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Opponent says plan
Isn’t referendum-proof

By DAN WHITE
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SCOTTS VALLEY — Charles “Chop” Keenan'’s nev(;l
Glenwood *Meadow devellopment pros;;?é i%sutpi?rree .
down, with bigger lots and more open ; -

i e § / r ferendum-proof.
mains to be seen whethel. ;t s ref b bt
t seems to be the big question now hehata
Al?é{%a;ecl developer has presented his new 74-home
to the city. : .
pllaililQ (1)31‘evious version, which called fgl 145 hqmes}orz
the 1~94—acre meadow in north Scotts Valley, was sho
wn at the polls last June.
do;\;g\? in anI effort to raise gupport,chle:nn]aellll t};atshg\g% 11
s. He also has removed severa e '
illoal:qu from the city’s general plan, including plans t(;
grade on a 40 percent slope, which made the projec
/ rable to a referendum vote. : '
‘ullalzl?gte)rw Williams of Keenan Land Co. salq Ft('ilda)-f
she still did not know if the new plan was referendum
3 . t. B . [T} s .
lef;sctlécl)llll‘t see the point of another election,” she said.
“It would just continue ‘
controversy and divi- e T T W S S TSNS
siveness.” . :
S]‘Igeenan is also offer- “We dren’t looklng
mg to sell a large por- b :
fiIC)gn of the meadow for tO plecemeal it
$4.8 million as an alter- by any means.
native to selling the en-

tire meadow for $154 We want to
mlHuilsO nc‘>pponents have preserve the

assailed his aski}?g WhOle thing.’
price for the lentue
property, Wh'lC 1 was o S tep hany Agu:lar, :
reviously estimated at : :

: t‘)éfnyewhel}‘e between city councilwoman
$15 million and $20 ‘
m%ﬁﬁ%f his $4.8 million purchase plan, Keenain sayz
he is willing to sell 164 acres of the meadow,das ong a
he can develop 51 homes all%ngl{tslivgzigegg eh ognelé i

W Under this plan, he-would elin , ;
P het\?'gg{etdl tolput in the meadow’s northern (slectlon.i
This would leave about 90 percent of the meadow un-
d. _
de‘x’?iloigils said the idea oi selling pcallfltdgft }Egeerllatﬁg
¢ se because the 164 acres in ) '
g;aslt\g]sms f)rértion of the meadow, where most of the sen
itiv vironmental habitat is. . ]
Slt};‘uet3 8111“ Councilwoman S‘tephan%/l Aguilar, an outspo
ki wood opponent, disagreed, ; :
ken\ﬂgele;}‘gg% loglging to piecemeal it by any rgeans,
she said. “We want to preserve the whole thlnfl;; G
She also said that Keenan’s I;la;x is sggr\(r)t;) &eerd g
rding to state laws,
to referendum. According to s i
: ferendum as long as
velopment can be forcegl to re S B
" asks for ted, any exception
developer asks for, a.nd’ls gran’ ! ’ e et
zoning rules or tl}e city’s genera ? i Lo
In this case, Keenan has no cho e
' ity rules se the development plan S
TRecT t%?‘c: lljlarger project than the current
roposal, Aguilar said. o . 5
plé)}%g Siilrefzrring to a specific plan for a failed subdi
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Continued from Page A1 Keenan’s Supporters said his plan preserveq the tentia] buyer of the meado
meadow by setting aside 70 bercent as open Space. negotiations with Keenan;
To build Something These days, Keenan’s plans are stil] unlikely to pla- he Preservationists also are s
plan)” she said. cate p eservationists, who say they would accept no $2.5 billion state parks bill, scheduled for the March
1n the Glenwood de- more't nan a €s on the meadow, 2000 ballot, which containg $5 million that could go to-
gest piece of deyelopable » one of the leaders ward buying the meadow,

’ initiative on the  The subject of all this discussion is a meadow devel-

; opment plan that is a scaled-down version of Keenan’s
d give voters more 1998 proposal :

) cision regarding de- € new plan would develop 32 acres in two phases.
jects that are found to have

lopm The first would involve 51 lots, with most of the homes
“significant” Impacts. That initiative along
would auto

J Glenwood Drive across the street from the high
ertain development issues school, 11 lots abov
to referendum.

e the high school, and five on Tabor
refere; . Drive, to the east of the meadow.
“Will it be Subject to the initiative

W The second phase would put 23 homes in the mead-
Williams asked Friday. « : ’s northern section, s
- VeIy confrontational and divisive. Councilman Bart Cavallaro previously said the new
most people are burnt out on Glenwood.” * plan made him feel “empty” because it eliminated $8
“Our goal is to try to come up with g fair, mutually million in contributions to the city, but Williams said
bengﬁ'cial resolution,” she said. some of the old features would remain
 Williams:said she is also open to acquisition strate. She said that Keenan stjl] intended
gies. trails, kick in about $750,000 for traffi
The. state Wildlife Conservation Boar

: t d said Friday it at two nhearby intersections and contribute 10 acres to-
ad hired an appraiser who will work with Keenan and

L an ! ) ; ward an expansion of the city’s Siltane
breservationists on the selling priee. The board is a po- st

n Park. She said
1€ could not give g cost estimate for this package,

vision dating to the early 1990s. «
different, you'd have to amend (the

This is the only the latest chapter
bate, which involves the ]

W but has not entered formal

etting their hopes on 3

If Successful, the initiative woy]

bower over certain City Council de
velopment, es

to put in nature
C lmprovements




