


 

The grounds of this protest of Resolution 2025-082 Submission Clause are that elements of the 

presentation of information for the voters is not clear and is misleading. 

First Instance 

Before the Council-Referred Ordinance is presented in detail by the Submission Clause, the 

voter reads a confusingly worded comparison of the Council-Referred Ordinance to the “Citizen-

Initiated Ordinance on the November 2025 ballot.”  The Citizen-Initiated Ordinance is then 

described parenthetically.  The Citizen-Initiated Ordinance is not identified with a number even 

though there are two Ordinances put on the ballot by Citizen Initiative.    

What is the purpose for the Submission Clause to create this comparison before the voter reads 

anything further?   

The Submission Clause is required to be a clear statement of the Enacting Clause of the 

Council’s Ordinance for the voter’s consideration.  Yes, the two Ballot Measures are competing 

but to create this as a starting point for the Submission Clause is misleading.  It might lead a 

voter to misunderstand that if they vote in favor of the first on the ballot, they can’t vote in 

favor of the other.   

Remedy sought: If the intention of the Council is to point out that the two ordinances can’t 

both take effect, then state it that way.  And put it below the Submission Clause as a disclaimer 

like it appears in the Resolution.  

 

Second Instance 

The third bullet point provides a brief presentation of the site plan concepts and identifies four 

“new amenities.”  The first one listed is a City natural area, up to 60 acres, followed by space 

and facilities for environmental and wildlife purposes, up to 30 acres, a trail system, and a City 

park with community bike park up to 35 acres . . . and appropriate related facilities. 

The order of these “new amenities” does not give the voter a vision of what will be significant 

changes.  The property is currently without any structures or any type of development impact.  

Listing the City natural area first may mislead the voter from considering that the multi-use plan 

has uses that are far different from what exists at the Hughes site now.  Listing these 

development-oriented new amenities first makes sense because of the way the character of the 

site will change.  Listing the City natural area first and with an “up to 60 acres” size potentially 

makes the voter view the multi-use new amenities with a feeling that the plan “balances” out.  

The development-dependent uses such as the bike skills park and the facilities for the 



environmental and wildlife campus as well as the parking lots, shelters, restrooms and paving 

and concrete surfaces have a significant impact on the overall site even with a portion for use as 

a Natural Area.  These new amenities listed now as #2 and #4 should be listed as #1 and #2 with 

the Natural Area being listed as #4. 
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