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FACADECTOMY FAILURE

he term "facadectomy" was originally a derisive preservationist label for saving a visually
conspicuous side/facade of a building while doing away with the rest of it. This is
butchery, not preservation, these preservationists declared. But, as happened with terms
like "Christian" and "queer," the stigmatizing label was embraced by those to whom it

was imputed and flipped from negative to positive. I use the word here in this affirmatively
reversed way.

The period of important focus on facadectomy for the Terminal Building can be dated, roughly,
from the publication of my advocacy of it in the Davis Enterprise of Sunday, June 11 (Fig. 10.1) to
the demolition of the first part of the building on Monday, September 18. At the end of that
Monday, the mural and the west wall still stood, but the likelihood of their preservation was
now slim, at best.

The facadectomy period itself divided into three segments.

There was, first, a stretch of about five weeks––June 11 to July 14––in which facadectomy
seemed a possibility and during which the four retail business in the building were moving out.

A second period began on Saturday, July 15, when all four businesses were finally gone and the
Terminal building sat as a somber and empty derelict.

The penultimate act and the third part of the facadecomy phase began August 30, when the
owners submitted a pre-application design for a new building.

1) FACADECTOMY CAT-AND-MOUSE
While facadectomy seemed a serious possibility, it was not assured. Instead, it was a rather "cat
and mouse" affair over these weeks.

Its possibility was put on public display, so to speak, in my Davis Enterprise op-ed of June 11,
2000 (Fig. 10.1).

10 1. My "Facadectomy" Op-ed, Davis Enterprise, Sunday, June 11, 2000.
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10.2. Monday, June 12th Davis Enterprise front page coverage of the
previous day's celebration of Terminal Hotel and Davis history
(which was also depicted in the last chapter).
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10.3.  Gerald Heffernon was the semi-official "progressive" columnist of the Davis Enterprise.
Long-time house columnist Bob Dunning so regularly infuriated Davis liberals that the paper
tried to balance him with Heffernon. While Dunning specialized in corrosive and ad hominum
sneering, Heffernon provided thoughtful analysis, liberals believed. Of some import, Dunning
wrote daily while Heffernon appeared only once a week. Several years in the past, Dunning and
Heffernon fell into writing biting columns about each other with some regularity. The Enterprise
editor ended these exchanges with the rule that neither could write about the other.
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10.4. Taking
Lee Chen's
several
statements
that a new
building
might
incorporate
"some of the
old
structure" at
face value
(e.g.
Enterprise,
June 6th), I
once again
wrote
encouraging
the
facadectomy
route.

As
previously, I
never
received a
response––
not even a
call
pressured by
the Mayor
(reported
above, Figs.
8.9 and 8.30).
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Fig. 10.5.
Now that it
was too late,
the
association of
businesses in
the
downtown
(the DDBA)
finally took a
position
favoring a
professionally
done
feasibility
study.

The DDBA
was well
organized,
had a
professional
staff, was a
quasi-
governmental
entity as a
"business
improvement
district"
supported
with a tax on
downtown
businesses,
and was, at
this, time, an
applicant to
be a National
Trust Main
Street city.
This
combination
of facts made
the slowness
of this
response
especially
puzzling.
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10.6.
McCandless  to
the Chens, June
19, 2000. This
letter implies
that
facadectomy is
still an option,
but the phrase
“incorporating
elements" is
elastic.

Notice that the
phrase
"feasibility
investigation"
rather than the
professionally
standardized
terms feasibility
study or
analysis was
used here.

Whatever the
term, no
credible work of
the relevant
kind was
carried out (or
at least not
made public).

Curiously, this
writer does not
seem to know
the name of the
building on
which he is
working, since
he calls it the
"Travelers
Hotel."
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10.7. The
same day,
McCandless
reported his
contract with
the Chens to
the City and
outlined his
proposed
work.

This letter
includes the
phrase
"some of
these
alternatives
will consider
saving
portions of
the original
building."

Readers with
an inquisitive
turn of mind
might want to
keep this
phrase in
mind as they
examine how
the story
develops
from this
point.



216    Chapter 10: Facadecomy Failure

10.9. David S. Evans letter to the Editor of the
Davis Enterprise, June 26, 2000.

10. 8. Reading an article by Arthur
Fromer (2000) in the same week the
City started funding a "visitor
attraction program," prompted me
to write a letter to the Enterprise
Editor printed June 21, 2000.
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2) EVICTION SADNESS
For at least two of the four evicted shops––the Natural Food Works and the Wardrobe––
leaving was bitter and unwanted. The proprietors loved the building and their location.  For
them, this was a time of sadness. A sense of this is provided in Figs. 10.10, 10.11, 10.12 and 10.
14.

10.10. Davis Enterprise, June 28, 2000 report on the four businesses displaced by
the closure of the Terminal Building
.
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10.11. Moving notice in the window of the
Natural Food Works, July, 200.

10.12. Moving sign in the window of the
Wardrobe, July, 2000.
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10. 13. Paul
Stumpf Letter
to the Editor,
Davis
Enterprise, June
29, 2000.

10.14. Randy
Lupka
removes the
Wardrobe’s
sign from the
Terminal
Building, July,
2000 . (Photo
by Heather
Caswell.)

Heather
Caswell Letter
to the Editor
regarding the
move, Davis
Enterprise, July
9, 2000.
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10.15. Audrey
Hastings letter to the
Enterprise editor,
July 9th.
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10.16. Bill Bossart letter to the editor, Davis
Enterprise, July 13, 2000.



Chapter 10: Facadectomy Failure    223

3) AN EMPTY, VANDALIZED BUILDING
In the deep summer of July and August, the building stood empty and forlorn––and became an
object of vandalism. At the same time, letters to the Enterprise editor continued.

10.17.  John
Mason letter
to the Davis
Enterprise
editor, July
19, 2000.



224    Chapter 10: Facadecomy Failure

10.18. Bob Dunning, "The Wary I" column
Davis Enterprise , July 21, 2000.

Bob's claim that "a historian this author is
not" might be applied to Bob. In a single
three-dot sentence he manages to achieve
two major misstatements of Davis history.

First, it is not accurate to say that the
railroad "came to town." It was the reverse:
the town came to the railroad. As at
hundreds of other places in the 1800s, the
railroad builders selected open land, laid
out a grid for a town, named it, and sold
lots. In this way, the railroad created the
town.

Second, the railroad predated the Terminal
Building by 56 years (1868-1924). The length
of a generation is ordinarily defined as
about 30 years. In that accounting, the
railroad preceded the building by two
generations, at most. The phrase "several
generations" is, at best, an exaggeration.
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10.19. Going by the building on Thursday, July 27, I was struck by how lifeless it had become
now that the signs of two of the shops had been taken down––especially with the removal of
the Natural Food Works sign on the end of the sidewalk overhang structure.

I also noticed something else. The two plaques describing aspects of the Arch Mural were
gone. (The white arrow points to one of the locations.)

10.20. Location from which the left-hand plaque
was removed from the Arch mural.

10.21. Location from which the right-hand plaque
was removed from the Arch Mural.
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4) THE PLOT DEEPENS
Based on statements of architect McCandless (e.g. Figs 10.6 and 10.7), saving at least a portion of
the building in some reasonable form was viewed by preservationists and others as a
possibility, albeit not a certainty.

This remained the prevailing view through the summer and up to Saturday, September 16th.
That day, at a site-visit meeting of the Davis Planning Commission, total demolition starting
Monday, September 18 was, without forewarning, announced by architect McCandless.

I inject these elements of the story out-of-order here for the purpose of providing a context for
understanding the actions we will see between July 27 and September 16. The first of these
actions is shown in Fig. 10.22.

10.22. On the
same day I
observed the
mural plaques
were missing
(Thursday, July
27), one Stan
Bowers came to
Davis to take
out a sidewalk-
crossing permit
to begin
demolishing the
Terminal
Building.

This was a
permit the City
Public Works
Department
required in
addition to the
Planning and
Building
Department
permit.

 This permit did
not say when
the work would
start. But, the
contract we
shall see later
(Fig. 10.31),
suggested that a
demolition plan
with a start date
was in
formation at
this time.
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10.23. On July 27, I e-mailed Melanie Turner and Esther Polito that the plaques
were missing. The next day's Enterprise carried the above report. "John Pla" is
actually me. Melanie got my name wrong.
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10.24. Rusi
Gustafson
letter to
the
Enterprise
editor,
August 3,
2000.

10.25. John
Mason
letter to
the
Enterprise
editor,
August 11,
2000.
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10.26. The Natural Food Works was the only one of the three
evicted shops to reopen elsewhere by the end of the next
month. This reopening was celebrated in this Sunday
Enterprise story of August 27.
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5) THE PENULTIMATE ACT BEGINS
The next-to-the-last set of actions commenced the last days of August, just before the long Labor
Day weekend. On Wednesday, August 30th, Grace Chen submitted a “preapplication" proposal
for a new structure on the Terminal Building site. It's cover page is reproduced here as Fig.
10.27.

10.27. Cover page of the August 30  Chen “preapplication”
for a new building on the Terminal Building site.
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She also submitted a McCandless and Associates Architects sketch of a proposed new building
(shown in Fig. 10.28). According to people in a position to know and whose veracity I trust, the
design shown in Fig. 10.28 was created at the direction of Grace Chen, who had been inspired
by the Swiss-Chateau-style ski lodges she saw on a skiing trip to Canada. (In addition, her
beauty shop was called the “Hair Chalet”). She had directed McCandless to execute a design so
inspired in the expectation that the people of Davis would find it pleasing.

I am told that this design met with virtually universal and strong derision as well as peals of
laughter as photocopies of it began to circulate in the Planning and Building Department and in
wider circles of interested parties. In these wider circles, the design was dubbed the "Swiss
Lodge," the "haunted house," and other less kind appellations.

Over the Labor Day weekend, news of the negative reaction reached Grace Chen, who
withdrew it when the Planning Department opened the next Tuesday, September 4. Close to
tears, according to one observer, Mrs. Chen expressed her surprise and dismay that people did
not like the design. All she wanted was “the right thing for Davis.”

Promptly, the pitched roof sketch was replaced with a flat roof version, which is shown in Fig.
10.29. Indeed, the rapidity with which this second design appeared suggested to me that it was
McCandless' original design. All he needed to do was pull it out of a file and send it to the
Planning Department.

10.28. The Swiss Lodge/Haunted House initial design proposed
for the Terminal Building site.
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If the account of this Swiss-Chateau episode I have just given is reasonably accurate, I think it
helps us understand some of the dynamics of the Terminal Building story considered as a
whole. The implication of Mrs. Chen's behavior is that she had less-than-accurate perceptions
and conceptions of Davis public opinion on architectural and related matters. One consequence
was that she could innocently embark on a course of action to which the social responses would
bring her grief.

10.29. Second sketch of a building for the Terminal Building site,
quickly submitted after the first sketch was almost immediately
withdrawn.

Both designs appeared not to save any of the Terminal Building. But, since the building was still
there and the two designs suggested considerable conceptual fluidity, the possibility of
prevailing on the Chens to reconsider remained.

One key problem was identifying who might be able to persuade the Chens to reconsider. It
seemed clear that people identified with the preservationist position had little influence with
them and conversations with preservationists might even be counterproductive.

One had, instead, to rely on the most-involved City representatives. These were Planning
Director Bill Emlen, Downtown Coordinator Ken Hiatt, and Mayor Ken Wagstaff.

Wagstaff's position, though, was apparently moving toward total demolition, although in an e-
mail he sent me on September 4 (Fig. 10.30) he seemed undecided on a specific course of action.



234    Chapter 10: Facadecomy Failure

Exact timing was becoming important. The Chen's long ago declared they would demolish the
building and they, in fact, had all the official permission they needed. The key questions were
only when it would happen and how much of the building would be taken down.

In his September 4  e-mail to me (Fig. 10.30) we see that Wagstaff had asked the Chens to "delay
demolition until after the public discussion." And in the next sentence he reported that the
Planning Commission would have a special meeting at the site on September 16. That meeting
would be, presumably, a part of and the start of "the public discussion."

Let me underscore Wagstaff's phrase:

“delay demolition until after the public discussion”

Keep this phrase in mind as we look at the next events.

The first of these next events was the demolition contract Stan Bowers signed with Grace Chen
dated Wednesday, September 6 (Fig. 10.31). Of key importance, this contract provided that
demolition would begin "on or about 9/18/00."

So: while Mayor Wagstaff desired to "delay demolition until after the public discussion," which
presumably involved more than one meeting or occasion, the Chens were planning to take the
building down two days after the September 16 meeting of the Planning Commission.

However, the existence of this contract and plan was known to hardly anyone at this
time––this time meaning the period from September 6th to the 16th.

Instead, over this period, the key players––who included Ken Wagstaff, Bill Emlen, and Ken
Haitt––still believed that the Chens would delay for at least some weeks of public discussion.

Indeed, these people met with Lee Chen on Wednesday, September 13th and it seems that they
came away with the understanding of a delay until after the Planning Commission had
properly considered the matter, the first session of which would be the next Saturday,
September 16. They did not realize that, for the Chens, a single session was all the public
discussion necessary.

Although the Chens had clearly decided on a total demolition of the building, they––or least
their architect––appartently thought some legitimizing window-dressing of their action was
nonetheless needed. This took the form of what construction estimator Bob Hart (Fig. 10.32)
termed a "conceptual cost comparison" for three options for the building (Fig. 10.33).

To belabor the obvious: These cost estimates were produced two days after signing a contract to
demolish the building starting September 18. This suggests that these estimates addressed to
rehabilitation options were obtained for public relations purposes rather than for serious
economic comparisons.

Although the Harrison Construction Company documents shown as Figs. 10.32 and 10.33 were
produced on September 8, their existence was not made public until the Planning Commission
meeting on September 16. Even then, the documents themselves were not produced. The public
was only told (by McCandless) that an unnamed entity (two of them, in fact) had worked up
three estimates, with the conclusion that anything but demolition was too costly. Moreover,
these documents were not part of the public process. Instead, I discovered them in the City files
months later.
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I must also point out that the very sketchy cost treatments seen in Fig. 10.33 are by no stretch of
the imagination anywhere near a feasibility study as that term in used in professional circles. As
detailed in Chapter 1, valid feasibility studies consist of three parts: the physical facts of the
building and construction costs; market potential income; and, financing and valuation. The
document in Fig. 10.33 deals, at the very best, with only the first of these three major parts (and
even that part was done in a cursory fashion).

10.30. Wagstaff e-mail to me, September 4, 2000. The "information item"
mentioned in the last sentence of this e-mail apparently did not happen, for,
there is nothing on the Terminal Building matter in the September 13 minutes
of the City Council.
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10.31. Stan Bowers’ September 6th contract with Grace Chen to
demolish the Terminal Building "on or about 9/18/00.” The black
arrow points to the date.
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10.32. Bob Hart of Harrison Construction "conceptual cost
comparison" sent to Bill McCandless, September 8th, 2000.
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10.33.. Harrison Construction September
8th, 2000 "conceptual cost comparison"
for three treatments of the Terminal
Building.
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6) SEPTEMBER 16: "SURPRISE! SURPRISE!"
A crowd of some thirty people assembled at the northeast corner of Second and G streets for the
Planning Commission's site visit, Saturday morning, September 16th. After preliminaries, there
was a collective gasp when Woodland architect Bill McCandless made his Davis debut by
announcing that the Chens had decided to commence demolition the day after tomorrow––the
very next Monday. Therefore, the only purpose of this meeting was to discuss the new structure
that would replace the Terminal Building. One person present recalled of the moment: “I’ll
never forget the looks of horror and disbelief” on the faces of many people.

It was now a public and social fact that when Lee Chen had agreed to wait for public discussion
conducted by the Planning Commission, he only meant to wait for the Saturday meeting and
then to proceed immediately to demolition! There would be no public discussion in the sense of
multiple meetings in which various alternatives were seriously considered. This Saturday
morning gathering was it.

But, the involved parties had to admit that the Chens had not promised to delay for any
particular period of time or to take the public discussion seriously. Therefore, for Wagstaff,
Emlen and Haitt (and everyone else) to assume otherwise was in error, albeit an understandable
and natural error. That is, people assume that other people use language to mean the same
things that they mean

Many people at this meeting were flabbergasted and continued to call for historical designation
of the building, exploration of tax credits, a feasibility study, and the like. But the state of play
was clearly a long way past for any serious talk about such matters.

In Fig. 10.34, we see Mr. McCandless at the site. Fig. 10.35 provides the official record of what
happened at the meeting. The Sunday edition of the Davis Enterprise also provided a report,
under the curious headline “Mural will be demolished” (Fig. 10.36).
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10.34. Bill McCandless (center) at the Planning
Commission Terminal Building site visit, September 16,
2000. The construction fence seen in the background had
been placed around the building a few days before this.

10.35. Minutes of the September 16th meeting of the
Planning Commission.
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10.35. Continued, pages  2  (bottom) and 3 (top).



Chapter 10: Facadectomy Failure    243

10.35. Concluded, pages  4 (bottom) and 5 (top).
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10.36. Davis Enterprise, Sunday, September 15 feature write-up of the
Saturday, September 16, Planning Commission on-site meeting.
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7) THE DRAGGED–OUT SITUATION
Our media-inspired images of demolitions prompt us to believe that because of carefully placed
explosives or hefty wrecking balls structures fall rapidly and almost all-at-once (Liss, 2000).
Such was not to be the case for the Terminal Building.

Instead, demolition began the next Monday, but then stopped when the east and north walls
were down. The Arch Mural and much of the building were still intact.  This pause lasted
eleven days. During this time, some people still had some hope of saving the west wall and the
Arch Mural.

The goal therefore became that of freezing demolition short of destroying those two walls. In
the next chapter, I examine this final phase of the struggle––this final preservation failure.
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