THE PRESERVATION BOARD
OF THE CITY OF 8T. LOUIS

Bellon Wrecking and Salvage, Applicant,
and Our Lady’s Inn, Owner,

)
)
)
Petitioner, )
)
) Re: Application for Demolition Permit fox
)  4242-44 Virginia Avenue
V. )
)
City of St. Louis, )
)
)

Respondent.

FINDINGS O C OF LAW

Proceedings

The above captioned administrative action was brought before the Preservation Board of the
City of St. Louis (the “Board”) pursnant to Ordinance 64832 of the City of St. Louis and Section
536, RSMo.. The causc was before this Board for a determination as to whether Applicant Bellon
Wrecking Company should be granted 3 Demolition Permit (the “application”) for the property
located 4242-44 Virginia Avenue (the “Byilding”) in the City of St. Louis owned by Petitioner Qur
Lady’s Inn. The matter was called, heard, and considered by the Board on Jume 28, 2004 (the
“Hearing™). Respondent presented documentaxy and testimonial evidence of the Cultural Resources
Office of the City of St. Louis. Attomey Elkin Kistner presented testimonial evidence on behalf of
interested individual(s) opposed to Application. Individuals Dustin Bopp, Steve Patterson, Nini
Harris, Marge Schmitt and Ellen Johnson presented testimonial evidence apainst the Application.
Petitioner Our Lady’s Inn, by its attomey Steve Koslovaky, presented documentary and testimonial

evidence in support of the Application. Individuals Joan Flanagan, and Bill Huminel, a Professional



Engmeer, also testified in support of the Application.

Board members Tim Mulligan (Chatrman), Richard Callow, Russell Volmert, Hon. Terry

Kennedy, Tony Robinson and Melanie Fathman were present for the Hearing.
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The Board received into evidence the following exhibits:

1.

2,

Certified copies of Ordinances 64689, 64925 and 64832 of the City of St. Louis.
Photographs of the building and surrounding area.
A site map of the property and surrounding area.

A history and description of the project, including the proposed new copstruction, as
prepared by the Cultural Resources Office staff.

All records pertaining to the matter previously on file with the Cultural Resources Office.
A large Black Binder of Information in support of the Application, submitted by
Petitioner, internally numbered Exhibit 1-8.

I

The Board finds that the Building is located within a Preservation Review District of
the City of St. Louis.

After due consideration of the testimony and exhibits, and after weighing each piece
of evidence and a determination of the credibility of the witnesses, the Board
specifically finds the following:

a. That the Building is a multiple family Building and has significant architectural
merit, uniqueness and historic value, and that the Building contributes to the
landscape and neighborhood;

b. That the Building is structurally sound;



¢c. That the surrounding and neighboring structures to the Building are in fair to
excellent condition, and notably, the Building in issuc is the only vacant building
in its city block;

d. That high potential exists for reuse of the Building;

e. That the loss of the Building would likely negatively impact the urban design
factors of the continuity and rhythm of the city block, and may irapact National
Register Historic District designation for the area and city block;

f. That a zoning variance granted to Owner to complete the eonstruction is being
challenged in pending litigation in St. Louis Circuit Court, and it is unclear when
any new construction would commence.

. The Board finds credible evidence that the proposed subsequent construction of
Ownet is architecturally compatible with the surrounding landscape, and that the
property upon which the Building exists is across the alley from a ccmmonly
controlled property of the Owner.

. The Board finds a lack of credible and compelling evidence regardirg any cconomic
hardship regarding rehabilitation of the Building. Specifically, there is a lack of
evidence regarding the estimated cost of rehabilitation or reuse of the Building, the
feasibility of public or private financing, any effect of potential tax abatement, and the
potential for economic growth and development in the area. There is also insufficient
evidence to support Petitioner’s claim that it is more economically fuasible to
demolish rather than rehabilitate the Building. Accordingly, after considering the
evidence of the Petitioner on this point, the Board does not find it compelling.

. That after due consideration of all the testimony and evidence in this matter, the
Board finds the Petitioner's testimony of Professional Engineer Bill Hummel against
the weight of the evidence and not credible. Specifically, the Board finds the
testimony of Professional Engineer Bill Hummel regarding the unsoundness of the
Building not credible.






