Mock Commission Meeting - School
Moderator: 
Chrissy Curran, SHPO

The Players: 
The Commission

Commission Chair

Commissioner 2

Commissioner 3

Staff
Applicant

Instructions:  Participants can either use the instructions for each part or read the italicized quotes. If choosing to ad lib the exercise, be sure to include in your comments all the key details from the instructions so that the exercise works.

Skit Begins

Chair:

Calls the meeting to order and asks staff to read staff report.

I now call to order the October 19th meeting of the Busytown, Historic Review Board. We have one case before us today. Will staff please read the report?
Staff:

Reads the following short description:

The subject property is located at 1234 E. Capitol Hill Road. It is a one-story International-style building constructed in 1958. It is listed in the National Register, designed by prominent local architect Van Evera Bailey. There is a non-contributing outbuilding on the property. The applicant, Earth Angels School for Blind Orphans, is proposing to “go green.” They want to replace the single-pane floor-to-ceiling aluminum windows with insulated glass, wood casement sash. The application also includes the addition of an “eco-roof,” and an ADA ramp up the front of the building.

Chair: 
Asks commission members if they have any questions for staff.

Do commissioners have any question for staff at this point?

Comm. 3: 
Compliments the mission of the school.

I just want to start out by saying how much I appreciate what you do. If it weren’t for schools like you, there would be nowhere for these orphans to go. And to take a leadership role in trying to preserve the environment too, you truly are angels on earth.

Applicant: 
Pleased and preening.

Thank you very much, commissioner. We really are trying to do the right thing.

Chair: 
Asks applicant to give testimony.

Does the applicant have anything to add to the staff report?

Applicant: 
Describes in great, rambling, detail the mission of the school and the problems they have with the building. Does not understand why this even qualifies for review under the Historic Review Board since the building doesn’t look “historic.” The applicant remembers when it was built.
Well as I’m sure you already know, we run the only school for blind orphans in the entire town. We are the only hope these orphans have and they depend on us for their every need. We run a gender-neutral program that encourages volunteerism, teaches five different languages, promotes organic gardening, generates its own electricity, offers vegetarian-based cooking classes, and produces a zero carbon footprint. This old building doesn’t meet our progressive needs. We want to turn this building into something we would build today and teach our students about sustainability in the process. And we’re cold here. You don’t want these fragile orphans to get sick, do you? These windows are so drafty. Frankly, we don’t even know why we have to come before the historic review board. This building doesn’t look historic to us! Heck, I can remember when this building was built! Does that mean I’m historic too? That’s insulting! Anyway, as I was saying about our school…
Chair: 
Finally has to cut off the applicant and call for questions.

Excuse me, your time is up. Commissioners, are there questions for the applicant?

Comm. 2: 
Impressed by the architectural quality of the building. Also remembers when it was built and it was widely covered in the press as a real landmark in the community. Expresses concern that the proposal will eliminate its most character-defining features.
I, too, remember when this building was built. And if I remember correctly, it was widely covered in the newspapers and architectural journals as a real landmark for Busytown. We were lucky to get it, as I recall. It’s a terrific example of the International Style, they just don’t make them like this anymore – a real beauty. I’m concerned that the applicant’s proposal will alter the features that qualify the building for listing.  

Chair: 

Retorts that it really doesn’t have any character-defining features.

What are those features anyway? I don’t see any character-defining features. Where are the window frames and entry porches and balconies and decorative detailing? 

Comm. 2: 
Asks staff to examine the NR nomination and clarify the character-defining features.

Staff, could we get some clarification on what features are most important on this building so we know what to pay attention to? We need to choose our battles. What does the National Register nomination say?

Staff: 
Recites the character-defining features called out in Section 7 of the nomination.

Besides retaining overall integrity, the character-defining features include but are not limited to: flat roof, floor-to-ceiling windows, interior atriums, Oregon myrtlewood interior finishing, diamond-shaped skylights, sliding glass doors with individual natural-wood decks at each secondary entry, a conspicuous porte cochere on the primary facade.

Comm. 2: 
Expresses again concern that the applicant’s proposal is inappropriate. 
That’s what I thought. I’m afraid that the window replacement will adversely affect the windows, the eco-roof could impact the skylights, and the ADA ramp could affect the porte cochere, depending on how it was designed.

Comm. 3: 
Sticking up for the applicant’s proposal, solely based on their admirable mission.

So, we’re going to hassle these poor people over replacement windows when all they’re trying to do is to teach blind orphans how to take care of the environment? In my mind, the value of their mission far outweighs the importance of keeping those windows intact. 

Chair: 
States concern that the building’s materials, though historic, may not be of good quality.

My concern is that those windows were poorly designed to begin with. I mean, who builds a flat roof in Busytown, Oregon? Nobody in their right mind. Furthermore, a lot of the materials they used in the 1950s were experimental and failed or are failing now. Do we want to promote the preservation of bad design and poor quality materials? Who uses aluminum and single-pane glass anymore anyway?
Applicant: 
Pleads for approval, wailing about the cost of the heating bill and threatening imminent demise for the orphans if they can’t replace the windows.

Our heating bills are astronomical. If we can’t replace those windows, we won’t be able to make it through the winter financially. Then all the blind orphans will be out in the street! Please don’t let that happen!
Comm. 2: 
Doesn’t dismiss concerns of colleagues, but makes a strong and specific case for why the applicant’s proposal does not meet the standards.

I see what you’re saying, Chair (man or woman), about the lack of traditional features on this building, but it has been determined historic and therefore we have to protect the character-defining features of it the best we can, whether they appeal to us or not. So, going back to the question at hand, then. Based on current photographs and the National Register nomination, I think the proposal for window replacement violates the Secretary of the Interior’s Rehabilitation Standards Nos. 2, 6, and 9 because it is removing a distinctive feature and replacing it with a non-compatible feature that does not match the old. The eco-roof could violate nos. 9 and 10 because, while it is differentiated from the old, it is not necessarily a compatible design, and if it’s not installed correctly could make it hard to remove in the future without leaving permanent damage. Looking more closely at the ADA ramp proposal, I think the ramp is a subordinate, compatible design and should be approved. 
Chair: 
Asks for clarification from the staff on commission’s scope of authority.

Staff, can you clarify the scope our authority, please?
Staff: 
Staff clarifies that scope is limited to design review based on the Secretary’s Standards.

Chair(man or woman), the commission’s consideration is limited to whether or not the applicant’s proposal meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.
Comm. 2: 
Drives home the point.

We’re not here to judge the merits of the applicant’s mission or to second guess the design of the building.

Chair: 
Concedes reluctantly, but proposes a compromise.

All right, you’ve convinced me I guess. But I still don’t think we can expect the applicant to suffer through another cold winter with these single-pane windows. How about a compromise: you can replace the windows with insulated glass but they have to retain the current full-height, sheet-glass configuration and metal frames. Put the eco-roof on the non-contributing outbuilding instead of the main building. ADA ramp gets approved as is.  
Applicant: 
Agrees.

We can live with that.

Comm. 2: 
Agrees.

Sounds fine.

Comm. 3: 
Goes insane. 

You blind orphan haters! I’m quitting this stupid committee.

Hearing adjourned.

