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Marinovich building this morning
following Tuesday’s Court of Appeal
deeision clearing the way for the
mhtion of the 82-year-old struc-

Whether Wells Fargo Bank will

down the building to’
for 18 new parking s
remains to be seen.
“I don’t see any need to run and
tear the building down tomo!
Dan Livingston, senior vice prési
dent of the bank, said Tuesday after-
noon.
- Livingston said he wanted to talk
with city officials regarding theﬁ'
redevelopment plans before ma
a final decision on what %o do witl
the building. He noted that “‘a lot has
been happening (with redevelop-
ment) since last December,” when a
lawsuit over the proposed demolition -
was filed by a group of historical
mewanonlsw
~ Livingston indicated he felt Wells
go has been falsely accused of
&g intransigent on the Marinovich
[issue. “We had no choice but to get
% legal issue settled first (before
‘negotiating),” he said. “Essentlally,
we had to defend the property.”
‘Now that the lawsuit has been
resolved, he said, bank ;Mﬁll
“open up all the options.

acre parcel at Main and Ford
streets, saying it may move its
downtown office to the site. Livings-
ﬁm, however, is also leaving
possibility that the bank %
keep two offices: one at Main
Ford and one at the present location
at Peck and Main streets. If the

follow through on plans to knock
r the way

‘The bank recently lease w

side Dnve and Lake Avenue oy have

raised still more questions for ti
bank. “We have to find out whether
the city really wants a bank at

comr," said Livingston, noting that

trict farther north on Main Stiﬂ?

(the 500 and 600 blocks).
Chuck Rowe, president of the P!hp-

ervation Defense Fund, expressed
disappointment and some bitterness

over the court decision. If the build-
ing comes down, he said Tuesday, it

will be a ‘“‘major blow to (downtom;

revitalization.”

He held out some hope that thnr
bank would compromise on the

issue, but said he thought bmk

officials had “made it appare% A

that they wnuld knock down
building protests.

Wells Fargo hol
Marinovich decr

t’s th :
he Preservation Defense and

had contended in its lawsuit that-’!hc
_m, in issuing a permit to !
‘Fargo, failed to follow the guide
by the California En
" e Quality Act (CEQA)
- rvationists argued tha%
olition permit ‘needed |
oval of the Redevelopm
icy (City Council) and Des
'w Commission, in addition
ding that the city should
d preparation of an envi

w impact report before permit-.

ting the proposed Marinov

demolition and construction of the
new parking lot. An environmental

impact report, they argued, would

show that the bank could gain its

needed parking without tearing down
the building. The basic premise of
CEQA is that “good decisions are
informed decisions,”’ argued the
preservationists’ attorney, - Zan

" But the city of Watsonville, which
was also a defendant in the preser-

onists’ suit, contended that the
nce of the demolition permit

m a ‘“‘ministerial act,” meaning
"that the city had no choice but to
_ issue it.

The three-justice Court of Appml

'm in San Francisco unanimously
. sided with the city. The court ruled -
_that since an environmental impact
_report was prepared in 1973 at the
timc the city’s redevelopment plan

m ‘adopted, there was no need to
‘prepare another report.

“Among the objectives of the rede-
“velopment plan were the revitaliza-
tion of the (downtown) commercial
‘area and the stimulation of private
investment to improve the city’s
economic health,” the court ruled.
Assuming that ‘Wells Fargo’s plan to
replace the Marinovich building with
a parking lot furthered that redevel-

could not be reached for commer

&ce the preservationists did nﬁt'
mck the sufficiency’” of the 1973
‘ , the court ruled, “‘there was no
“iwbnable probability that the
- appellant (the Preservation Defens

Fund) would have prevailed on
merits of the controversy.”
The court, however, did point
“certain lack of clarity” in the ¢
redevelopment plan as to whe
the Redevelopment Agency has

~authority to deny a project (lﬁ ﬁm‘
~ instance, the parking lot ex .
if it conforms with zoning lawi mﬂ

the redevelopment plan.

Top city officials, attending the
amm conference of the League of

California Cities in San Franci

’Nesday s Court of Appeal decision
minates a“lengthy court bgme
. began in Santa Cruz County

Superior Court last December, when

Superior Court Judge Rollie Hall
issued a
halted the demolition. In early Feb-

ruary, however ‘_Judge Chns Cdtﬂa

a temporary injunction that
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mﬁ %a., which had been hi!li‘gm
- expand the bank’s parking lot. “It
_was all a mistake” on the part of

demolition subcontracm.

'Grqn“}ite officials said.
 Wells Fargo made a ‘“final” M

sion to tear down the buildin
days later, but less than 24 h

, the Court of Appeal issued a

molition crew didn’t show up. ( The

mon foreman did appear at

6:30 a.m., but he was shooed lm

by the preservatlomsts )

In April, the appeals court issued a
writ of supersedeas, an injunction
delaying demolition of the building
until the three-judge panel m

review the case.

In issuing Tuesday’s deciswmﬁh
court decided not to hear oral argu-
ments in the case. Instead, the jus-
tices made their decision based on
wﬂﬂﬂl briefs filed by attorneys.

Livingston of Wells Fargo
mssed surprise that the MI
decision had come so quickly. He
had been under the impression that

‘the decision was as long as m
years away.

Rowe indicated Tuesday that ﬂl!
preservationists would not appe@l to

 the state Supreme Court.

He explained that the only pm?gq
of the suit' was to get the city and
Wells Fargo to look at sensi
alternatives to the demolition.,

the end, we knew that Wells Fum
'mﬁ!m  the 1

B
ot i D

o bbb

AR X

v, and preservationists held an
ght vigil to make sure the
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