RESOLUTION NO.__________



RE:
CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS UNDER THE




PROVISIONS OF THE ACT OF THE PENNSYLVANIA




LEGISLATURE 1961, JUNE 13, P.L. 282 (53




SECTION 8004) AND BETHLEHEM ORDINANCE NO.




3952 AS AMENDED.



      WHEREAS, it is proposed to demolish the house and barn at 1304 Spring St.  




NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Bethlehem that a Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby DENIED for the work.



  


Sponsored by: (s)













           (s)









ADOPTED BY COUNCIL THIS       DAY OF 








(s)















  President of Council
ATTEST:

(s)








        City Clerk

HISTORIC CONSERVATION COMMISSION

CASE # 438 – It is proposed to demolish the house and barn at 1304 Spring St. 

OWNER/APPLICANT: Roman Catholic Diocese of Allentown

The Commission upon motion by Mr. Loush seconded by Mr. Cornish adopted the proposal that City Council DENY a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed work described herein: 

1. The proposal to demolish the house and barn at 1304 Spring St. was presented by J.F. Leeson and Mark Mason.
2. This was the third time the applicants came to the Historic Commission.  At the first meeting in November 2012 the applicant presented information about the condition of the buildings, the cost to repair and make code compliant, the cost to move to a nearby location if desired by someone, and streetscape renderings showing a minimal impact on the views if demolished.

3. The second time the applicant came to the Historic Commission they provided documentation photographs and a site plan of the proposed green space and additional parking along the internal driveway as requested by the Commission.   Because the project had not been officially listed on the agenda no resolution was made by the Commission.

4. At this meeting to review the photos and site plan many neighbors came to voice their opposition to the demolition of the house.  Most expressed concern about the lack of maintenance on the house resulting in a demolition by neglect and the lack of maintenance seen on other historic buildings owned by the applicant, the Trexler Pavilion in particular.

5. The applicants expressed willingness to discuss a potential community use of the new green space created after the proposed demolition of the house if it were approved.

6. The proposed motion to DENY a Certificate of Appropriateness for demolition was approved by a 4-3 vote.

7. Those voting against the denial of the proposal to demolish the house and barn did so for the following reasons:

· Mr. Roeder based his vote on the recommendations of Mr. Donovan, the alternate Historic Officer (there was a conflict of interest on this project for Ms. Ussler); information and estimates supplied by the applicant; the condition of the building; the deficiency list generated by the housing inspectors.

· Mr. Evans based his votes on the same materials, although he had not seen the building inside.

2.

· Mr. Silvoy voted against the motion for demolition because he wanted to have further dialogue with the applicant to get some kind of commitment regarding the maintenance of the other historic properties owned by the applicant.

· Although Ms. Starbuck voted to approve the motion to deny the demolition she did so in the hope that the applicants would try to work with the neighbors who wanted some commitment from the Holy Family Manor to better maintain their historic buildings.
CU: cu







By:
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Date of Meeting: January 28, 2013

Title:

Historic Officer


