 8 1 8.2 of the Government Code excuses the City for failure to enforce laws
that are being violated by others but it does not excuse the City for violating its

duty, to avoid the creation of conditions that are dangerous to its citizens or the

public generally. The City enjoys no immunity for its alleged affirmative actions
and must be held responsible for the consequences of the same.

This letter is a notice to Monterey County and Monterey County Regional Fire District that
the Project will result in dangerous conditions for Las Palmas I residents and Project occupants
due to insufficient ingress/egress/emergency access. If the Project is approved, Monterey County
and the Monterey County Regional Fire District will be held liable and responsible should there
be harm from the dangerous conditions caused by the Project.

B. SEIR's Inadequate Wildfire Analysis in Violation of CEQA

"Wildfire" was added as a CEQA section effective January 1, 2019. Analysis under the
following four criteria must be completed for projects located in or near State Responsibility Areas
(SRA) or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones:

• A project's potential to substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan;

• Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, a project's potential to exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations
from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire;

• Require the installation or maintenance of associated project infrastructure (such as
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the envi

ronment; and/or

• A project's potential to expose people or structures to significant risks, including
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage changes.

The Project site is located within the State Responsibility Area ("SRA"). Chapter 18.56 of
the Monterey County Code sets forth the requirements of any project within the SRA area. This
is particularly important since there is only one nearby evacuation point to River Road for the Las
Palmas I residents as well as for the sensitive occupants of the proposed large commercial senior
complex. As further detailed below, there is inadequate ingress/egress/emergency access for the
Project and as a result, the Project would expose people and structures to significant risk. Addi

tionally, the Project occupants, most of them sensitive receptors, would be exposed to high pollu
tant concentrations from a wildfire as clearly demonstrated during the River Fire. And if fire were
to occur on the Project site, as nearly did during the River Fire, not only would evacuation be a
problem, but subsequent landslides, flooding, mudflows, slope instability, etc. would certainly be
a problem, none of which were analyzed in the SEIR.
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The Project is in violation of the Monterey County Code. Monterey County section
18.56.060.5 requires the following: "The grade for alhroads, streets, private lanes and drive
ways shall not exceed fifteen percent." The SEIR states, "A portion of the upper loop road
and portions of four casitas are on slopes over 25 percent," which is consistent with this Mon
terey County Code section yet, the SEIR does not address the direct conflict with the code
provision which is intended to protect lives and structures.

The SEIR claims, the Project "would involve extending Woodridge Court at a grade of
approximately 15 percent to provide primary vehicular access to the project site" without substan
tial evidence in the record. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual information will not
suffice. (14 CCR § 15088(c).)

There is no engineered road design in the administrative record, and switchbacks would be
required to meet the slope requirement, which would not only require additional grading (which
was not analyzed in the SEIR), but also may not meet the roadway radius requirements set forth
in Monterey County Code section 18.56.060.6. The impacts associated with the Project road con
struction were not analyzed in the SEIR and evaluated for consistency with Chapter 18.56 of the
Monterey County Code because the Applicant failed to provide an engineered road design.

Additionally, the SEIR proposes an infeasible mitigation measure. "Feasible" is defined as
capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. The mitigation
measure not only requires the Project's emergency access to be located on property (between
County Park Road and Woodridge Court) that does not belong to the Applicant, but it also requires
that the Applicant install grass grid pavers in this area (not owned by him) in order to provide an
all-weather surface for secondary/emergency access. The mitigation measure is infeasible because
the Las Palmas I HOA, which owns the grass area, made clear that it will not agree to have the
area used by the Project for emergency access. Yet, the SEIR relies on an infeasible measure to
demonstrate the availability of emergency access for the Project.

Finally, the Project proposes to use one narrow and steep road connected to internal Las

Palmas I streets leading into and out of the Project facility to River Road. Not considering the fact
that the Project has no access rights to these internal streets owned by the Las Palmas I HOA, the

Project's sensitive occupants, employees, and visitors will evacuate down a long and winding road
onto Woodridge Court1 and somehow merge with many of the existing 329 homeowners & fami
lies scrambling to leave at the Las Palmas I Road intersection in the event of a fire, flood or earth

quake. This will clearly cause a traffic jam and increase safety risk at Las Palmas I internal narrow

streets, Las Palmas Road and River Road.

1 Woodridge Court connects to River Run Road, which connects to Las Palmas I Road and provides access to and
from River Road. Woodridge Court and River Run Court are internal Las Palmas I private roads.
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The health and safety of the Las Palmas I residents would be significantly impacted by the

physical change resulting from the Project2 which impacts were not addressed in the SEIR. This

is a fatal flaw of the SEIR.

C. Improper Form of Environmental Review In Violation of CEQA

The SEIR's use of the EIR for the Las Palmas I Specific Plan ("Specific Plan") is improper

and in violation of CEQA. The Specific Plan did not contemplate the use of Parcel Q for the

Project, as clearly demonstrated by the Planning Commission's decision to include an amendment

to the Specific Plan.

The court in Save Our Neighborhood v Lishman (2006) 140 CA4th 1288, held that appli

cation of CEQA's subsequent review provisions turned on the legal question whether a proposal

amounted to a "new project" rather than a modification to a previously approved project. The Pro

ject is clearly a new project not contemplated in the Specific Plan.

The Save Our Neighborhood court concluded that the city violated CEQA in relying on the

addendum rather than conducting an independent environmental because the current project was

not a modified version of the earlier project and therefore Public Resources Code § 21166 was

inapplicable. Similarly here, a large commercial complex was never contemplated in the Specific

Plan; Parcel Q was specifically set aside for residential units. Due to the significant diversion from

the Specific Plan, Monterey County should have prepared a separate EIR, because relying on an

outdated EIR for the Specific Plan is not consistent with CEQA.

D. Improper Environmental Baseline and Standards of Significance in Violation of

CEQA

Because of the improper reliance on the EIR for the Specific Plan, the SEIR provided fails

to adequately define the environmental baseline and standards of significance. The CEQA Guide

lines call for the environmental baseline to reflect conditions as they exist early in the CEQA pro

cess. They specify that the physical environmental conditions at the time the notice of preparation

is published or, if there is no notice of preparation, at the time environmental review begins "will

normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether

an impact is significant." (14 Cal Code Regs §15 125(a).) The Guidelines also provide that in as

sessing a project's impacts on the environment, the lead agency should "normally limit its exami

nation to the existing physical conditions in the affected area" at the same stage of the CEQA

process." (14 Cal Code Regs §15126.2.)

2 A similar situation just occurred in West Chester, Pennsylvania on November 17, 2017 with a facility of approxi

mately the same size as contemplated for RVLP. "At least 27 people were known to have been injured in a massive

fire at the Barclay Friends Senior Living Community. Firefighters alone were unable to evacuate residents, many

with mobility impairments". (hUn://6abc. com/2659822/')

4



The SEIR inadequately describes the physical conditions of the current Project area. In

stead, it relies on an outdated EIR for the Specific Plan prepared in 1982. The physical conditions
have changed over the past 38 years, yet the SEIR fails to recognize the same.

Of the most glaring example of an improper environmental baseline and standard of sig
nificance is the water supply analysis which relies upon the Las Palmas I Ranch Specific Plan's

proposed water consumption. A new EIR would have considered the environmental baseline of
Project site to be a vacant land with zero water consumption. The standard of significance would

have been any additional increase in water drawn from the highly over drafted basin plagued with
sea-water intrusion for which the Monterey County Board of Supervisors is currently considering

prohibiting all new wells.

The reliance on an outdated EIR is a fatal flaw of the SEIR.

E. SEIR's Failure to Analyze Archeological and Cultural Resources Impacts

CEQA includes detailed standards governing an EIR's analysis ofarchaeological resources.

(See Pub Res C §21083.2; 14 Cal Code Regs § 1 5064.5(c)—(f).) Under the terms ofAB 52 (Stats
2014, ch 532), analysis of tribal cultural resources as a category apart from historical and archeo
logical resources is required in EIRs. AB 52 requires lead agencies to give written notice to Cali

fornia Native American tribes that have requested such notice and that are traditionally and cultur

ally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project. (Pub Res C §2 1080.3. 1(d).) If a tribe
responds to the notice and requests consultation, that required consultation process may identify
significant impacts to tribal cultural resources, mitigation measures, or project alternatives. (Pub

Res C §21080.3.2.)

Identified archaeological sites CA-MNT-3, CA-MNT-4/267, CA-MNT-661, and CA-
MNT-954 are located in proximity to the Project site. Investigations of the general area of the

Project site concludes that the midden deposits represent significant archaeological information,

with resources dating to A.D. 1000 to 1525 which remain unaffected by ranching practices. These
sites have yielded evidence of human remains and past burials.

Yet, there has been no subsurface investigation of the Project site to assess the archaeolog

ical and tribal cultural resources potentially therein. Instead, Monterey County relies on an out
dated report, which was prepared prior to the additional requirements for tribal cultural resource

consideration. The presence of human remains adds to the significance of a cultural site, particu
larly under federal guidelines. Under those standards, a determination of eligibility for inclusion

on the National Register of Historic Places is made using the criteria set forth in Title 36, Part 60-

National Register of Historic Places.

Implementation of the proposed Project could result in the potential destruction or damage

to previously undiscovered or unknown prehistoric sites, paleontological deposits, historic sites,

and human remains during construction activities. This potentially significant impacts were not
discussed and analyzed in the SEIR, and local tribes have not been consulted in violation of CEQA.
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F. Project's Direct and Cumulatively Considerable Impact to Scenic Resources

CEQA's policy goals include providing for the enjoyment of aesthetic qualities, and the
term "environment" is defined in the statute to include objects of aesthetic significance. (Pub Res
C §§2 1001(b), 21065.) It is clear that the significant direct, indirect and cumulatively considerable

visual impacts of the Project were not adequately analyzed, nor adequately mitigated to less than

significant. The Project proposes to remove 80 mature Eucalyptus trees and scar the hillside by

removing 60,000 cubic yards of soil for the Project. The view impacts are further exacerbated by

the highly visible roads that would need to be constructed to provide access to and serve the large

commercial complex, which impacts were not analyzed in the SEIR. The exposed and scarred
hillside would site two large, highly visible structures, one at 27,000 square foot and 28 feet in

height, and another. 21,600 square feet at approximately 30 feet in height. These would be promi

nently viewed from protected scenic highways and roadways. The Project structures clearly con
stitute ridgeline development.

State Highway 68 from State Highway 1 in Monterey to the Salinas River and River Road

and Spreckels Boulevard are protected County Scenic roadways. All three roads are designated as

Tourism Access Highways. The Project would be clearly visible and clash with the pastoral view
and will indelibly scar the scenic beauty from the protected public views inconsistent with the

following relevant General Plan policies:

Policy T-3.1 Within areas designated as "visually sensitive" on the Toro Scenic

Highway Corridors and Visual Sensitivity Map (Figure 16), landscaping or new

development may be permitted if the development is located and designed (building

design, exterior lighting, and siting) in such a manner that will enhance the scenic

value of the area. Architectural design consistent with the rural nature of the Plan

area shall be encouraged.

Policy T-3.2 Land use, architectural, and landscaping controls shall be applied, and

sensitive site design encouraged, to preserve Toro's visually sensitive areas and sce

nic entrances: a. River Road/Highway 68 intersection; and b. Laureles Grade scenic

vista overlooking the Planning Area (Figure 16).

Policy T-3.6 Large acreages in higher elevations and on steeper slopes shall be pre

served and enhanced for grazing, where grazing is found to be a viable use.

Policy T- 1 .6 Existing legal lots of record located in the critical viewshed may trans

fer density from the acreage within the critical viewshed to other contiguous por

tions of land under the same ownership, provided the resulting development meets

all other Toro Area and General Plan policies.

There is really no practical and effective mitigation measure to mask this scarring of the
hillside. The assertion by the Applicant that planting new vegetation can effectively compensate

for removing 80 mature Eucalyptus trees and mask the long winding access road and large looming

structures is simply not based in reality. To put it another way, this ridgeline development cannot
realistically be hidden from public view by shrubbery or tree landscaping. The removal of the
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Eucalyptus groves, coupled with the prominent location of multiple story facilities on an exposed
elevated knoll, long winding access road, and paved roads to serve the large commercial complex

would be clearly be visible both during the day and at night. Light nuisance for this 24-hour care

facility will clearly be a significant impact. Accordingly, the sole resolution is to allow the Project

site in the critical viewshed to transfer density in order to preserve the protected scenic views.

G, Project's Direct, Indirect and Cumulatively Considerable Impacts to Air Quality In

adequately Analyzed and Mitigated

The SEIR inadequately analyzes the air quality impacts associated with the Project. It fails

to provide critically important information about the frequency, duration, and extent of the im

pact. (See, e.g., City ofLong Beach v City ofLos Angeles (2018) 19 CA5th 465, 482.) The SEIR

also fails to correlate adverse air pollution effects with indirect health effects. In Sierra Club v

County ofFresno (2018) 6 C5th 502, the California Supreme Court held that an EIR's discussion

of the public health impacts from air pollution the project would generate was legally inadequate

because it did not explain the likely nature and magnitude of those impacts or indicate why such

information could not be provided.

Monterey County, particularly due to agriculture operations, is high in particulates. The

area of the Project site is quite windy and excessive particulate matter from the Project construc

tion, particularly the significant amount of grading (60,000 cubic yards of cut and 34,500 cubic

yards of fill and likely significantly more due to road construction) in addition to the removal of

80 mature Eucalyptus trees would result in direct, indirect and cumulatively considerable particu

late emission impacts as a result of the Project. Trucking significant amount of soil offsite (de

pending on truck capacity of 10 to 14 cubic yards) will require ~ 7,000 to 9,000 truck round trips

and would substantially add to exhaust fumes that would directly and adversely impact air quality.

Finally, the extensive disturbance of the Parcel Q will result in significant exposure to virus

Coccidioidomycosis. Monterey County is a Valley Fever endemic area. The Parcel Q site is un

disturbed land, and as such, has a higher loading of this virus than cultivated farming soils. Dis

turbing almost 16 acres of soil for construction will inevitably pose great risk of spreading this

virus (Coccidioidomycosis) to Las Palmas I residential community and beyond. In a study con

ducted in the nearby San Louis Obispo area, a solar farm construction site on virgin grazing land,

produced 44 cases ofVF among the workers at an approx. 1 .2% rate. (Emerg Infect Dis. 201 5 Nov;

21(11) 1997-2005.) A significantly higher number of C. Immintis cases has been observed in

Monterey County over the last 3 years, 77 in 2016 vs. 240 in 2019. (Monterey County Health

Advisory, Edward Moreno, Health Officer, 1-22-20) The SEIR fails to analyze the direct, indirect

and cumulatively considerable air quality impacts, which would result in significant harm to Las

Palmas I residents.

H. Project's Liquefaction, Landsliding, Erosion and Sedimentation Impacts Not Ade
quately Analyzed, Nor Sufficiently Mitigated
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The Project site is located in the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, which is a discon
tinuous series of mountain ranges, ridges, and intervening valleys characterized by complex fold
ing and faulting. The geologic structures within the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province are greatly
influenced by the San Andreas fault system.

Soil liquefaction occurs where saturated, cohesionless, or granular soils undergo a substan

tial loss in strength due to excess build-up of water pressure within the pores during cyclic loading

such as earthquakes. Due to the loss of strength, soils gain mobility that can result in significant

deformation, including both horizontal and vertical movement where the liquefied soil is not con

fined. Intensity and duration of seismic shaking, soil characteristics, overburden pressure, and

depth to water are all primary factors affecting the occurrence of liquefaction. Soils most suscep

tible to liquefaction are saturated, loose, clean, uniformly graded, Holocene age, and fine-grained

sand deposits. Silts and silty sands have also been proven to be susceptible to liquefaction or partial

liquefaction.

Regional studies have identified the alluvial soils at the Project site as having a high po

tential for liquefaction. Lateral Spreading, Dynamic Compaction, and Seismic Settlement Lateral

spreading are potential hazards commonly associated with liquefaction where extensional ground

cracking and settlement occur as a response to lateral migration of liquefied subsurface materials

beneath a slope, or even beneath level ground, particularly since, for this Project, an open topo

graphic face is nearby.

Placement of new structures at the Project site upon extensive grading could result in struc

tural damage and associated human safety hazards resulting from seismic ground shaking caused

by earthquakes on nearby active and potentially active faults. The Project also proposes to signif

icantly cut into the hillside and remove 80 mature Eucalyptus trees and thus would increase the

likelihood of slope failure, landsliding and liquefaction hazard. This would be considered a po

tentially significant impact.

The SEIR failed to adequately analyze direct, indirect and cumulative considerable lique

faction, landsliding and erosion impacts as a result of the Project. These are real and known im

pacts in the Project area. For example, Las Palmas I historically experienced serious mudslides

on its perimeter slopes below the Project site. As recently as February 201 7, there was a severe

mudslide near Country Park Road in the 20100 to 21056 area. This mudslide blocked drainage of

a Las Palmas I storm drain nearby. Several adjacent homes were nearly flooded and only emer

gency efforts by neighbors and Salinas Fire Department personnel narrowly averted serious home

damage.

I. Project Prohibited from Proceeding Under General Plan Policy T-4.1

The Project proposes to cover 190,000 square feet (4.36 acres) of highly permeable sur

faces with impermeable surfaces (pavement, roads and buildings). Stormwater from the Project

site would flow downhill into Las Palmas I drainage system. The Applicant has made (without
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approval from the Las Palmas I HOA Board) an 8" pipe connection from a Parcel Q hillside loca

tion to the Las Palmas I HOA storm water drainage system. This LPI system is more than 30 years

old and at capacity to meet its own needs and thus incapable of absorbing additional loading.

Available information for the "Conceptual Storm Drain System" provided by the Applicant does

not provide specifications and calculations to demonstrate that the existing system can adequately

handle the stormwater load on site or to demonstrate capacity to discharge its own stormwater

loading through evaporation and or percolation.

General Plan policy OS-3.3 requires that the County ofMonterey establish criteria for stud

ies of such hazard and other hazards posed by the Project as follows:

OS-3.3 Criteria for studies to evaluate and address, through appropriate designs and

BMPs, geologic and hydrologic constraints and hazards conditions, such as slope

and soil instability, moderate and high erosion hazards, and drainage, water quality,

and stream stability problems created by increased stormwater runoff, shall be es

tablished for new development and changes in land use designations.

It is clear that the implementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in

long-term surface runoff that may contain urban contaminants that would have an adverse impact

on surface water quality. Implementation of the proposed Project would convert highly permeable

undeveloped land area to an impermeable large commercial complex that would generate increased

quantities of localized stormwater runoff. This would be considered significant direct and cumu

lative impacts.

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in an increase in long-term surface

runoff that may contain urban contaminants that would have an adverse impact on surface water

quality. The captured stormwater would eventually release into the river and stream system and

the waterbody systems must be protected as set forth General Plan Policy OS-4.3:

OS-4.3 Estuaries, salt and fresh water marshes, tide pools, wetlands, sloughs, river

and stream mouth areas, plus all waterways that drain and have impact on State

Monterey County General Plan Conservation/Open Space Element October 26,

2010 Page C/OS-9 designated Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS)

shall be protected, maintained, and preserved in accordance with state and federal

water quality regulations.

As currently proposed and mitigated in the SEIR, the Project is prohibited from development as

set forth in General Plan Policy T-4. 1 which states as follows:

Land uses and practices that may contribute to significant increases of siltation,

erosion, and flooding in the Toro area shall be prohibited.

Any inconsistency with the general plan must first need to be cured before the Project can be
approved. The inconsistency is also evidence that the inconsistent Project feature will result in a
significant environmental effect. An inconsistency indicates a likelihood of environmental harm
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and thus requires a careful review of any potential impacts. An inconsistency also supports the

conclusion that the underlying physical impact is significant.

J. Project's Direct and Cumulatively Considerable Impacts to Groundwater Resources

and No Long-Term Water Supply Available for the Project

The Project site lies within the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. Over the years, the Sa

linas Valley Groundwater Basin has experienced overdraft, a condition where more water is

pumped out of an aquifer than is recharged on an average yearly basis. This overdraft condition

causes a decline in the water level, which allows seawater intrusion to occur or streams and rivers

to go dry.

The proposed Project would be served by California Water Service Company ("CWSC").

Water for the Project is presumed to be procured from a well or wells located in the Spreckels area,

along River Road in CWSC's Salinas Hills System, which pump groundwater from the 180/400-

Foot Aquifer Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin. The 180/400 Foot Aquifer Sub-

basin is subject to significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion due largely to long-term ground

water extraction in the inland portions of the Subbasin in excess of the sustainable yield. As a

result, it has been identified by DWR as being in a critical condition of overdraft, and the Monterey

County Board of Supervisors is currently deliberating on whether to disallow any new well in the

Subbasin.

Over the years, many wells have gone out of production or have had to be redrilled deeper

due to seawater intrusion. As discussed in detail later on, the SEIR does not describe the CWSC

well or wells that would serve the Project and thus, it is not known whether there is a potential for

the well(s) that serves the Project to go out of production. Seawater intrusion is the migration of

ocean water inland into the freshwater aquifers. This condition is induced by pumping groundwater

from the basin faster than the aquifers can be recharged. Seawater intrusion has been accelerated

in the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin due to decreased groundwater recharge and increased

groundwater pumping.

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in the extraction of groundwater from

the 180/400-Foot Aquifer Subbasin of the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin, within which arse

nic, total dissolved solids, and nitrates are of particular concern. Implementation of the proposed

Project would result in a gross increase in groundwater pumping which would result in an in

creased long-term water demand on the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin.

Because the SEIR failure to disclose the CWSC well(s) supplying water to the Project, the

analysis of the water supply is incomplete, inadequate and fails to meet the requirements of CEQA

The court in Santiago County Water Dist. v. County ofOrange (1981) 118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 822

ruled an EIR inadequate because the EIR failed to provide a description of the facilities that would

have to be constructed to deliver water to the mining operation. Similar to the SEIR for the Project,

the EIR in Santiago County Water District was ambiguous as to the ability of the water district to
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meet the water requirements of the project, and it was silent about the effect of that delivery on

water service elsewhere in the district's jurisdiction.

A detailed description of the Project's water supply source is particularly important since

the Monterey County Board of Supervisors is currently deliberating to prohibit any new well in

the 180-400 Subbasin due to the overdraft and seawater intrusion conditions. The precise location

of well(s), water quality of the well(s) and back water well source must be included in the SEIR in

order to adequately analyze the environmental impacts to water supply — otherwise, "the ultimate

decision of whether to approve a project requiring the preparation of an environmental impact

report, be that decision right or wrong, is a nullity if based on an environmental impact report that

does not provide the decision makers and the public with the information about the project that is

required by the California Environmental Quality Act." {Santiago County Water Dist. v. County of

Orange (1981) 118 Cal. App. 3d 818, 822.)

The Applicant also failed to prove long-term, sustainable water supply exists for the Project

as required under the following relevant sections of the General Plan policies:

PS-3. 1 Except as specifically set forth below, new development for which a discre

tionary permit is required, and that will use or require the use of water, shall be

prohibited without proof, based on specific findings and supported by evidence,

that there is a long-term, sustainable water supply, both in quality and quantity to

serve the development. . . .

PS-3 .2 Specific criteria for proof of a Long-Term Sustainable Water Supply and an

Adequate Water Supply System for new development requiring a discretionary per

mit, including but not limited to residential or commercial subdivisions, shall be

developed by ordinance with the advice of the General Manager of the Water Re

sources Agency and the Director of the Environmental Health Bureau. A determi

nation of a Long-Term Sustainable Water Supply shall be made upon the advice of

the General Manager of the Water Resources Agency.

PS-3. 5 The Monterey County Health Department shall not allow construction of

any new wells in known areas of saltwater intrusion as identified by Monterey

County Water Resources Agency or other applicable water management agencies:

a. Until such time as a program has been approved and funded that will minimize

or avoid expansion of salt water intrusion into useable groundwater supplies in that

area; or b. Unless approved by the applicable water resource agency. This policy

shall not apply to deepening or replacement of existing wells, or wells used in con

junction with a desalination project.

Monterey County Water Resources Agency, the agency responsible for securing water supply for

Monterey County, made the same comment to the Draft SEIR for the Project, which were inade

quately addressed in the Final SEIR.
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K. Direct, Indirect and Cumulatively Considerable Noise Impacts Insufficient Analyzed

and Mitigated

The goal of providing Californians with "freedom from excessive noise" is included among

CEQA's basic policies. (Pub Res C §2 100 1(b).) Under the definition of the term "environment"

in Public Resources Code §21060.5, noise is included as a physical condition that may be affected

by a proposed project. The Guidelines definition clarifies this reference by using the term "ambient

noise" to describe the physical condition that could be changed by a project. (14 Cal Code Regs

§15360.)

Due to the elevation of the proposed Project site, commercial vehicles arriving and leaving

24/7 will gear down with attendant increased mechanical noise. The topography of the hills cou

pled with the canyon below would amplify this objectionable road noise. First responder units

would arrive to the proposed senior care facility on an expected basis of 2-3 times per week as is

typical for this type of facility. While the applicant claims, without any basis, that such emergency

calls will not trigger operation of sirens, actual experience demonstrates that the drivers of emer

gency vehicles can and do operate these sirens. Again, such calls may occur at any time in a 24

hour period, the adjacent neighborhood will be subjected to such jarring noise when people are

sleeping at night, and also, for those Las Palmas I shift workers, during their daytime rest periods.

During operation, the large number of installed alarm and security devices required by the Cali

fornia Fire Code represent another major source of noise. The elimination of 80 Eucalyptus trees

and brush as part of the Project would reduce the natural buffers from noise for the Las Palmas I

residential community. None of the above factors were considered in the SEIR.

The Project would clearly generate noise to an unacceptable level inconsistent with the

following General Plan policies:

S-7.3 Development may occur in areas identified as "normally unacceptable" pro

vided effective measures to reduce both the indoor and outdoor noise levels to ac

ceptable levels are taken.

S-7.4 New noise generators may be allowed in areas where projected noise levels

(Figure 10) are "conditionally acceptable" only after a detailed analysis ofthe noise

reduction requirements is made and needed noise mitigation features are included

in project design.

S-7.5 New noise generators shall be discouraged in areas identified as "normally

unacceptable." Where such new noise generators are permitted, mitigation to re

duce both the indoor and outdoor noise levels will be required.

Any inconsistency with the general plan must first need to be cured before the Project can

be approved. The inconsistency is also evidence that the inconsistent Project feature will result in

a significant environmental effect. An inconsistency indicates a likelihood of environmental harm

and thus requires a careful review of any potential impacts. An inconsistency also supports the

conclusion that the underlying physical impact is significant.

12



The court in Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Comm. v Board ofPort Comm 'rs (200 1) 91

CA4th 1344 rejected the EIR's exclusive reliance on a cumulative noise descriptor (the Community

Noise Equivalent Level) as the sole indicator of the noise impacts of expanding cargo flight oper
ations at an airport. The court found the impact assessment did not provide a meaningful analysis
of the increase in the number of nighttime flights resulting from the project, the changes to noise

levels in quiet residential areas that would result, and the community reaction to those changes in
the nighttime noise environment. (.Berkeley Keep Jets, supra, 91 CA4th at 1381.)

The same conclusion could be reached here. Currently, Las Palmas 1 1 is a peaceful and

tranquil neighborhood. Noise introduced by the Project would permanently disrupt the Las Palmas
I quiet and peaceful residential neighborhood, which significant direct, indirect and cumulative

impacts were inadequately analyzed and mitigated in the SEIR.

L. Project's Direct, Indirect and Cumulatively Considerable Impacts to Biological Re

sources

Under the mandatory standards of significance in 14 Cal Code Regs §15065(a)(l), when a

lead agency is determining whether to prepare a negative declaration or an EIR for a project, it

must find that the project will have a significant effect on the environment, and require that an EIR
be prepared, the lead agency must analyze whether the project has the potential to reduce substan

tially the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. When an EIR
is prepared, these standards are used to identify the potentially significant effects to be analyzed

in depth in the EIR. (14 Cal Code Regs § 1 5065(c)(1).)

Wildlife corridors refer to established migration routes commonly used by resident and
migratory species for passage from one geographic location to another. Corridors are present in a

variety of habitats and link otherwise fragmented acres of undisturbed area. Maintaining the con

tinuity of established wildlife corridors is important to sustain species with specific foraging re
quirements, preserve a species' distribution potential, and retain diversity among many wildlife

populations. A wide range of terrestrial wildlife species are known to occur in the immediate vi
cinity of the Project site, including American badger, mountain lion, bobcat (Lynx rufus), black-

tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and coyote (Canis latrans). Moreover. Tiger Salamander has

been observed in the area of the Project property. The Project would have direct, indirect and

cumulatively considerable impacts to biological resources which has not been adequately analyzed

in the SEIR.

The Project is also clearly inconsistent with the General Plan policies specific to protecting

biological resources, including:

OS-5.24 The County shall require discretionary projects to retain movement corri

dors of adequate size and habitat quality to allow for continued wildlife use based

on the needs of the species occupying the habitat.

Any inconsistency with the general plan must first need to be cured before the Project can be
approved. The inconsistency is also evidence that the inconsistent Project feature will result in a

13



significant environmental effect. An inconsistency indicates a likelihood of environmental harm

and thus requires a careful review of any potential impacts. An inconsistency also supports the

conclusion that the underlying physical impact is significant.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the SEIR.

Sincerely,

Las Palmas I Residents & Homeowners
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: doug@jhwarch.com
Sent: Tuesday, July 20, 2021 2:48 PM
To: publiccomment
Subject: Item 19.  PLN 150372 Riverview at Las Palmas

[CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the County. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender 
and know the content is safe. ]  
As a 17‐year resident on Country Park Road, at the risk of being tarred and feathered by my HOA:   

Riverview will have much less impact on us than other potential developments, simply sharing our streets from the 
stoplight to the driveway of Riverview.  Views, dark sky, etc, are all mitigated by other factors.  It’s not a “ridgeline 
development”.  The added vehicles are likely a fraction of the total current traffic, and less than other viable 
development.   

In reality, three homes will be directly impacted by more vehicles going by their front door, but have mitigating factors:   
(1) They are on the one street between River Road and all the homes in Parkside, so current conditions already prevent
some uses that other streets enjoy.
(2) Owners were aware of potential development when they bought the homes.
(3) Those homes appear to be occupied by renters, who are by definition less vested, and can more easily find
alternative housing if the new condition is not to their liking.

Please also consider a future traffic mitigation condition by connecting to River Road through the commercial area of 
Ferrini Ranch.  With easements directed by the County, it would offer a better primary path to River Road at such time 
Ferrini Ranch is developed.  The connection through LP1 would be maintained as a secondary way out of the property, 
useful in emergencies.   

Please find IN FAVOR, to increase available senior housing in our County, to help make other housing available to 
families.   

Douglas Roberts 

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 20, 2021; sent during
the public hearing, yet after
closure of public comment. 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Lorenzana, Julian x3077
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 2:05 PM
To: 100-BoS Everyone; McKee, Charles J; Girard, Leslie J. x5365; Bokanovich, Karina T. x5113
Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Spencer, Craig x5233; Lundquist, Erik
Subject: FW: Urgent message for Board of Supervisors

Hello good afternoon, 

The below e‐mail was sent to me directly, but was intended to be sent to the Clerk of the Board’s inbox. This is in 
regards to River View at Las Palmas. 

Thank you, 

Julian Lorenzana 
Board of Supervisors Clerk 
County of Monterey Clerk of the Board 
Government Center, 168 West Alisal Street, Salinas Ca. 93901 
(831) 796-3077 lorenzanaj@co.monterey.ca.us 

From: Marc Rosen <mrosen831@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, July 16, 2021 10:37 AM 
To: Lorenzana, Julian x3077 <LorenzanaJ@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Subject: Urgent message for Board of Supervisors 

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

Parcel Q vote on July 20 

Board of Supervisor Members: 

First, thank you for your service. 

We ask you to give careful consideration to your upcoming vote on Parcel Q. You will or have heard significant 

arguments that it is not an appropriate location for a luxury 100+ unit three‐story assisted living facility.  The 

prior vote by the Planning Commission was very close—indicating disfavor by several of its members.   

Providing good, well‐run Assisted Living facilities is a worthy objective.  The right location for such a facility is 

the key, and what you, as our elected representative, is asked to decide. 

Are there other possibilities? 

You may be thinking that these Las Palmas residents “just don’t want the facility in their backyard.”  It is 

literally in our backyard.  And that is the problem.  But it is a problem for the proposed residents of the 

assisted living center, their families, and the staff who will work there, as well as the families of Las Palmas 

Ranch.   

There are currently several other parcels of land currently for sale, as well as vacant large retail facilities that 

could be re‐developed.  They can be compared to Parcel Q which is also currently on the market for $6.8 

million dollars. There may be other appropriate properties that could be available, as well. 

Received by HCD-Planning
on July 16, 2021.
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Wouldn’t it be better to select a property that has no water, traffic, fire, easement, or conforming, issues 

that is closer to medical and emergency services frequently needed by assisted living residents?  Wouldn’t 

such a property be more appropriate, more affordable, and require fewer mitigations?   

How can anyone mitigate the fire danger? We had to evacuate our Las Palmas home for a week last 

year.   When River Rd. flooded in the rainstorms, we could not enter or leave our home.  How would 

ambulances, and fire trucks provide emergency services when they have only a one‐lane entry to Parcel Q 

through an easement that is owned by Las Palmas Ranch?  It could be a disaster! 

Mitigations? 

You may hear from the developer that traffic, noise, safety, lighting, etc. problems can be mitigated.  What is 

mitigation?  It is an attempt to reduce an existing problem.  The problem may be reduced if sufficient 

resources are ALLOCATED.   But please note‐‐ there is no guarantee that the mitigations will work as well as 

submitted on the paperwork. 

The best mitigation is to approve a location that has minimal problems to be mitigated.  

The county originally approved Parcel Q appropriately for 3 residential homes.  Las Palmas Ranch is a 

residential community that your predecessors approved for single family dwellings.  That is the appropriate 

use. NO MITIGATIONS ARE REQUIRED.  We ask the Board of Supervisors to follow the existing specific plan 

and the law.   

Please, for the health and safety of assisted living residents, their staff, and the families of Las Palmas 

Ranch, reject the Parcel Q assisted living development. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Marc and Irene Rosen 



Board of Supervisor hearing July 20, 2021 

My name is Anne Sanchez and my husband Rafael and I are original owners 
of our home  at Las Palmas 1 where we have lived for 31 years. We were 
fortunate to be able to buy our home when we were both civil servants 
working for the County and are now retired.  My husband worked for the 
Department of Environmental Health in Santa Cruz and I was an Analyst for 
the Monterey County Health Department before becoming a consultant and 
instructor at Hartnell Community College and  CSUMB.  

We live in a diverse, yet cohesive community consisting of hard working 
families who have sacrificed to live in this beautiful area. The prices have 
certainly escalated since we purchased our home. In many families both 
parents are working, some residents work from their home and others work 
night shifts. Many of us have lived here so long that we are now retired.  
Hopefully, my husband and I plan to spend the rest of our years here. 

While we understand the need for housing in general, and senior housing 
specifically, this proposal will not ameliorate the situation. It is an upscale 
development that will be unaffordable for the majority of folks who need it. 
Many of us have spent numerous volunteer hours, as well as our own 
personal resources to oppose this development for the many reasons you 
have already received. In addition, we have the additional issue of the fire 
hazard which poses a huge threat to our safety should another evacuation be 
necessary. The proposed development is totally inappropriate for our rural, 
residential community and strongly recommend you deny it. Thank you. 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: ClerkoftheBoard
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2021 1:44 PM
To: Ralph Sutliff; ClerkoftheBoard
Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Spencer, Craig x5233; Dugan, John x6654; Lundquist, Erik
Subject: RE: River View at Las Palmas (PLN150372)

Hello good afternoon, 

Below is an e‐mail that the Clerk of the Board received regarding: River View at Las Palmas project (PLN150372). 

Thank you, 

Julian Lorenzana 
Board of Supervisors Clerk 
County of Monterey Clerk of the Board 
Government Center, 168 West Alisal Street, Salinas Ca. 93901 
(831) 796-3077 lorenzanaj@co.monterey.ca.us 

From: Ralph Sutliff <ralphs1944@comcast.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 7:13 PM 
To: ClerkoftheBoard <cob@co.monterey.ca.us> 
Subject: River View at Las Palmas (PLN150372) 

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

Dear Monterey County Board of Supervisors:  

We are writing as residents of the Las Palmas I neighborhood to express our strong opposition to the 
River View at Las Palmas project (PLN150372) as proposed, and request that you deny the proposed 
amendment to the Las Palmas Ranch Specific Plan and the Combined Development Permit for the 
project.  

Our primary concern for the proposed development is centered in the safety of the residents of the 
development and of Las Palmas I.  Fires are of a growing concern throughout California.  As of July 
11 th, Cal-Fire has reported 4,163 fires year to date, versus 3,645 fires as of the same date last year, 
and a five-year average for the same time period of 2,906.  Today’s report from Cal-Fire lists 11 
active fires.    With the development proposing to use only existing streets in Las Palmas I as the sole 
ingress and egress route, the development will be restricted to one way in and one way out.  With 
fires becoming increasingly likely, plus the heightened risk of limited access to and from the 
development in the event of evacuation, both the proposed development and the residents of Las 
Palmas I would be exposed to an unacceptable level of risk in the event of a fire or other natural 
disaster.  Imagine the gridlock on the proposed small road up the hill as evacuees trying to leave are 
met with emergency vehicles arriving to try to control a fire.  Please remember that proposed self-
serving plans by the developers may catastrophically differ from the reality of a fire in this 
environment.   
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Related to the above risk is the availability of water to effectively fight a fire.  California’s severe 
drought continues, with no relief in sight.  Along with most of the state, Monterey County is identified 
as under Extreme Drought conditions and Governor Newsome had issued proclamations regarding 
voluntary limitations of water use.   Local access to sufficient water to effectively combat a fire may be 
lacking if the need arises.  One would hope that the water studies that were done in support of the 
project have been conscientiously revisited to take the continued and increasingly extreme drought 
into account.   Projected long-term water supply, or the lack thereof, may look much different now 
than when the original water studies were performed.  

We urge you to vote against this proposed development.   We believe that you and your 
representatives have heard these concerns addressed from time to time over the past year or 
more.  Should a fire or other natural disaster befall this project, possibly resulting in loss of life, the 
Board of Supervisors would certainly be subject to valid questioning as to support for the approval of 
the project if that is your eventual decision.  Our concerns are not far-fetched “what if” scenarios, and 
I hope you give them your full and close attention.  Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely,  

Ralph and Julie Sutliff 
17798 Riverbend Road  
Salinas, CA 93908 
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Bruce A. Clark. 
23605 Teagan Circle, Laguna Niguel CA 92677-1688  

Office # 949-558-5235  Cell / Text; # 831-212-2486 bcclark911@gmail.com 

August 25, 2021 

RE: Proposed River View at Las Palmas PLN # 150372 

Dear Monterey County Fire District Members and Monterey County Board of Supervisors: 

This letter is in response to the previous Monterey County Board of Supervisors Meeting on July 20, 
2021; and my professional findings related to Fire/Life Safety factors of the proposed River View 
development PLN # 150372.  

I have grave Life Safety concerns based on the proposed change in land use. Please Note, these 
findings are based on the information given and presented to me at the time of this report and my 
40 plus years of experience in Fire Safety.  My resume is enclosed with this letter. 

1. Care and housing of Seniors, Dementia and Alzheimer patients and the proposed facility’s
dangerous location - Patient security and safety evacuation access and egress in case of a
fire and or other un-specified emergencies, which is already difficult and labor intensive due
to the patients’ conditions, will be further constrained due to the location of the facility on a
hilltop, with steep and winding roadway as the only egress route.  The situation to be
created by the facility’s siting may increase fatalities and aggravate injuries and illnesses
during a disaster.

2. Access and Egress Roadways that are extremely steep for vehicle, pedestrian and their
possible need of escape - The roadway to the facility would clearly not meet the current
code/standard of no greater than 12-15%. My estimation is that the current proposed
roadway elevation exceeds 22-25% grades.  The steep and winding roadway is the only way
in and out of the facility, and in the event of an emergency, fatalities and aggravated injuries
and illnesses would occur if this roadway is compromised.  Also, resources that could be
used elsewhere would need to focus on the difficult and labor intensive evacuation of
Seniors, Dementia and Alzheimer patients. The facility would present a significant and
unnecessary evacuation challenge to the entire community in the event of an emergency.
Even if properly evacuated, locating a temporary shelter for the patients would be difficult –
having this facility located in a minimal risk area (e.g., within City centers) is the most
appropriate land use planning in order to reduce the likelihood of the need for evacuation.

3. There are no secondary access and/or egress roadways and/or escape means from the
proposed facility. The main access roadway limits the escape routes and emergency vehicle
access/egress.  Should the roadway become compromised, Seniors, Dementia and
Alzheimer patients could potentially become trapped at the facility without electricity,
water or other basic needs or need to evacuate on foot, which would be logistically
challenging, particularly for patients with mental illness or are non-ambulatory.  Evacuating
patients with disabilities, the aging population, and people with medical conditions and
hindered mobility would be difficult and not readily possible, and those patients may be left
behind and be disproportionately affected.

4. The ability to assure at least a 100-foot separation from combustible trees and foliage to the
proposed structures - As with the Tubbs (Santa Rosa Fire in 2017) even with minimal
roadway grades and separation of combustibles and care facilities; escape/survival from
wildfires, care facilities’ patients had to be evacuated on foot (self-evacuation). This would
not be practical given the existing topography and the conditions of the Seniors, Dementia
and Alzheimer patients, particularly those who are non-ambulatory, residing at the facility.
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5. Shelter in Place criteria will not be effective having to safely control the movement of 

Dementia, Alzheimer, and Seniors with limited mobility and cognitive abilities, with likely 
staff and resource limitations during an emergency. 

 
Due to already difficult and labor-intensive logistics of evacuating Seniors, Dementia and Alzheimer 
patients, sound land use planning calls for siting such facilities in areas that are easily accessible by 
large engines and multiple vehicles (ambulances) with multiple points of ingress and egress.  The 
proposed facility clearly does not meet those criteria.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Bruce Clark 
 
Enclosure 
 
CC:  Neighbors for Las Palmas 
 Las Palmas Homeowner’s Association 
 Joe Sidor, Monterey County Planning Department 
 

 

Entrance Road to proposed Riverview at Las Pamas 

 

Santa Rosa Hospital Evacuation, Tubbs Fire 2018 



Bruce A. Clark. 
23605 Teagan Circle, Laguna Niguel CA 92677-1688  

Office # 949-558-5235  Cell / Text; # 831-212-2486 bcclark911@gmail.com  

 

 

Curriculum Vitae 
 

Dedicated to education, Training and Personal Development with a focus on helping others. 
 

Education 
Master’s Degree, University of La Verne, May 1989 
California Teaching Credential, 1988 to present 
Bachelor’s Degree, University of La Verne 1985  
Wildland Command Training and ICS Specialist Course (ICS 100, 200, 300, 400) 
 

Honors and Awards 
Employee of the Year, Central Fire District, 2007 
Capitola/ Soquel Chamber of Commerce, Man of the Year, 2005 
Santa Cruz County Red Cross Accommodation for Service, 2002-2008 
Senator Sam Farr, US Congressional Service Award, 2006 
John Laird, California Senate, Service Award, 2005 
City of Chino Life Saving Award, 1978 
Chair, Mt San Antonio College Fire Technology Advisory Committee 1999-2001  
 

Work Experience & Accomplishments. 
Firefighter 1972-1975 
Firefighter Paramedic 1975- 1985 
Engineer/Paramedic 1978-1982 
Captain/Paramedic 1982-1986 
Battalion Chief 1986-2001 
Fire Chief 2001-2010 
Adjunct Professor/Instructor, Mt San Antonio College, 1988-2001 
Adjunct Professor Asilomar State Fire Officer Training Program, 1989- 2010 
 

Work Experience Highlights & Accomplishments 
Santa Cruz County Area Coordinator for EOC Command, 2006-2009 
Creation of 3 Sections of the Chino Valley Fire Master Plan, and revisions 1993-2001 
Strike Team Leader, Division/ Group Supervisor for Major Fire Incidents 
Incident Commander for major, local, regional disasters and Wildland Fire emergencies 
Developed and implemented the Central Fire District Master/ Strategic Plan 2004-Present 
Rewrite of the Central Fire Districts Personnel Policy Rules and Regulations, 2007-2009 
Senior Consultant BEMA and Associates, Public Safety Consulting Firm 
Developed the Financial, Operational and Strategic Plan for the City of Mountain House 2014 
 

Volunteer Experience 
Chino Valley Fire Citizens for Fire Safety, member at large 1995-2001 
American Red Cross, Board Member (Treasure/Secretary) Santa Cruz Co. 2004-2009 
Co-Founder (Treasure, Secretary, Vice President, President) Capitola Public Safety Foundation 
Established 2004/05 to 2015 
Emeritus, Past President Capitola Public Safety Foundation 
Disaster Recovery Volunteer, State of California- Major Emergency Relief and Assistance 2010 -Present 
5th Marines Division Support Group Volunteer 
 

Personal Interests 
Participate/volunteer in various community-outreach and charity fund raising events 
Golf, Hiking, Biking and spending quality time with my wife and friends 
 

Personal and Professional References available on request 
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Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262

From: Kemp, Christine <CKemp@nheh.com>
Sent: Friday, September 3, 2021 5:10 PM
To: 'dale@alombardolaw.com'
Cc: ClerkoftheBoard; Lundquist, Erik; Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Spencer, Craig x5233; Strimling, Wendy 

x5430; Angela Love (Angela@alombardolaw.com)
Subject: FW: River View at Las Palmas
Attachments: L-BOS.09.03.21.pdf

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

Dale,  

I clearly intended to say the Board made a motion for an intent to deny, if I, in fact, misspoke.  The 
motion was, in fact, made but needed the 5th vote.  I would not know knowingly misrepresent what 
occurred.   

My point was to not lose the momentum of comments and concern expressed by the public and 
Board members warranting a denial, if the matter were continued.  Following the July 20th hearing, all 
that was needed was for Supervisor Askew to view the Board 7/20 hearing and weigh in on the 
project to break the tie vote.   

Please provide this clarification to the Board, as well.    

Christine 
Christine G. Kemp 

NOLAND, HAMERLY, ETIENNE & HOSS
A Professional Corporation 
333 Salinas Street 
P.O. Box 2510 
Salinas, CA 93901 
(831) 424‐1414 ext. 271
(831) 424‐1975 (fax)
ckemp@nheh.com
www.nheh.com

Serving the Central Coast Since 1928 

From: Angela Love [mailto:Angela@alombardolaw.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 3, 2021 2:30 PM 
To: cob@co.monterey.ca.us 
Cc: Sidor, Joe (Joseph) x5262; Wendy S. Strimling (strimlingw@co.monterey.ca.us); Lundquist, Erik; Kemp, Christine 
Subject: River View at Las Palmas 

Dear Clerk of the Board, 

Received by HCD-Planning
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Attached is correspondence from Mr. Ellis dated today (September 3rd) regarding the above 
subject matter for consideration by the Supervisors.  This is being sent by e-mail only. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Angela M. Love 
Legal Assistant 
ANTHONY LOMBARDO & ASSOCIATES 
A Professional Corporation 
144 W. Gabilan St. 
Salinas, CA  93901 
Phone (831) 751-2330 
Fax (831) 751-2331 
Email: angela@alombardolaw.com  
  
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL -- ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGE -- ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT 
The information contained in this electronic transmission is legally privileged and confidential, and it is intended 
for the sole use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed.  If you are not the intended recipient, please 
take notice that any form of dissemination, distribution or photocopying of this electronic transmission is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this electronic transmission in error, please immediately contact Angela Love 
at (831) 751-2330 or angela@alombardolaw.com and immediately delete the electronic transmission. 
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