Courthouse Preservation Advisory Commission Minutes
April 20, 2011
Indiana Government Conference Center

Conference Room 2
302 West Washington Street

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Commission members present:  Julie Berry, Indiana Association of County Commissioners member- acting Chairperson; Brad Bumgardner, Executive Director Parke County Commissioners Foundation; Judge J. Stephen Cox, American Judges Association member; Marsh Davis, Indiana Landmarks President; Dr. James Glass, Indiana Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology Director; Diana Hawes, architectural historian member; Fritz Herget, professional engineer member; Ron Ross, historic architect member  and Kevin Woodward, Indiana Association of Counties member.
Visitors/Staff members:  David Kroll, Ben Ross and Melissa Kleinschmidt of Ratio Architects, Inc.; Tommy Kleckner of Indiana Landmarks; Frank Hurdis of the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology; David Duvall of the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology; and Susan Judy, DHPA 
Call to Order:

Acting Chairperson Julie Berry convened the meeting at 1:42 P.M. EDT.
A.  Welcome and Opening Comments:
Ms. Berry welcomed everyone. She called for any additions or corrections to the minutes of the January 5, 2011 Commission meeting.  No issues or concerns were raised.  
B. Approval of January 5, 2011 Commission Meeting Minutes

A motion to approve the minutes was made by Diana Hawes and seconded by Kevin Woodward. All members approved the minutes as they were written. The motion passed unanimously.
C. March 21 Meeting of Report Committee with Ratio Architects
Dr. Glass reported that all the board members had had an opportunity to see the March 21 report on the meeting with Ratio Architects.  He noted that the format for the report is not final and the graphic art will appear in subsequent drafts.  Glass indicated that he will pull together draft findings and recommendations by May 11th and will circulate the draft to Commission members and ask for their comments by May 18th.  He also offered to do any minor editing or rewording that is needed.  

The draft findings statements could then be forwarded to Ratio by May 20th in keeping with the adopted milestones.
The milestones also indicate that Ratio should be working on the draft layout/graphic design for the report between April 20th and May 31st.  That would allow adjustments to be made by the Report Committee by June 10, 2011.
D. Presentation of Revised Statements 1-6 for Report

David Kroll noted that the committee reached concurrence about the first draft of the responses to points 1-6 and Jim Glass made an outline which Ratio used to revise the document.  Glass stated that DHPA staff thought it overall was a very good revision. 

Kroll stated that his team had discussed how they might include and present the results of the surveys from commissioners facility managers.

The suggested outline is as follows:
 SUGGESTED OUTLINE FOR REPORT ON INDIANA’S HISTORIC COURTHOUSES

BY COURTHOUSE PRESERVATION ADVISORY COMMISSION TO INDIANA 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY

jaglass/3-18-2011

A. Foreword by Chief Justice Shepard

B. Executive Summary

C. Introduction

1. Overview comments about the special value/qualities of Indiana’s courthouses

2. Who built them, when, and why?

3. Role of courthouses in Indiana history, lives of counties and county seat communities

4. Demolitions in 1950s-1970s

5. Randolph County Courthouse debate

6. Indiana Landmarks task force on historic courthouses

7. Senate Bill 176—Courthouse Preservation Advisory Commission created

8. Charges given Commission

9. Activities since 2009

10. Surveys conducted in 2010 by Commission/methodology 

11. Report prepared to answer 6 questions in statute and advise General Assembly on the value and needs of Indiana’s historic courthouses

12. Concluding statement—what the Commission found through preparing the report

D. The Importance of Preserving Historic Courthouses to the History and Identity of County Seats and Counties

1. The Courthouse Square

2. Importance of  Historic Courthouses to Communities and Counties

3. Role in the History of Counties (mention the symbolism for county seats/counties of building “palaces of justice”, the historical context in which counties built most courthouses in the 19th and early 20th centuries)

4. Importance as Community Landmarks/Works of Architecture (mention architectural styles represented)

5. Special Features (architectural, artistic, quality materials, notable spaces, statuary, landscape design)

6. Findings by Commission

E. The Importance of Preserving Historic Courthouses to the Economic Revitalization of County Seats and Counties

1. Location

2. Sense of Place

3. Restoration and Rehabilitation

4. Adaptability

5. Cost of Rehabilitation and Generation of Jobs

6. Impact on Local Economy 

7. Findings by Commission

F. The Condition of Indiana’s Historic Courthouses 

[draw from 4 surveys and provide percentages to document each condition issue and several examples of courthouses illustrating each issue]

1. General statement on the condition of historic courthouses surveyed

2. Features that are Typically in Good Condition

3. Major Sources of Deterioration—exterior   

4. Major Sources of Deterioration—interior  

5. Secondary Condition Issues 

6. Findings by Commission

G. The Need for Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Maintenance of Historic Courthouses

[draw from 4 surveys, provide percentages to document each need, and offer several examples of courthouses that illustrate each issue]

1. General statement on the need for rehabilitation, based on four surveys (provide percentages to illustrate)

2. Need for Structural Rehabilitation  (outline approaches needed to respond to typical issues identified in surveys)

3. Need for Exterior Rehabilitation (including windows)

4. Need for Interior Rehabilitation (including spatial reconfigurations, accessibility)

5. Need for Rehabilitation/Replacement of Mechanical, Electrical, and Plumbing Systems

6. Need for Rehabilitation to Enhance Energy Performance 

7. Need for Restoration of Special Architectural, Artistic, or Ornamental Features

8. Need for Maintenance Programs

a. Exterior

b. Interior

c. Grounds

9. Findings by Commission

H. The Needs of County Officials in Planning for the Successful Restoration, Rehabilitation, and Maintenance of Historic Courthouses

1. Major Needs Identified by County Commissioners and Judges in their Current Courthouse  (list the principal needs identified in the surveys, percentages of counties reporting, and provide illustrations from particular courthouses)

a. Rehabilitation (of deteriorated building elements)

b. Restoration (of architectural, decorative, artistic features)

c. Maintenance

d. Need for Additional Space

e. Courts’ Needs

f. Funding

2. Secondary Needs Identified by County Commissioners and Judges 

3. Planning by County Officials To Respond to Needs

a. Accessing Documents and Professional Services

b. Considering Options

c. Obtaining Community Input

d. Prioritizing Rehabilitation/Restoration Needs

e. Preparing a Maintenance Plan for a Courthouse

f. Identifying Sources of Funding

4. Findings by Commission

I. Funding Sources for Courthouse Preservation Projects

1. Provide check list of potential funding sources

2. Refer to Appendix A—List of Funding Sources for Prior Courthouse Projects

3. Findings by Commission

J. Recommendations

Appendix A—The Impact of Preserving Historic Courthouses in Texas

Appendix B—List of Funding Sources for Prior Courthouse Rehabilitation/Restoration Projects

Appendix C—Results of Surveys of County Commissioners, Building Superintendents, and County Judges; Results of Survey Conducted by Indiana Landmarks 

Bibliography
Fritz Herget had several comments. On page 6 he believed it should read “commissions” not “committees”. Also, on page 39, Herget suggested change “capacity exceeds systems” in the first sentence and in the last sentence change “Portland cement mortars” to “use only compatible mortars”. 

Diana Hawes stated that she would like to see a table of contents added and also a list of the counties that responded to the surveys.  She also suggested that it include tables that depict results surveys.
Ben Ross stated appendix D has the blank survey forms.

E. Discussion and Possible Action by Commission

Herget suggested not putting the county names: 1) it will embarrass the counties who didn’t respond and 2) solicitations will be made to the ones who did respond; 4 maps, one for each survey, could be used with just numbers of counties not names.

Dave Duvall stated it would be cumbersome to try and report every response. It would be huge production.

Kroll assumed a synopsis of the responses and then indicate the files are with DHPA.

Marsh Davis stated not to expect total response, we have enough data to do an overview of the entire state and t0o present to the legislators.

Judge Cox stated we are trying to get a courthouse snapshot not specifics about certain . No county was asked because of who they are.
Diana Hawes asked if there will be recommendations.

Glass called for findings/recommendations today and over the next two weeks.

Duvall commented that at the end of each section there is a place for findings and recommendations at the very end.

Berry believes there should be a place where commissioners could seek assistance; such as a spot in the Department of Natural Resources or Indiana Landmarks for unbiased advice, not necessarily a commission.

Glass stated recommendations for a permanent commission will be hard to pass due to fiscal climate and government resistance to fund permanent commissions
Judge Cox stated a repository of architects/engineers, who do this kind of work at a minimum; how to find a home for that service; how to provide incentives to those counties less inclined to preserve; continue providing technical assistance and encourage legislation to work on assisting in courthouse maintenance/preservation.
Julie Berry stated annual awards for best restoration etc., to county commissioners given out at the county commissioners’ conference would be an incentive.

Marsh Davis added he knows there won’t be much money left but some funding for a continuing educational and promotional component in the Ratio study for a courthouse maintenance manual.
Herget we need to go back and look at the charges we were given and see if the commission has met them. In the end it is for the courthouses not those in charge.

Kevin Woodward stated that Wells County Courthouse saved $50,000 by virtue of the Commission expertise and advice; the problem is commissioners come and go.

Berry worried that some commissioners don’t appreciate the courthouses in state government; there needs to be a champion at the state government level.

Ben Ross reported that one of the strongest parts of the report is the economic impact development arguments in the report; hard to argue against under any circumstances.
Kroll stated that Indiana Landmarks took the lead in Agricultural Awards, same with courthouses. He thinks the recommendation should be made even if not funded or approved; for technical financing, etc. Can there be an A & D priority for courthouses?

Glass stated that this commission is one of the more active and productive of any temporary commissions; a successful commission raising its own money to get out before the public the information about Courthouses. He noted that Judge Shepard probably has thoughts on findings/recommendations.  Glass will meet with Judge Shepard in May to get his recommendations if possible and possibly get a recommendation from the Governor’s office. 
 Ross asked if there is any value in asking for comments from past governors, 
Berry suggested that former First Lady, Judy O’Bannon or Evan Bayh might be considered and Governors Whitcomb, Bowen were also mentioned.

F.  Next report Milestones

1. Findings and Recommendations
Glass stated that he would like comments to him by Wednesday 5/4 and he will send the draft to Commission by 5/11. 

2. Design and Layout

The Ratio team indicated it will get the report on  5/20 and submit the report on 5/31.

Melissa Kleinschmidt of Ratio stated that the sooner Ratio has the documents for graphic design the better. We can give CPAC a draft of one section review for feedback before the whole thing is done.

David Kroll added they can do graphic design for statements immediately. They can do the layout for the 6 points if approved today.
G. Reception Hosted by Indiana Landmarks to benefit Courthouse Preservation
Marsh Davis reported that the new date for the reception will be May 17, 2011. The invitation will be from Indiana Landmarks not the commission. There will be featured remarks from Chief Justice Randall Shepard. The reception is to benefit the Indiana Courthouse Preservation Fund. There will be a revolving presentation of images of courthouses with an explanation of our purpose and what has been accomplished. The charge for the reception will be $50.00 per person with drinks.
H. Technical Assistance Committee

Fritz Herget reported that LaPorte County contacted David Duvall for some technical programming advice. Ron Ross and David Duvall had a conference with Laporte County commissioners and discussed what they needed, look at their plans. Tommy Kleckner wants Todd Zeiger of Indiana Landmarks to attend.
I.    Education/Communications Committee

Diana Hawes asked for any comments. Kevin Woodward and Diana Hawes will be going to the Indiana County Commissioners Conference in June. 
J.    Report on Commission Website

Frank Hurdis reported that the website is up to date and all meeting minutes and agendas have been posted with the exception of the last summary on March 21. Since its creation there were 1166 “hits” last year on the website with 167 hits so far this year. 
Julie Berry asked if the report contains information on the website and feels it would be a good idea. Also the draft can be added to the website if needed. 
K. Summary

A motion was made to accept the revised draft statements from Ratio. 

Judge Cox made the motion and Ron Ross seconded the motion. 

The motion Passed unanimously.  
Berry asked all members to get their comments on findings and recommendations to James Glass by May 4, 2011.

Dr. Glass will also set up a meeting with Judge Shepard to get his comments.

L.    Next meeting: 
The next Courthouse Preservation Advisory Committee meeting is scheduled for July 6, 2011 at 1:30 PM, EDT in Conference Room 1, located in the Indiana Government Center South.

Commission Meetings for 2011 are confirmed. All meetings will be at 1:30 p.m.

October 12, 2011

January 4, 2012- Tentative

M. Adjournment
Acting Chairperson Berry called for a motion to adjourn. 

The motion was made by Marsh Davis and Seconded by Kevin Woodward. 

The motion passed unanimously. 
The meeting adjourned at 3:00 P.M. EDT.
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