Liv

e Oak area resi-
ywho believe that
m onty of .the

) little attention to

1eir needs and wishes
me more ammuni-
. at the Board of

4 who represents
‘Live Oak on the board,
ca tlgated the board
majority. for its failure
to. accede to the wishes
of nelghborhood resi-
dents on a land use
issue, and said it repre-

sented just one more.
example of the liberal:

. ‘majority’s ‘tendency to
“tun ‘roughshod over the
rights ‘of Live Oak resi-
dents.
.. Forbus was referrmg
t0 neighborhood opposi-
0.a proposal that a
] ﬁﬁtcular strip of land
; be reserved for possible
use as an access path to
& gommunity park. The
eounty planning. staff
‘had : reecommended - that
@ 10-foet: strip: of land

‘that, mwiﬂﬁlw faccess. . ;
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Lane,
Dorado ' Avenue be: - pro-
f Supervisors:

rvisors meeting
eek. -
pervisor . Dan 5

way, if
’developed

to the' so-called Eddy
Park - off ‘El

vided - for through two
private parcels of land
in order to guarantee-
easy access to the park -

- when and if the residen-

tial density in the area

reaches its capactty
Not .only  did the

owners of the land pro-

test but a petition bear- -

ing the signatures of
more than 200 residents
urged the board ‘not to
require the access.
They asserted the path-
it were ever.
~would
increase problems with
policing’ the neighbor-
hood, and pointed out
that there was already a
community park at Live
Oak School a few blocks
away.

But- Superv1sor Gary
Patton said it would

“only ‘be prudent for the

board to make a provi-
sion for ~access to the

Eddy Lane ‘Park, whlch

m ‘the area ‘continues.
Patton said that chil-

dren should have easy

access to the park when
“and if  the density
reaches a partlcular
point. :

: decounty Supervxsor

‘Robley Levy agreed

with that posxtxon
noting that  existing
zoning in the neighbor-

hood ‘has a ' high poten-

tial. for significant

increases in the popula-

tion that would be
served by the park.

W:th Chau'man Joe
Cucchiara  joining
' Patton and Mrs. Levy in
that position; Forbus
seized the opportunity to
portray Live Oak once
again as -the whipping
boy of the liberals on
the board. Forbus in
fact' accused the board
majority of ‘going back
on‘its word to Live Oak
residents. Forbus said
at a recent meeting, at
which. Live = Oak - resi-

’dents re iterfmé’ “their °

ip their area ﬁaa_ ceome a

ville

“even 'if ‘it meant,

e Oak has friend on board |

‘“‘dumping” ‘ground”’ fo
affordable housin
under = the - county’s
growth management
system,  the bo&rd
majority had pledges
take nelghborhood*
ments into account
future land use decx—
sions.

“T hope a)l~ you péople
in Live Oak tell ‘every-
body all that good rheto-
ric you heard a'couple
of weeks ago didn’t
mean a darn thmg,”;
Forbus said.’ k

Not: surpnsmgly,
Forbus was supported |
his 'stand' by his fellow
conservative, Watson-

Supervisor“HE.
Wayne Moore Jr. = -
“In such matters,
Moore said, ‘I have
always tried to lmmm
the overriding conc
of the neighborl

sometimes had, ‘“th
goes -against my"
sonal) phllosophy ?




