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II
PRESERVATION FAILURES

TWO YEARS, 1999—2000

s explained in the Introduction, the story of the Terminal Building's 1999-2000 journey to
demolition divides into four major forms of "preservation failure."

• Chapter 7 focuses on preservation failure in the form of not achieving Davis City Council
designation as a historical resource. This process of designation failure played out over
a period of some seven months from February to September of 1999.

• In a second period running roughly from September, 1999 through June of 2000,
preservationist effort was importantly devoted to getting a professional "feasibility
study" of the building. This effort and its lack of success are described in Chapter 8,
where it is captioned feasibility study failure.

➜ Although "preservation failure" is the main story, not everything was a failure. Among other
preservationist actions, a celebration of the Terminal Building was held on the G Street
plaza next to it on June 11, 2000. This event was an inspiring, celebration success, even
though it obviously did not save the building. Nonetheless, it was a special moment in
the campaign, in historic preservation in Davis history, and in citizen action more
generally. As such, it deserves to be placed in the historical record. I try to do this in
Chapter 9.

• As it became increasingly clear that the entire building was not going to escape demolition,
attention turned to saving at least its west facade and perhaps the Arch Mural on the
northern wall. This "facadectomy" campaign was most active from mid-June through
mid-September, 2000. It is addressed in Chapter 10 and labeled facadectomy failure.

• The building’s story had the twist that its rear part was smashed down on September 18, but
the Arch Mural and main facade were left standing while the demolition contractor
salvaged brick. This pause created space for a campaign for a freeze on demolition while
alternatives were considered. This effort failed and eleven days later, on September 28,
the entire building was reduced to rubble. This freeze failure is the subject of Chapter
11.

A
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7
DESIGNATION FAILURE

he failure of designation in 1984 largely ended the Terminal Building matter for the next
some fifteen years. The owners made no further public moves to do anything with their
property.

As reported in the last chapter, the HRMC went into a period of relative quiescence. After a
flurry of designations in the four years of 1984-87, there were no significant efforts to make
more of them for the full decade of 1988-97 (Fig. 6.5).

But in the later 1990s, the Certified Local Government program, its funding possibilities, and
changing membership on the HRMC began a new, more activist period (Chapter 6, section 1).
Along with new nominations of residences, the case of the Terminal Building was resurrected.

1) THE TWO PHASES OF DESIGNATION FAILURE
The process of this second designation failure divides into a first period in which it was before
the HMRC (February–June 1999) and a second period in which it was  before the Davis City
Council (June–September, 1999).

By  law, a property nominated by a commission to be a historical resource had to be considered
by a City Council within 90 days after that commission's nomination. But in this case, by
consent of all the parties, the date of Council consideration was extended and the hearing took
place on September 15, 1999.

2) AN IRONY OF NOMINATION
Ironically, the beginning of the end for the building may have been initiated (or at least spurred)
by the HRMC. When this commission again started the process of historic designation, the
owners had done little with the building for some fifteen years. Seemingly indecisive, they
might have remained so. Without the new HRMC spur, the Terminal Building might still be
there in all its declining glory. (However, at least one person who was a member of the HRMC
at this time believed that the commission started the designation process in response to hearing
that owners had decided to move ahead with demolition.)

3) THE HMRC PROCESS
The designation process began with the HRMC instructing staff (Esther Polito) to prepare a
preliminary evaluation of the possibility of nominating the building. This document is
reproduced in Fig. 7.1. As shown in Fig. 7. 2, the Commission voted unanimously to nominate it
for designation.

This action set the notification process in motion. One part of this process was to tell the owners
a public hearing on the nomination would be held, which was done in a letter dated March 22,
1999 (Fig. 7.3.).

T
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In an undated reply, the owners ask that the building not be nominated. They also say that “our
dream in owning this property has always been to replace the existing Hotel with a structure
more responsive to the potential of the site.” This statement is of interest because, in 1984, one
of the owners reported that he had considered rehabilitation rather than replacement (Fig. 6.17,
June 27, 1984). And, as the months went on, he would from time to time declare his continued
interest in this possibility.

The owners also contracted with SKY Engineering to evaluate the structure. Its report is shown
in Fig. 7.5. It presents a decidedly negative view.

Esther Polito proceeded to prepare the nomination document. The first page of it is shown in
Fig. 7.6.  The entire document was some two dozen pages long and consisted of staff text,
documents and graphics otherwise presented in this or other chapters.

The public hearing was held on June 21. The Chen’s attended with their architect of the time,
Maria Ogrydizak. There were apparently no members of the public present to speak either for
or against the nomination. In addition, the Commission received only one written
communication on the matter. This was a letter from the owner of the adjacent Davis Ace
Hardware (previously the historic Davis Lumber and Hardware) opposing designation and
advocating demolition (Fig. 7.8). This is to say, this topic had not yet aroused public interest one
way or the other.

In Fig. 7.7 we have Esther Polito’s exceptionally detailed and helpful account of the pro and con
conversation on whether to designate. As such, it speaks for itself. After much back and forth,
the Commission voted 7-0 to designate the hotel.

4) THE COUNCIL PROCESS
This vote led to the next step, the preparation of a proposal to the City Council recommending
designation. The cover page of this document appears as Fig. 7.11.

Although a modest degree of uncertainty was reported in a Davis Enterprise article of September
14 (Fig.  7.10), preservationist-minded Davisites expected the Council easily to make the
designation.

As a consequence, they neglected individual lobbying with Council members and only
minimally mobilized to have people at the Council hearing.  At that hearing on September 15,
they were shocked to discover they had misjudged the situation.  The HRMC suffered the
rebuke of a  4-1 negative vote. The contrast with the HRMC’s 7-0 vote the other way was
remarkable.

An account of the matter as given in the Council’s Minutes appears in Fig. 7.13. And, Fig. 7.14
provides a fuller account from the Davis Enterprise.

The membership of this Council is shown in Fig. 7.12. Notice that the Julie Partansky we met so
prominently in the last two chapters as a leader of two preservation campaigns is now the
Mayor (seated, center, Fig. 7.12). The men on either end were by reputation supporters of
preservation. Despite being a rare Davis Republican on the Council, Stan Forbes, on the left, had
teamed with Partansky to spearhead the successful Subway III campaign described in the last
chapter. So, the defections of him and Wagstaff––a quintessential Davis liberal––was surprising,
to use a very mild term.
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7.1. February 3, 1999 staff report recommending that the HMRC consider whether to
nominate the Terminal Building a City of Davis Historic Resource.
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7.2. This excerpt
from the HRMC's
March 15 minutes
reports a unanimous
vote to consider the
building for
designation.

7.3. Pursuant to the HMRC action, the owner is
notified.
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7.4. Grace and
Lee Chen letter
to the HMRC
opposing
designation an
historical
resource
(undated).
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7.5.  SKY Engineering report commissioned by the
Chens and mentioned in their letter reproduced as Fig.
7.4. This was the source of the repeated subsequent
claim that the building might blow over in a strong
wind.  (The improbability of this claim was made clear
by the effort that had to be put into bringing the
building down, as photographically documented in
Part III.)
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7.6.
Opening
page of the
document
nominating
the
Terminal
Building as
a City of
Davis
historical
resource.
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7.7. Pages 1 and 2 of 5 pages of the Minutes of the HMRC regarding designation of the Terminal
Building as a historical resource. Pages 3, 4, and 5 are on the following pages.
.
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7. 7.  Continued. Pages 3 and 4 of the HMRC minutes regarding historical designation of the Terminal Building.
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7.7, concluded.
Page 5 of 5 of
HMRC minutes
regarding
designation of
the Terminal
Building.

7.8  June 17, 1999 letter from Jennifer
Anderson, President of Davis Ace
Hareware (formerly Davis Lumber and
Hardware), opposing designating the
Terminal Building a historical resource.
Aside from the Chen's letter, this was the
only other letter opposing designation (or
on this topic at all).
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7.10. September 14, 1999 Davis Enterprise report that the Davis City Council will vote on the Terminal Building as a
historical resource.
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7. 11. First page
of the 32 page
staff report
recommending
designation of
the Terminal
Building. The
other pages
consist, in the
main, of items
seen previously
in this chapter
and in several of
the history
chapters of Part I.

7.12. The 4-1
Preservation
Failure Davis
City Council of
1999-2000. Only
the Mayor––Julie
Partansky,
seated,
center––voted for
designation. The
negative voters
were (l. to r.)
Ken
Wagstaff, Sheryl
Freeman, Susie
Boyd, and Stan
Forbes. (This  is
the official City
of Davis
photograph of
this Council.)
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7.13. Minutes of the September 15, 1999 Davis City Council regarding designation of the Terminal Building as an
Historical Resource. The people listed below are only a portion of all those who spoke in favor.
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7.13,  concluded.
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                         7.14. September 16, 1999 Davis Enterprise report of the Council action on the building.
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The votes of Freeman and Boyd had always been more uncertain on preservation matters, as
was their liberalism in general. So, there was less surprise about them. Boyd, in particular, was
widely regarded as inconsistent in that she claimed to be a preservationist but sometimes voted
the opposite. Indeed, this very evening she was the lone member of the Council to vote against
endorsing the nomination of the Richards Underpass for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places. In column 5 of Fig. 7.14, we read that she explained her dissenting vote as an
expression of her opposition to the automobile: “I find it particularly ironic that we would be
creating this monument to the automobile.” The implication was that she disdained cars, but
she in fact owned two of them (a family sedan and a red convertible sports car). Ironic, indeed.

5) TRANSITION
This could well have been the end of the Terminal Building as a topic and concern. But in fact,
the struggle had only begun.



8
FEASIBILITY STUDY FAILURE

aively, preservationists assumed that "of course" the building would be designated a
historic resource. When that did not happen, there was, at first, a shocked silence.  But
then people began to respond.

1) CALLS TO RECONSIDER AND LETTERS TO THE
    EDITOR BEGIN
Initially, these actions were calls for the City Council to reconsider its actions. There were many
of these and some of the first were made in the Council "public comment" period of September
29th, the next time the Council met after the September 15th denial (Fig. 8.1).

                  8.1.  Text of City Council minutes of September 29, 2000 reporting citizens
                  requesting a reconsideration of the denial action.

Another type of action was a “letter to the editor” of the Davis Enterprise. These letters started on
September 28 and kept up almost as a steady drum beat to the end, a year later. The first three
of them are reproduced in Fig. 8.2.

Sunday, October 3, the Enterprise did a further background-type story featuring the fact that the
previous Wednesday citizens called on the Council to reconsider its designation denial (Fig.
8.3). This story helped to keep the concern alive.

N



146    Chapter 8: Feasibility Study Failure

                          8.2. First three of a year-long stream of letters urging preservation of the building.
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8.3.  Davis Enterprise, Sunday, October 3, 1999.
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8.4.  The
writers of
these letters
were both
long-time
Davis
residents and
active in public
matters in
various ways.
Audrey
Hastings was a
Downtown
business
owner, the
proprietor of
Hastings'
Backporch.
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8. 5. Davis Enterprise letters to the editor, October 18, 1999. Robin Datel’s role in
preservation matters in the 1980s and more generally was described in Chapter 6.
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2) THE PLOT TAKES A NEW TURN: THE CITY ACTS
As a  relatively
superficial structural
assessment undertaken
by a firm
commissioned by the
owner, the City could
not accept as definitive
SKY Engineering's
claims that the
building might well
blow over in a strong
wind (Fig. 7.5).
Neither, also, could it
ignore the report.

Always skittish about
liability because
citizens are prone to try
to pick what they see
as the deep pockets of
a government, City
prudence demanded
that the SKY
Engineering claims be
followed-up.

This was especially
necessary because,
according to  Lorin
Gardner, the City's
Chief Building Official,
the Chens had given
him a copy of the SKY
Engineering report
(first paragraph, Fig.
8.6). That is, the Chens
were making certain he
knew of the report and
that they knew that he
knew.

Hence, Gardener's
letter to "Ms. Lee Chen"
dated October 22, 1999
(Fig. 8.6).

8.6. Gardner Letter to
Chen, October 22, 1999.
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8.7. This October 25
letter from the Chuck
Roe, a Davis
developer and elected
head of the Davis
Chamber of
Commerce is notable
for the fact that it
signals that this
organization did not
think the Terminal
Building matter was
settled.

That is, if the episode
was concluded, this
letter was
unnecessary and
could only serve
further to antagonize
proponents of
preservation (i.e. to
drive customers away
from Davis
businesses for no
good reason).

This letter
boomeranged in the
sense that it sent the
signal to
preservationists that
demolitionists did not
think the struggle
was over. Therefore,
further effort might
be successful.
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8.8. In this
November 1
Enterprise letter
Lee Chen follows
in the footsteps of
Chuck Roe (Fig.
8.7) in suggesting
that the Terminal
Building matter
might not be over,
at least in his
avowed desire "to
hear constructive
suggestions,
especially how we
can deal with this
issue. . . ."

However, read
from the vantage
point of knowing
what actually
happened, this
letter might be
also be viewed as
a sugar-coated
declaration of a
demolition plan.
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8.9. Taking up Mr.
Chen's expression of
interest in
"constructive
suggestions," the
day after his
November 1
Enterprise letter (Fig.
8.8), I sent him the
letter reproduced at
the right  advocating
a "facadectomy"
solution.  The
attachments to this
letter were
published as an op-
ed in the Davis
Enterperprise on June
11, 2000 (Fig. 9.1)
and they are
therefore not also
reproduced here.

I did not receive
even an
acknowledgement of
receipt from Mr.
Chen. But, in a
phone conversation
with Mayor Ken
Wagstaff on May 31,
2000 (seven months
later)  I was asked  if
I had spoken with
the Chens about
facadectomy. I told
the Mayor about this
November 2nd letter
and expressed my
sense that Chen was
less than gracious
publicly to solicit
suggestions and
then not even to
acknowledge receipt
of one, much less to
respond to its
substance.

A few minutes after
I hung up the phone
with the Mayor, I
got a call from Lee
Chen.

I report what he said
at the May 31, 2000
point in the
narrative (Fig. 8.30).
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8.10..
Thanksgiving
eve, 1999, the
Chens took out
a permit to
demolish the
Terminal
Building. This
was two weeks
in advance of
when the City
would receive
the structural
evaluation
report it had
commissioned
in October
(Figs. 8.6 and
8.11).
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8.11. The
"Conclusions and
Recommenda-
tions" page of the
McKennyKrug
structural
evaluation report
contracted in
October.
Received by the
City on
December 9,
1999, the report
only dealt with
"life-safety" in a
"seismic event."

On this score, the
firm found the
building was not
up to FEMA
standards.
(Without
upgrading, this
was also true of
virtually all brick
structures built in
California before
World War II.)



156    Chapter 8: Feasibility Study Failure

8. 12. The
next day, the
City Chief
Building
Official
wrote the
Chens (once
again
mismatching
gender and
form of
address).
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3) A NEW COUNCIL AND NEW HOPE
Elections for the five seat Davis City Council were held every even year. In the year 2000, three
seats were open and the election was held on March 7.

Among the three incumbents with completed terms, Boyd and Forbes sought re-election and
Partansky did not. Therefore, at the outset, the prospects for the Terminal Building with a new
council were not promising. That is, incumbents tended to win reelection and neither of these
two had supported designation.

The election shaped up as a loose coalition of three conservative democrats against an equally
loose coalition of three more liberal democrats (called “progressives” in Davis). As the
incumbent, Boyd was the de facto leader of the conservatives. Jerry Kaneko, a retired veterinary
professor and a large owner of rental housing who had served on the Council in 1994-98 but
who was defeated for reelection in 1998, was allied with her. Joe Boyd, a newcomer to Davis
who was a professional organizer of educators and who had the considerable monetary support
of organized labor, was also allied with her (but not related, despite their shared name).

On the more liberal/progressive side, Mike Harrington, an aviation attorney and member of
“progressive” social circles was supported by Partansky and ran as her political heir.
Community activists Tansey Thomas and Sue Greenwald had supporters on the left that
overlapped with, but were not identical to, the Partansky progressives.

A complicating factor in this race was a local measure labeled “J” that, if adopted, would
require a public confirming vote before a new development could be added outside the City’s
existing boundaries. Seven of the eight candidates in the race supported Measure J. Only Susie
Boyd did not.

The outcome was surprising to everyone and indicated a rather divided and diverse electorate.
First, Measure J was supported by the electorate 54 to 46 percent. Second, Susie Boyd ran first in
the Council race, with 43%, which was in the range of the declining percent of votes recently
received by first-place finishers (Lofland, 2000: 9).  But, her two conservative allies trailed at
fifth and seventh places in the eight-candidate field.

Third, the three “progressives” ran second, third, and fourth, with Harrington and Greenwald
elected.

Fourth, incumbent Stan Forbes, a rare registered Republication in a Davis Council race, ran a
surprisingly weak sixth.  Positioned as a liberal Republican who was not clearly aligned with
either the Boyd or Partansky tendencies, he was the odd man out.

Future growth, its control, Measure J, and which of the candidates could best deal with these
matters were the overarching topics of the campaign. The Terminal Building was not an issue
and preservationists did not seek to inject it into the campaign.

However, the election results cheered preservationists. Harrington publicly supported
designating and preserving the building, as did Greenwald, who was a long-time advocate of
the downtown. In replacing Forbes, the preservationist side had grown at least one vote
stronger  (Fig. 8.13).



158    Chapter 8: Feasibility Study Failure

8.13.  Davis Enterprise March 8, 2000 report on the City Council election
held March 7, 2000. Three of the five seats were up and preservationists
were heartened that two of the three newly elected members were
preservation-minded. As Pam Gunnell puts it in the story to the right,
"we now have a progressive majority . . . "

8.14. The official photograph of the 2000 Council visually displayed
distribution of sentiment on the Terminal Building.

The anti-preservationist members are seated on the left and right ends:
Sheryl Freeman (left) and Susie Boyd (right).

The pro-preservationists are standing and flank the swing-vote mayor,
who is seated in the middle.

Standing to the left: Michael J. Harrington. Standing to the right: Sue
Greenwald.

Seated in the middle: Ken Wagstaff.
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8. 15. After a visit from at least one of the Chens (mentioned in the first sentence, below), Mr. Gardner appeared in
this letter to believe it was prudent for him to repeat in writing what he had already written to her/him/them the
previous December (Fig. 8.12). This seemingly redundant and therefore unnecessary action might be interpreted as
a concern regarding clarity of communication. (This aspect loomed larger as matters went along.)
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8. 16.  Letter to Lorin Gardner from Grace Ghen dated
April 3, 2000.

4) CITIZEN ACTION STARTS IN ERNEST
The question of the structural condition of the building and how now to proceed had brought
matters to something of a standstill in March and April of 2000.

But the lull began to end when two of the business owners renting shop space in the Terminal
Building started to react to the uncertainly of their circumstances. Specifically, Heather Caswell,
owner of The Wardrobe, a women's clothing store, and core member of a citizen's group named
Save Davis, initiated a series of actions.
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8. 17. In this
April 19, 2000
public letter
to the
Council, two
Terminal
Building
business
owners call
for a
professional
assessment of
how the
building
might be
redeveloped.
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8.18.  Save Davis
leaflet on half a sheet
of yellow paper
circulated in
Downtown
businesses in April,
2000.

8.19. Heather Caswell
took the lead in
involving outside-
Davis professionals in
providing
assessments of the
Terminal Building

Here we see a fax of a
letter to her from a
San Francisco
architect who
specialized in
feasibility studies of
older commercial
buildings.

Caswell duplicated
and distributed many
documents of this
kind to anyone
interested.

A campaign for a
feasibility study had
now begun.
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8.20. The reality of the
uncertainty of the
future of the Terminal
Building was finally
starting to hit home.
Even the venerable
(and very cautious)
Yolo County
Historical Society
finally took a stand in
early May (prodded
by Heather Caswell’s
personal appearance
before and appeal to
its Board).

8.21. Also in May, it
came to light that
City Council member
Susie Boyd was
circumspectly
working to bring
about demolition. In
this note circulated to
various parties, Boyd
promoted the views
of  a demolition-
disposed Woodland
architect named Bill
McCandliss.
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8.22. At long
last, there was
a City
response to the
call for a
feasibility
study.
Unfortunately,
it was only a
promise to
consider it.
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8.23. Davis Enterprise, May 24, 2000. Mr. Barnes was the
editor of a Davis “alternative” newspaper named The
Flatlander that was far to the left of the Davis Enterprise.

8.24. Davis Enterprise letters, May 25, 2000.

5) THE OWNERS REACT
At the time of the designation hearing before the HRMC, the Chens were being advised by
Davis architect Maria Ogrydziak. Well known for her daring post-modern structures, her
relation with the owners apparently did not gell. As the May 17 note by Susie Boyd (Fig. 8.21)
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intimates, an architect named Bill McCandless from the nearby city of Woodland appeared to
have entered the picture in May.

He made his involvement public in a letter to Mayor Wagstaff dated May 25, 2000. It is
reproduced below as Fig. 8.25. At least three aspects of this document might engage our
attention.

First, we see that public copies were sent to Grace Chen, Susie Boyd, and Heather Caswell.
Together with the Mayor, this would seem to be Mr. McCandless' conception of the four major
players in this drama as of May 25. Curiously, Lee Chen was not on this list. Even more
puzzling, Susie Boyd was, although she had no more official relation to this matter than the
three members of the Council who were not listed. But, her listing obviously implied that she
was on the short list of key players.

Second, in this letter McCandless clearly favored demolition. His view was based on several
surmises about the economics of the matter for which he presented no data. Instead, he tacitly
assumed the kind of data that would be provided by a feasibility study, which did not in fact
exist.

Third, he did not mention that in situations of this kind a feasibility study was the "of course"
and ordinary course of action. It was a puzzling omission for someone who was a professional
in matters of this sort.

8.25. Page 1 of a 4  page letter dated May 25, 2000 from Bill McCandless to Davis Mayor Ken Wagstaff.
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8.25, continued, pages 2 (bottom) and 3 (top) of a 4 page letter from McCandless to Wagstaff dated
May 25, 2000 (pages in the original letter were unnumbered).
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8.25, concluded. Page 4 of 4 pages, letter from McCandless to Mayor Wagstaff dated May 25,2000
(pages in the original letter are unnumbered).

The pace of action further quickened when, at the Davis City Council meeting of May 31, new
member Michael Harrington sought an update on the Terminal Building situation. As shown in
Fig. 8.26, he managed to get three votes in support of a status report to be given on June 6.

8.26. Minutes of the Davis City Council Meeting of May 31, 2000 showing the vote on scheduling a status report
on the Terminal Building.

Preservationists viewed this "status report" now scheduled for June 6th as an opportunity for
the "new" City Council elected in March (1) to reconsider its action not to designate the building
a historical resource and (2) to move forward with a feasibility study.
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One part of preservationist strategy was to rebut the expert opinion of architect McCandless
with experts of their own.  San Francisco preservationist architect Michael Garavaglia was a key
participant in this rebuttal. At the invitation of Heather Caswell, he traveled to Davis, talked
with Grace Chen, and toured the building. He faxed his much more positive view to Council
member Harrington (Fig. 8.27), who provided it to the Council at the May 31st meeting at which
he asked for a status report on the building.

8.27.
Garavaglia
faxed letter
to
Harrington,
May 31,
2000.
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8. 28. Along another strategic track, the preservationists
were gearing up to appeal to the public-at-large with a
celebration of Davis history in general and the Terminal
Building in particular at the plaza next to the building
on Sunday, June 11th. This is the first Davis Enterprise
announcement of this event. (Because of its importance,
this event is described in Chapter 9.)

8.29. Letter to the Editor, Davis Enterprise, May 31, 2000.
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Wednesday, May 31 and the days just before and after it were action-filled. At the same time the
preservationists were taking action, Mayor Wagstaff was meeting and talking once more with
the Chens. Lee Chen memorialized one of these meetings in his letter to the Mayor dated May
31st (Fig. 8.30).

As I read it, the letter in
Fig. 8.30 seemed clearly to
state that he, Chen, had no
plans to save any part of
the building.

Curiously, this same day I
received the phone call
from Mr. Chen that I
described earlier
(regarding Fig. 8.9) as
resulting from the public
relations advice Wagstaff
was giving him.

On the phone with me at
about 5:00 p. m., Mr. Chen
was friendly and gracious
and I heard him say he
was most definitely
interested in the
possibility of a
"facadectomy" of the
building's west wall. The
only question was the
financing and he hoped
that City might be able to
help.

In addition, he expressed
the belief that the Arch
Mural on the north  wall
could be removed and
therefore saved.

With these hopeful
messages, our
conversation concluded.
Obviously, however, his
letter reproduced as Fig.
8.30, said something
different than what he
said to me, as did the
slight revision of it
published as a Letter to
the Editor in the Enterprise
the next day (Fig. 8.31). 8.30. Lee Chen Letter to Mayor Ken Wagstaff, May 31, 2000.



172    Chapter 8: Feasibility Study Failure

8.31. Chen Davis Enterprise letter to the editor
published Thursday, June 1, 2000.

8.32. Letter to the Editor, Davis Enterprise, June 1,
2000.
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The Council’s request for a June 6th "status report" on the Terminal Building meant that a
member of the City's staff had to assemble an account of the situation. This task was assigned to
Esther Polito. Her report, submitted to the City Manager on June 1, 2000, is reproduced as Fig.
8.33.

8.33. Staff "Status Report" on the Terminal Building, June 1, 2000. It consisted of 3 pages, one of which is above
and the other two of which are on the next page.
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8.34. Friday, June 2, 2000 Davis Enterprise  front page feature story prompted by  the
"Status Report" to be given to the City Council on June 6th.
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8.35.
Heather
Caswell
and John
Lofland
Op-Ed
article in
the
Sunday,
June 4th

Davis
Enterprise.

The two
columns
to the
right
continue
at the top
of the next
page.
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8.36. Tuesday, June 6, Davis
Enterprise notice of the upcoming
Terminal Building Celebration.

8.37. June 6, 2000 letter to the City Council from a California Preservation
Foundation official urging a feasibility study of the Terminal Building.
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8. 38.. Bob
Dunning,
Davis
Enterprise,
June 6,
2000.

6) THE JUNE 6th "STATUS REPORT" TO COUNCIL
Preservationists hoped that the "status report" appearance of the Terminal Building matter
before the City Council might open the door to new actions.

The two new members—Greenwald and Harrington—were known to be sympathetic to new
initiatives and Boyd and Freeman were known to be against any further Council action.

Wagstaff had voted no in the original denial of designation, but he had a solid reputation as a
progressive and as someone who was thoughtful and open to rethinking courses of action. No
one really knew the degree to which he might entertain a new initiative, but his open-
mindedness on other matters in the past made preservationists hopeful.

As I describe in the chapter on sources and methods that follows Chapter 15, I asked all the
principle participants in the Terminal matter to read this book in draft. Mr. Wagstaff did so and
responded to the above report of preservationist hopefulness that he at no point reconsidered
his position and anyone who thought he might was in error.

This is an important piece of information. It suggests that preservationists were poorly
informed and not especially skilled in gathering relevant information on how a person in power
might act. Apparently, none of them had sounded out Wagstaff thoroughly enough to know
that they were wasting their time in turning out in force at this  June 6th  Council meeting.
Nothing was going to change. And, as can be seen in Fig. 8.39, Wagstaff did not, in fact, change
his vote or support any other initiative

Also pertinent to understanding preservationists’ lack of accurate information on Wagstaff’s
views, during the Terminal campaign a rumor was circulating with regard to the relation of his
family to the owners of the Terminal Building. The rumor expressed concern that there was a
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personal bond between the two families that might influence his actions in favor of the owners
on the Terminal matter.

I heard this rumor independently from six varied people, most of whom did not know one
another well, and each of them had heard it from people other than the other five who told it to
me. As is true of rumor as a generic phenomenon, some of those who related it to me did not
necessary believe it was true.

Mr. Wagstaff only learned this rumor existed when he read my report in the draft of this book.
He has written to me that he is insulted that any such story about him would circulate and that
he believes that the rumor is an assault on his integrity.

The facts of the matter are, in his words: “Until I joined the Council I did not know the Chens
 . . . [in the sense of] . . . a close friendship or business relationship.”

I have termed this report a “rumor” because it is clearly an instance of that phenomenon: “an
unverified report circulating in a community,” or “hearsay not based on definite knowledge”
(phrases quoted from the Random House and the Oxford English dictionaries).

This is of course far from the first time that an unfounded, negative story has circulated about a
public figure. Indeed, social science studies of rumor routinely give examples of them (e.g.
Allport and Goodman, 1946; Rosnow and Fine; 1976, Koenig, 1985; Shibutani, 1966).

Those studies also help us understand how and why stories of this sort arise. Key stimulating
factors, according to students of rumor, are ambiguity and uncertainty as to the meaning and
implications of important events. Ambiguity and uncertainty are themselves stimulated by
what has been summed up as the “three Cs” of conflict, crisis and catastrophe. Significant forms
of these include, of course, war, sharp economic downturns, and “tensions between major
segments of domestic populations” (Koenig, 1985: 4). It is well-established that such situations
are rife with rumors. (The so-called “basic law” of rumor is that “the amount of rumor in
circulation will vary with the importance of the subject to the individuals concerned times the
ambiguity of the evidence pertaining to the topic at issue” [Allport and Postman, 1946: 34].)

The dynamic at work is that of people trying to make sense of events that trouble them, that
they do not understand, and on which they can get little definitive information. When
something is puzzling and official, written sources of information on it are silent (or
untrustworthy), people try to make sense of events based on whatever bits of information are at
hand. In the famous phrase of rumor expert Tomatsu Shibutani, rumor is improved news
(Shibutani, 1966, 1968).

In the case of this rumor, ambiguity and puzzlement may have been prompted by what some
people thought was Wagstaff’s inexplicable behavior. He had a strong and positive reputation
as a deliberative person and as a supporter of preservation. But, he did not support designating
the hotel a historical resource and was, in the view of some, unhelpful on the Terminal matter in
other respects. To pro-Terminal Building people this failure to “see the light,” so to speak, was a
puzzle (a puzzle not presented by Susie Boyd, for example). A preservationist could anguish,
“How could such a good guy––our guy––not be with us?”

The rumor of a compromising relationship provided an answer––not the only possible answer
and not the right answer, but an answer.
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8.39. June 6, 2000 Minutes of the Davis City Council Status Report on the Terminal Building.
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8. 40. Wednesday, June 7th

Davis Enterprise account of
the Terminal Building
“status report” session
before the Davis City
Council on June 6th.

The account continues
onto the next page.
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8.40. Concluded.
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8.41. The next day, June 7th, the Chens drew a new and extended-time
demolition permit. (The black arrow points to the new issue date.)
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8.42. Letter to the Editor from Ned Sykes, native Davisite and
frequent commentator on public affairs.

8.43. More commentary by Davis Enterprise columnist Bob
Dunning, June 9, 2000.
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8.44. Letter to the Editor of the Davis Enterprise, Friday, June 9. The
picture on the promotional postcard referred to in this letter is the
same picture that appears on the verso page of the title page leaf.
The text on the postcard appears just below, as Figure 8.45.

8.45. Text on the address side of the postcard referred to by Elaine Fingerett in Fig. 8.44. About a thousand of
these cards were printed, placed in stacks at checkout counters in Downtown stores, and mailed. Printed on
stiff glossy stock measuring 8 1/2  by 5 1/2 inches, the card proved to be a popular keepsake item and was
difficult to keep in stores.
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8.46. Friday, June 9th Davis Enterprise announcement of the celebration
of Terminal Building history to be held on the G Street Plaza next to
the building on Sunday, June 11th.

7) THE SITUATION
On the eve of the G Street plaza event, preservationists were in the situation of having
experienced two forms of preservation failure: designation (the previous chapter) and not
obtaining a feasibility study (this chapter).

Both could still conceivably be reversed––but neither change was very likely.

There remained, however, still the possibility of saving part of the building in some fashion. In
the chapter after the next one, I report how this possibility played out.
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