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INTRODUCTION 
 
A proposal to establish a commercial Residential Care Facility for the Elderly using a parcel of 
property which is part of the original Las Palmas development was brought to the attention of the 
existing home owners during LUAC in October 2015.  The Monterey County Planning file for 
the project is PLN #150372. 
 
The 15.67 acre property is owned by “Riverview at Las Palmas LLC.”  This property was 
offered for sale during the 2015 and 2016 period with an indication that a permit to proceed 
would be available by the fall of 2016.   
 
The Property, known as “Parcel Q,” is immediately adjacent to Phase I of the Las Palmas 
development and presently only accessible through this existing subdivision established in the 
1990”s and consisting of some 340 residences. 
 
Once Las Palmas I homeowners became aware of the project at initial public meetings, access-
related issues were immediately raised.  Homeowners strongly objected to any project related 
traffic across our streets and through our neighborhoods and requested the developer plan for a 
separate access. 
 
On advice from the Home Owners Association Board of Las Palmas Phase I a subcommittee of 
homeowners organized t look into the details and ramifications of the proposed development.  In 
the course of this work County officials and agencies were consulted and California Highway 
Patrol and Fire officials contacted. 
 
SUMMARY 
 

The proposed facility, provisionally named Riverview at Las Palmas (RVLP), is currently 
(3/2017) in the early stages of review at Monterey County Planning under PLN 150372.  
Its intended site (15.67 acres, zoned Medium Density Residential, 2.61 UA ) is 
immediately adjacent to and overlooks a mature residential community (Las Palmas I,  
~340  homes).   
 
RVLP  has a projected capacity of 144 beds and staff of  92 employees.  Its projected 
operation is 24/7.  The property owner/developer (“Riverview at Las Palmas LLC”)  
plans to use an easement for access and egress across LP1 private roads to this sizeable 
commercial project.   
 
This report analyses 13 aspects of the Project proposal.  Seven of these areas of concern 
are contained in the Project Description published by Lombardo and Associates in May 
2016, and six additional aspects we raise here for consideration. 

 
Section 1 reviews the project proposal as set out in the various presentations by the developer 
and the May 2016 Project outline paper published by Lombardo and Associates of Salinas, CA 
on behalf of the developer. 
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Section 2 outlines the details of the proposed project which concern the present homeowners as 
contrasted by claims made by the developer. 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
RVLP, as presently described in PLN150372, should NOT be approved as it will cause serious 
adverse impact on traffic, security, and quality of life in the LP1 community; it violates zoning 
restrictions; it is not in conformance with the Las Palmas Specific Plan (6); and it raises a variety 
of additional detrimental environmental considerations. 
 
Its scale and scope will bring unwarranted risk and disruption to the adjacent peaceful ~340 
home residential gated community of Las Palmas 1.   
 
Why should the Parcel Q property owner maximize the value of his property at the cost of 
lowering the value of Las Palmas homeowners? 
 
The RVLP proposed development is the Wrong Project in the Wrong Location. 
However, in the Salinas area there are developing areas closer to medical and general service 
facilities more suited to this sort of commercial medical support and treatment business.   
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The original development proposal for the Las Palmas sub-divisions of the 1980’s should be 
reviewed.  The developers proposals for this parcel of land (Parcel “Q”) was for a handful of 
high end homes on this “View Property.”  This option should be seriously considered. 
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SECTION 1 THE PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
This section is sourced verbatim from the document outlining the project published by Lombardo 
and Associates in May 2016.  Also consulted was the Internet advertisement for RVLP.   
 
Homeowner commentary is offered in Section 2. 
 
 
1.1 Area Map 
 
 

 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

Total site coverage - 190,000 SF (27.6%) 
Casitas - 41,341 SF (6%) (37,700?!) 
Assisted Living – 27,052 SF (4%) 
Memory Care – 21,613 SF (3%) 
Roads, driveways, parking – 99,523 SF (14.6%) 
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1.2 Project Description 
 

River View at Las Palmas (RVLP) is an Assisted Living Senior Community designed to 
provide a range of assisted care to seniors over the age of 55 and to persons with 
diminishing mental capacity due to Alzheimer’s, dementia, or similar causes.  RVLP 
would be licensed by the State of California as a Residential Care Facility for the Elderly 
(RCFE). 
 
The community is designed for residents who do not require 24-hour skilled nursing care, 
but are frail and require personal assistance with activities of daily living such as 
dressing, bathing, grooming, and medication management.  This setting allows residents 
who are experiencing difficulty with maintaining totally independent lifestyles to move 
into smaller home like suites where they can receive daily personal assistance as needed. 
 
The RVLP community is comprised of 3 levels of residence, each with their own level of 
assistance: 

 
• Casitas:  13 structures comprising 26 units, 37,700 SF.  (41,341?!) 
• Assisted Living:  RVLP’s assisted living facility is a two level structure 

approximately 28’ in height and will cover about 27,000 SF.  The AL facility 
includes 40 living units ranging from 360 to 587 SF and a total of 52 beds. 

• Memory Care (a three-level structure approximately 30’ in height and will cover 
about 21,600 SF.  The MC facility includes 39 living units ranging from 313 to 453 
SF and a total of 48 beds.   

• RVLP expects to employ about 92 persons when operating at maximum capacity.  
This will include managers and supervisors, trained care givers, chefs and facility 
maintenance personnel 

• Staff coverage is 24/7 
• Shifts will be staggered to avoid peak hour trips on Highway 68 

 
 

Most of the eucalyptus trees on site, approximately 80 trees, will be removed and will be 
replaced with a significant amount of landscaping designed to both enhance residents 
living environment and to screen views of the project from neighboring properties and 
distant views from Highway 68.  A grove of eucalyptus at the north side of the Memory 
Care facility will remain to provide significant screening of that portion of the project 
from Highway 68.The project includes an internal loop road of approximately 2,400 feet 
in length.  Development of the project will require approximately 60, 000 CY of cut, 
most of which will be compacted and used on site, and 34, 500 CY of fill 
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SECTION 2 PROJECT ANALYSIS and CONCERNS 
 

This section reviews the Project Proposal section by section, clarifying the effects of the 
various parts of the proposed business development and its operations. 

 
2.1 Project Site 
 

The site also known as Parcel “Q” is a 15.67 acre view property located at the north end 
of the Las Palmas Phase I property. 

 
 2.1.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• Unclear that Parcel Q has right to access LP1 roads without restrictions.  The 
easement only claims a right to ingress and egress over Woodbridge Court. 

• “Parcel Q” is an undeveloped portion of land within the Las Palmas I 
subdivision. This parcel was originally retained by the initial developer of the 
subdivision (Las Palmas Ranch Development Company, Inc.) and has been 
sold several times over the past 15 years.  

• Parcel Q is currently zoned MDR/2.61-D & O-D: Medium Density 
Residential, 2.61 units/acre with Design Control, and Open Space with Design 
Control. 

• We hold that commercial use of these roads is inconsistent with the MDR 
zoning designation 

 
 2.1.2 Developer’s Claims 
 

• Las Palmas Road, River Run and Woodridge Court are private roads 
maintained by the Las Palmas Ranch HOA.  Developer alleges that those 
roads were dedicated as part of Las Palmas Subdivision #1 with no restrictions 
as to their use.   

• Developer alleges that Parcel Q has clear rights to the use of the private roads 
for the proposed RVLP project 
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LP1 & RVLP 
Line of demarcation (TBD) 

 

View from Winding Creek towards RVLP proposed entrance 
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2.2 Land Use and Planning 
 
   

2.2.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• The site is designated as medium density residential under the Monterey 
County Land Use Plan:  Toro Area 

• as Palmas Ranch (I & II combined) has been built out to 1028 units against 
the stated maximum of 1031, leaving 3 units (per LPSP) 

• We hold that the RVLP project is not subordinate to the residential use and 
character of the area. 

• Necessary services do not exist nearby, nor are we aware of their planned 
development. 

• Developer is asking to amend the LPSP to “shoe horn” this clearly non-
conforming development into a neighborhood that never envisioned such 
commercial purposes.  As stated is this not a clear admission that this RLVP is 
non-conforming? 

• Multiple aspects of the Monterey County General Plan would be violated by 
this project, including (but not limited to): 
 
• L.U.-1.4:  Growth areas shall be designated only where an adequate level 

of services and facilities such as water, sewerage, fire and police 

View from proposed RVLP onto LP1 



 

10 
 

protection, transportation, and schools exists or can be assured concurrent 
with growth and development 

• L.U.-1.5:  Land uses shall be designated to achieve compatibility with 
adjacent uses.  

• L.U.-1.11:  Development proposals shall be consistent with the General 
Plan Land Use Map designation of the subject property and the policies of 
this plan 

• LU-2.19 The County shall refer amendments to the General Plan and 
zoning changes that would result in the creation of new residential, 
industrial, or commercial areas to the nearest cities for review and 
comment. 

• L.U.-2.23:  Medium Density Residential (MDR): Medium Density 
Residential areas are appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 
units/acre) and housing types, recreational, public and quasi public, and 
other uses that are incidental and subordinate to the residential use and 
character of the area.   The extent of use of land for this designation shall 
be limited to building coverage of 35% of the subject property.  

• OS-1.2:  Development in designated visually sensitive areas shall be 
subordinate to the natural features of the area. 

• OS-1.3:  To preserve the County's scenic qualities, ridgeline development 
shall not be allowed.  

• T-1.6:  Existing legal lots of record located in the critical viewshed may 
transfer density from the acreage within the critical viewshed to other 
contiguous portions of  land under the same ownership, provided the 
resulting development meets all other Toro Area and General Plan 
policies.  

• 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. 

 
 
 
 2.2.2  Developers’ Claims 
 

• The property was zoned “MDR/2.61-D” (Medium Density Residential, 2.61 
units per acre; Design Control).  That zoning remains in place today.  At a 
density of 2.61 units per acre up to 40 dwelling could be approved. 
 

• The MCGP 2010 describes the Medium Density Residential designation as 
being “…appropriate for a range of residential uses (1-5 units/acre) and 
housing types, recreational, public and quasi-public, and other uses that are 
incidental and subordinate to the residential use and character of the area, 
building coverage[is limited to] 35% of the subject property (MCGP policy 
LU-2.33 a.). 
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• The MDR zoning district is intended to “…provide a district to accommodate 

Medium Density Residential uses in those areas of the County of Monterey 
where adequate public services and facilities exist or may be developed to 
support medium density development.   
 

• “RVLP is not a residential use under the County codes or the LPRSP in that 
RVLP does not provide dwelling units that will operate or function as 
independent residential units”.  “For clarity and surety in regard to the future 
use and development of the RVLP property an amendment to the LPRSP is 
proposed to read: 
 
Assisted living facilities are allowable uses in the MDR district in that they 
are similar to other uses such as rest homes and public quasi-public uses 
currently allowed in the district.  Assisted living facilities are not considered 
residential units and are not subject to the current 1,033 (LPSP states 
1031.RG) residential limitation of the LPRSP.  An Assisted living facility is 
not considered a residential development because it does not operate or 
function as independent residential units.  An assisted living facility may be 
considered and approved on Parcel Q of Las Palmas Ranch Unit #1 
consistent with the anticipated impacts of the 40 dwelling units originally 
planned for this site.” 

 
 
 
2.3 Access & Traffic 
 
 2.3.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 
 

• When Parcel Q was created, it was granted the same access rights over the 
Common Area as every other lot in the subdivision. These rights have been 
incorporated into Parcel Q’s property description attached to various Grant 
Deeds: 

 
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 
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• In this case, the owners of Parcel Q have an easement for residential access to 
their parcel. There is nothing in the grant of easement, or in the circumstances 
surrounding it, which would indicate an intention to create access rights for a 
substantial commercial enterprise 
 

• The scope of an easement is determined “by the terms of the grant, or the 
nature of the enjoyment by which it was acquired.” Cal. Civil Code § 806. 
Thus, the easement holder’s use is “limited by the requirement that it be 
reasonably necessary and consistent with the purposes for which the easement 
was granted.” Union Pacific Railroad Co. v. Santa Fe Pacific Pipelines,Inc. 
(2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 134, 164.  Finally, “once fixed, the scope of the 
easement cannot be changed without the consent of the servient owner.” 
Krieger v. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. (1981) 119 Cal.App.3d 137, 144 
 

• Accordingly, the access easement is for RESIDENTIAL use only 
 

• When the project was first presented during 2015 meetings by the developer 
(Mr.  Shingu) there was extended discussion on site access.  The developer 
stated he had an easement through our residential neighborhood but also 
indicated he would explore alternate access by way of River Road NOT across 
Las Palmas 1 streets.  However, after meeting with the County he reported 
that such alternate access would not be feasible. 
 

• There was a subsequent attempt to consider a separate road across LP1 
property but built to accommodate RVLP traffic separately from ordinary 
residential traffic.  This met with strong homeowner objection.  This option 
was rejected by the Las Palmas I HOA in that it did not address the central 
issues of traffic congestion and security.  In September 2016, at the second 
LUAC meeting on this project, Mr. Shingu then insisted on using the 
easement.   
 

• Access and egress to RVLP will dramatically change Woodridge Court, River 
Run Road and Las Palmas Road from their present lightly travelled and placid 
nature to a busy thoroughfare.  These streets are used by residents to walk, 
jog, exercise their dogs, as practice venue for children’s soccer games, etc.  
etc.  Routing traffic as proposed by the developer will put an end to this 
valued use.  The entrance into Las Palmas Road from River Road will be 
heavily congested.  Entering traffic, waiting for clearance from the guard 
shack, will back up into the deceleration lane on River Road and pose serious 
collision hazards.   

  
2.3.1.1 Dangerous Intersection 
 

This resulting congestion will cause residents to avoid the River Road at 
Las Palmas Road intersection and use the unsignalized southern electronic 
gate at Riverview Court and River Road, incurring more risk of a traffic 
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accident.  Under present conditions that intersection is lightly used and the 
2011 HOA commissioned traffic study found such light use consistent 
with safe practice.  The proposed RVLP project would immediately 
invalidate this conclusion. 

 
  2.3.1.2 High Accident Rate  
 

Accidents at the Las Palmas and River Road intersection are unfortunately 
routine.  The latest in early 2017 was between a passing 18 wheeler and a 
resident worker leaving correctly on a green light.  Other accidents have 
resulted in tragic fatalities.  CHP accident statistics report referenced. 

 
  2.3.1.3 Obsolete and Incomplete Traffic Study 
 

With 144 beds this facility will experience substantial traffic from family 
and visitors, suppliers, service providers, utility companies, delivery 
services, contractors, and emergency vehicles.  Casitas residents will have 
their own vehicles.  Shuttles will not provide 100% of employee 
transportation, many will have their own vehicles and use them as they 
wish. 

 
The cited traffic study is from 1982(!!).  County Traffic Engineering 
determined on 1/12/2016 that significant information gaps need to be 
closed before the Traffic studies could be considered “Complete”.  No 
NEW information since 1/12/2016 has surfaced to address these 
information gaps, hence this section is still “Incomplete”.   
 
Not included in County Traffic Engineering’s letter is any mention of the 
Riverview Court/River Road intersection.  This is a critically important 
component of traffic analysis that must be included.   

 
  2.3.1.4  Emergency Evacuation – Unsafe 
 

The present access to Las Palmas I (one single lane in and out with traffic 
light control to River Road and the second single lane in and out with no 
traffic control) was designed for the existing residential population of the 
development. 
 
Adding the residents, patients, staff, contractors and support personnel to 
an evacuation situation risks the safety of the existing Las Palmas 
Residents,  and also puts their evacuation capabilities at risk down a steep 
narrow access road , presently little more than a cart track. 
Further, if and when all residents are trying to evacuate, emergency 
vehicles and crews will be attempting to enter to deal with the natural or 
man-made disaster (e.g. Sobranes type fire or earthquake etc) causing the 
evacuation.  This poses extreme hazards……….. 
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 2.3.2  Developers Claims 
 

• “RVLP will not have a significant effect on traffic in the area.” 
• “The primary traffic generation will come from employees.” 
• “The overall traffic impacts of the Las Palmas development were analyzed 

and addressed through the LPRSP and its EIR.  To assess the potential 
impacts of the RVLP project Hatch Mott McDonald reviewed the LPRSP 
EIR, LPRSP, previous project conditions of approval, improvements that 
were constructed and did traffic counts from all of the LPR entrance points.” 

 
 
2.4 Aesthetics 
 
 2.4.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 

  The developer has considered only minimal impacts of the proposed   
  development. 
 
  2.4.1.1 Visual Pollution: 
 

   Proposed site for RVLP is NOT a “knoll.”  It is at considerable elevation  
   and will occupy a commanding view of the area.  This commanding view  
   from above implies an equally visible presence from below.  The Salinas  
   River crossing will shortly contain new bicycle and walking paths which  
   will greatly increase foot and bicycle traffic.  Residents and tourists will  
   see the three story and other buildings of the proposed development.  At  
   dusk or evening it will be even more obvious when lit up. 
  
  2.4.1.2 Noise Pollution: (Not considered by Developer) 
 

RVLP will be elevated (est. 100’-200’) in relation to the adjacent LP1 
community.  Access to the site from Woodridge Court will be a new road 
at steep ascent (on the order of near 15% slope), which will in turn require 
downshifting in vehicles with attendant noise that will clearly echo into 
the adjacent residences of LP1.  These residences were purchased in part 
for their quiet seclusion and semi-rural setting.  Not to listen to the UPS 
truck grinding up the hill!  

 
  2.4.1.3 Proposed Tree Cutting poses Negative Impact 
 

Cutting down 80 mature Eucalyptus trees imposes a dramatic negative 
impact on LP1 community.  It will also adversely impact the microclimate 
in that location.  These trees help shield the LP1 from strong seasonal 
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afternoon winds and help deaden the road noise from adjacent sections of 
Highway 68 and River Road. 

 
  2.4.1.4 Air Pollution: (Not considered by Developer) 
   RVLP is a large care facility that that provides meals to its occupants.   
   Institutional cooking odors will be emitted and carried by prevailing winds 
   into the adjacent LPI community. 
 
 
 

 2.4.2 Developer’s Claims 
 

• “RVLP is located on a knoll above River Road.  It is an area that is primarily 
identified as being “visually sensitive” in the Toro Area Plan.  The project site 
has limited visibility from southbound River Road due to road alignment, 
topography and native vegetation.  Portions of the upper portion and roofs of 
some of the buildings will be visible from Highway 68 from the Salinas River 
crossing to the River Road exit.  The project is only visible from northbound 
River Road at and near the intersection with Las Palmas Road.  The project 
site is approximately ½ to ¾ mile from Highway 68 for a distance of about 
3,000 feet.  At the normal driving speeds on that portion of Highway 68 the 
project site is visible for about 30-40 seconds at car speeds.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

View from RVLP  towards Highway 68 & River Road intersection 
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View from RVLP down onto LP1 

View from RVLP towards Spreckels Road 
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2.5 Biology 
 
 2.5.1  Homeowners Assessment 
 

The present Eucalyptus grove is home to native owls.  They hunt field rodents.  
One of the many charms of Las Palmas I is their night time hooting.  Several of 
the adjacent Eucalyptus trees have already been cut down by the developer.  The 
nests of those owls dwelling in these trees were demolished.  The hooting 
stopped. 
 
No further input at present.  Study of the Ferrini EIR(s) remains to be done for 
comparison 

 
2.5.2  Developer’s Claims 

 
“During the development phases of the project design the site was surveyed twice 
for sensitive plant and animal species.  Copies of the reports are included with the 
project application materials.  Neither report identified any sensitive plant or 
animal species on the property or on the properties immediately adjoining the 
project site.  Need to see these reports.” 

 

View of flagging for RVLP from Guard Shack 
at River Road / Las Palmas Road intersection 
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Sample of Eucalyptus grove on RVLP site 

Flagging amidst the Eucalyptus grove on RVLP site 
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2.6 Water and Wastewater 
 
 2.6.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

• We seriously question the tacit assumption that given California drought 
conditions Zone 2C can continue to satisfy new demand for water. 
 

• If the eventual construction schedule pushes into the period governed by the 
next Water Study, this may no longer hold.  Water district officials have stated 
that Zone 2c is already in an overdraft situation. 
 

• Note: This “can and will serve “ letter is valid for two years and expires in 
Aug.  of 2017. 

 
 
 2.6.2  Developer’s Claims 
 

“The RVLP project domestic water use is calculated at 11.376 AFY.  Water 
service will be provided by the California Water Service.  CWS is the water 
provider for Las Palmas Ranch and has provided a “can and will serve” letter.  
The area and project site are part of the Indian Springs/Salinas Hills/Buena Vista 
service area.  Water for the service area is taken from a well field in Zone 2C, 
which by policy of the Board of Supervisors is sufficient proof of a long term 
water supply.” 

 
 
2.7 Soils & Geology 
 
 
 2.7.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 

RLVP would be on an elevated “view” property with steep slopes backing 
directly onto existing residences which could become unstable with such a large 
development in this era of climate change with strong winter storms.  Slope 
stability has already been compromised with summer fire prevention requiring 
close cropping of vegetation and removal of some bush and trees all of which are 
required to maintain slope stability.  Nature’s bulldozer abhors slopes above 45 
degrees some of which exist to homes adjacent the proposed development. 
 
The last 100 yards of the access road to the elevated part of Parcel Q is narrow, in 
a cut; at a steep angle and with a sharp drop-off overlooking a steep grade.  Below 
this grade there are  adjacent homes and the fire access road which services all the 
homes on Country Park Road.  Coping with two way traffic and heavy 
construction vehicles re-working this higher part of the road would compromise 
the existing adjacent homes and fire access. 
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 2.7.2  Developer’s Claims 
 

 “A geologic hazards and soil suitability study was done by Landset Engineering 
for the RVLP project.  (Dated?) RG The report, which is included in the project 
application materials, concludes that the site is suitable for the project and makes 
a series of recommendations for the final engineering and design of the 
construction plans.  Those recommendations will be incorporated into the final 
plans.  Additionally the report identified areas around the perimeter of the 
property which are not suitable for structural development.  All of the RVLP 
project structures are grouped to the interior of the property and are located 
outside of those areas that Landset identified as unsuitable.” 

 

 
 
 
 
2.8  Neighborhood Fit 
 
 2.8.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.8.1.1   Survey Rejects RVLP 
 

• One of the first actions of the Ad Hoc owners committee was to 
conduct a statistically random survey of Las Palmas I property 
owners and renters, using information given by the parcel “Q” 
property owners at the 2015 meetings and presentation to the Home 
owners association Board.   

Steep portion of the access road into RVLP site 
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• Of the 329 homes in LP1 165 residents were surveyed. 
 

• The results indicated that 93% of residents do not support the project 
as presently known due to the perceived negative impacts of the Care 
Facility project on its community.  Traffic and Security dominated 
the concerns. 
 

 
  2.8.1.2   LUAC Finds RVLP Inconsistent 
 

At the LUAC meeting in September 2016, its official and unanimous 
recommendation was to change the project to ensure conformance to the 
Las Palmas Specific Plan (LPSP), which in essence would limit the 
scope of the project to 3 residences.   
 
 “Change project (RVLP) 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.” 

 
 
 2.8.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
 
2.9 Storm Water Runoff 
 
    2.9.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.9.1.1   Existing Flooding Risk Considerable 
 

The RVLP site is projected to be on a pristine natural mesa atop a hill 
rising above LP1 development.  During strong rains, adjacent LPI lots 
currently experience strong runoff with local erosion and flooding. 

 
  2.9.1.2   RVLP Construction and Operation Pose Greater Hazard 
 

RVLP site coverage is ~ 190,000 SF (27.6%) and will be a combination 
of structures, roads and parking areas.  This surface area will not be able 
to absorb any moisture as the uncovered  the soils do now.  Given that, 
what will be the methods and the capacity of removing water runoff 
without undue impact on the lower lying LP1 community? Cutting down 
80 Eucalyptus trees will certainly exacerbate that situation. 
 

2.9.2  No mention of this made by the developer 
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Subsequent Serious Flooding Two Weeks Later During Feb.  
Storm.  Water encroached to within one inch of two homes. 
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2.10 Fire Safety 
 
 2.10.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.10.1.1   Existing Situation Already Hazardous 
 

California has just exited from an official state of drough, which had 
existed for some time 
 
The Soberanes fire (summer 2016) destroyed 50 buildings and 132,127 
acres, not far from Las Palmas I.  It was THE most expensive fire in US 
history to suppress at $236,000,000 
 
The inclined slopes bordering LP1 and RVLP currently already pose 
extreme fire danger most of the year around due to very dry 
vegetation being present on those slopes.   
 
LPI experiences very strong afternoon winds for months at a time.  
These winds blow down fences and garbage cans in the streets.   
 
Imagine a fire along the River Road corridor, whipped along by these 
winds 
 
Imagine the RVLP elderly and infirm occupants and employees 
scrambling to get off the hill along with the residents occupying 340+ 
homes in LP1. 

 
  2.10.1.2  RVLP Adds Hazard 
 

 Development of RVLP during construction would pose unwarranted 
risk of fire due to accidental generation of sparks by equipment or 
careless smoking operators.  Routine  RLVP operations  will pose 
continuing accidental risks of starting fires. 
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.   
 
 
 2.10.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
2.11 Risk Management 
 
 2.11.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.11.1.1 More Risk of Collision 
 

Locating RVLP as proposed will add risk to both the LP1 community 
and RVLP itself.  As LP1 & LP2 are nearly 100% built out per LPSP 
(1028 vs.1031 units max.), its roads and infrastructure are at their limits.  
The proposed RVLP facility was never factored into traffic flow 
considerations for LP1. 
 
Inserting RVLP into this capacity-constrained setting will add 
unwarranted risk to both entities in terms of congestion in non-
emergency situations.   
 
Traffic flow at the guard shack would slow significantly, and queuing 
would back entering vehicles into the River Road deceleration lane and 
congest the exit lanes.  This lane can accommodate only a few vehicles. 
 

View from Country Park Road onto RVLP project site.  Summer 2016 
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Between 1989, when LPI started, and January 2017 there have been  24 
accidents at or near  the  River Road  LPI entrances .  In 2009 there was 
a fatality; one of our homeowners lost their son to a drunk driver who 
ran the light (CHP Reports by Burch & Tillman – (9), (10)) 

 
 

 
 

 

This big rig ran the light at River & Las Palmas Road intersection.  January 
2017 

Passenger car totaled by big rig, 2 occupants hospitalized.  January 2017 
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Las Palmas Road and River Road 
20 Collisions 1998 - 2017 
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  2.11.1.2 Traffic Choke Points Created 
 

Further, emergency evacuation situations like fire and/or earthquake 
(both very real events in this region) within present road constraints will 
result in unacceptable choke points for both emergency vehicle and 
resident access and egress, and seriously impact safety for both RVLP 
and LP1 residents. 

 
 2.11.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 

River View Court and River Road 
4 Collisions 1998 - 2017 
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2.12 Security 
 
 2.12.1 Homeowners Assessment 
 
  2.12.1.1 Security Measures Taken by Homeowners 
 

LPI HOA (340+ homes) has put a great deal of effort and money forth to 
protect  personal property as vehicle and property break-ins (even in 
daylight) had become the norm: 

• Bought out the part of the property zoned for businesses which is now a 
green belt open central recreation field, Corey Park. 

• Banned garage sales. 
• Established a guarded, gated community in 2008/9.  This system works 

well currently. 
 
  2.12.1.2   Present Security Arrangements Overwhelmed 
 

Projected RVLP employees and visitors would overwhelm present 
security arrangements.  Additional security infrastructure (guards, 
guard house, decals) would be required. 
A whole new group of people would enter LPI grounds, and once 
entered, would have access to the entire neighborhood.  This would 
defeat the very measures LPI took to limit access by installing the gated 
and guarded community of homeowners. 

 
 

 
  

View towards RVLP site from intersection of River & Las Palmas Roads 
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  2.12.2 No mention of this made by the developer 
 
 
2.13 Economic Impact 
 
 2.13.1 Homeowners Assessment 

 
LPI safe, semi-rural and peaceful environmental setting commands value to the 
homeowners and prospective buyers.  It constitutes an asset. 
 
Establishing RVLP as envisioned will diminish this asset and consequently lower 
LPI Real Estate values. 
 
Residents repeatedly stated during the survey that they did not support the Parcel 
Q property owner maximizing the value of his property at the cost of lowering the 
value of theirs. 

 
 2.13.2  No mention of this made by the developer 
 

Guard shack near River and Las Palmas Road intersection 
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Residents strolling in Circle Park, one of the 4 park areas for residents 













































 

 

 
 

April 3, 2017 
Luke Connolly 
Monterey County Planning Department 
 
RE:  Notice of Preparation for an EIR: PLN150372, River View at Las Palmas, LLC 
 

Dear Luke, 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the scope of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 
this project. 

The Monterey County Health Department, Environmental Health Bureau (EHB), will be the responsible 
agency to review and regulate the following: 

• Water and Sewage: This project is intending to connect to California-American Water municipal 
services to meet the needs for Water and Wastewater for this project.  Verification from California-
American Water will be required prior to EHB supporting this project. 
 

• Food Facility: EHB regulates food facilities pursuant to the CA Retail Food Code.  Applicant will be 
required to submit for food plan check prior to issuance of building permits. 
 

• Medical Waste: Prior to issuance of building permits a medical waste application will be required 
pursuant to California Health and Safety Code, Sections 117600-118360. 
 

• Hazardous Materials: Hazardous Materials Business Response Plan will be required prior to 
commencement of operation pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 19, Division 2, 
Chapter 4; California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.95; and MCC, Chapter 10.65). 
 

• Solid Waste: A recycling plan and appropriate garbage enclosures will be required prior to issuance 
of building permits pursuant to Monterey County Code Chapter 10.41 and Chesbro, AB 341- 
(Statewide Mandatory Commercial Recycling).  Additionally, Chesbro, AB1826- (Mandatory 
Organics Recycling) requires that on and after January 1, 2016, local jurisdictions across the state 
implement an organic waste recycling program to divert organic waste generated by businesses and 
multifamily dwellings that consist of five or more units. As of January 1, 2017 this mandate pertains 
to those facility’s that generate 4 cubic yards or more of organic waste.   

 

Please contact Janna Faulk at (831) 755-4549 or faulkjl@co.monterey.ca.us with questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
 
Janna L Faulk, REHS 
Environmental Health Specialist III 

mailto:faulkjl@co.monterey.ca.us
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