
 

 

Easton, Pennsylvania               May 3, 2012 
 
 
 A regular meeting of the Northampton County Council was 
held on the above date with the following present: John Cusick, 
President; Margaret L. Ferraro, Vice President; Thomas H. 
Dietrich; Bruce A. Gilbert; Kenneth M. Kraft; Lamont G. McClure, 
Jr.;  Scott Parsons; Barbara A. Thierry; Robert F. Werner; Frank 
E. Flisser, Clerk to Council, and Philip D. Lauer, Solicitor to 
Council.  
 
 
Prayer 
 
 Mr. Cusick led County Council in prayer to open the 
meeting. 
 
 
Pledge of Allegiance 
 
 Mr. Cusick led County Council in the pledge of allegiance. 
 
 
Approval of the Minutes 
 
 Mr. McClure made the following motion: 
 
 Be It Moved By the Northampton County Council that the 
minutes of the April 19, 2012 meeting shall be approved. 
 
 Mr. Kraft seconded the motion. 
 
 The minutes were approved by voice acclamation. 
 
 
Courtesy of the Floor 
 
 Mr. Jack D’Alessandro, Bangor, PA - stated on February 17, 
2011, he came before County Council and asked why Mr. Ron Angle 
and Mr. Bernie O’Hare were provided with legal advice from 
Attorney Mark Stewart of Eckert Seamans Cherin & Mellott, LLC, 
when they were suing as private citizens to invalidate petition 
signatures to prevent a referendum from being put on the ballot. 
 
 Mr. D’Alessandro advised at that meeting, both Mr. Angle 
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and Mr. O’Hare denied any coaching by Attorney Stewart. He 
further advised he was providing several documents that showed 
Attorney Stewart and others from the law firm did indeed help 
Mr. Angle and Mr. O’Hare with their private lawsuit at the 
expense of the taxpayers. 
 
 
 Mr. D’Alessandro stated he believed County Council had a 
legal and moral duty to the taxpayers of Northampton County to 
quickly and completely investigate this matter and use whatever 
means necessary to get that money back. 
 
 Mr. Mario Martinez, Forks Township, PA - advised he was 
present to request that County Council listen to Mr. 
D’Alessandro  because this was a very serious matter and these 
were not simply allegations because they were supported by the 
documentation provided.  He further advised at the very least 
the taxpayers wanted their money back. 
 
 Mr. Martinez stated the taxpayers deserved a response from 
County Council regarding this matter because taxpayer dollars 
were used to fund private litigation. 
 
 Ms. Ellen Weiss, Nazareth, PA - advised she recently 
retired after working at Gracedale for 35 years.  She further 
advised she was angry and disappointed because the County was 
considering disbanding the wound treatment team, which played a 
major role in the care at Gracedale and allowed the floor nurses 
to do their work. 
   
 Ms. Weiss stated there was a skill in doing treatments and 
it would take time to train the floor nurses.  She further 
stated disbanding this team would be a detriment to the 
residents and it would not save any money, but could expose 
Gracedale to lawsuits. 
 
 In answer to Mr. McClure’s question as to how many members 
made up the treatment team and what they did, Ms. Weiss replied 
there were four full time and two part time treatment nurses.  
She further replied they went floor to floor doing the major 
critical treatments and if they had any spare time, helped the 
floor nurses. 
  
 In response to Mr. Gilbert’s question as to whether this 
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would be considered an integral part of Gracedale, Ms. Weiss 
answered it was. 
 
 In answer to Mr. Gilbert’s question as to whether they were 
informed as to what course of action would be taken to replace 
this service, Ms. Weiss advised they were told the floor nurses 
would be taking on the responsibility.  However, they would 
probably have to prioritize the wounds as they already had 
enough to do which could lead to the minor wounds not be given 
attention until they became major wounds. 
 
 Mr. McClure stated the wound care at Gracedale had always 
been considered the best and when the question of selling 
Gracedale arose, the main point from both sides was that the 
level of care remained at the same high quality.  Therefore, it 
did not seem prudent to disband a group that was performing such 
a high level of service in an effort to save money. 
 
 Mr. Ross Marcus, Director of Human Services, advised this 
issue did appear in the Operational Assessment as one of the 
recommendations included in the Executive Summary.  He then 
provided a copy of the page where it was referenced (see 
Attachment #2).  He further advised it fell upon Premier 
Healthcare Resources to come in and make Gracedale self-
sufficient so changes were going to have to be made.   
 
 In response to Mr. Gilbert’s question as to how did they 
propose to provide operational soundness, Mr. David Holland, 
Interim Administrator at Gracedale, stated there had been 
discussions regarding how this team was going to function in 
light of two of its members retiring, however, no decisions had 
been made.  He further stated they did not make recommendations 
without looking at the ramifications of quality of care and no 
one was talking about disbanding this team completely. 
 
 Mr. McClure advised there would be a cost savings in just 
replacing the two retirees as they were at the top end of the 
pay scale and their replacements would be at the lower end.  He 
further advised this was such a critical area, he did not feel 
Gracedale should look to make substantial savings there. 
 
 Mr. Holland stated one of the ideas they were discussing 
was not to define the position as a wound care team nurse, but 
as a staff float position so they could function as a wound care 
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nurse and as a staff nurse, which would offset overtime and 
agency costs.  He further stated there were a lot of different 
ways to get to the same place as far as cost savings, however, 
everyone had to recognize that the budget was going to be 
affected by decisions to keep departments or areas that were 
recommended to be altered for efficiency. 
  
 Mrs. Ferraro advised it was not the job of County Council 
to tell them to keep the wound care team in place, but to 
support the efforts to streamline and revamp Gracedale, while 
still providing the same quality level of service. 
 
 Mr. Parsons stated he agreed with Mr. McClure that this had 
to be kept because it took a specialized individual to perform 
this service and not something everyone could do. 
 
 Mr. Cusick advised this was the kind of issue that should 
be considered by the Gracedale Advisory Board first and then 
presented to County Council. 
 
 Mr. Werner stated he did not think any decision should be 
made to change anything that would endanger the reputation and 
the integrity of this program. 
 
 Mr. Steve Thode, Bethlehem, PA - advised he was on the 
Lehigh University Finance Faculty and Director of Goodman Center 
for Real Estate Studies.  He further advised he was present 
tonight to speak on behalf of approximately 50 commercial real 
estate developers and investors and to express their concerns 
regarding the Neighborhood Improvement Zone (NIZ) legislation.   
 
 Mr. Thode stated the group was unanimous in their belief 
that a revitalized Allentown was good for everyone.  He further 
stated they did not want to destroy or stop the NIZ, but rather 
to modify it in such a way that it served the purpose of helping 
Allentown while at the same time not creating substantial 
adverse effects for other municipalities and it was the firm 
conviction of this group that the way the NIZ legislation was 
currently structured was what was going to happen.   
 
 Mr. Thode advised the NIZ stipulated 130 acres, which was 
approximately 5.6 million square feet of surface area, with no 
height restrictions, noting the group would be much more 
comfortable if the NIZ was restricted to a smaller acreage.  He 
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further advised they also believed if the principal objective 
was to revitalize downtown Allentown and the NIZ was restricted 
to that space and not include the river front properties on the 
east side of town, it would go a long way toward satisfying all 
their concerns. 
 
 In answer to Mrs. Ferraro’s question as to how much of the 
river front was able to be developed immediately, Mr. Thode 
stated he was not sure, but the NIZ would last for 30 years.  He 
further stated a substantial amount of the 130 acres was along 
the river front. 
 
 When Mrs. Ferraro indicated she heard there were entities 
down there that were going to deter that area from being 
developed for many years down the road, Mr. Thode advised he 
would have to check on that and get back to her. 
 
 Mr. Thode stated the reason they would like to see it 
restricted to the downtown was because they understood whatever 
space was developed in the NIZ it was going to take tenants from 
one building and move them into the NIZ unless those jobs were 
coming from outside the region.  He further stated as a result, 
vacancies would increase in those buildings and they would have 
to lower the rents in order to lease space and in many cases, 
the rate would have to be lowered so much that they would not be 
able to cover their debt.  He noted their concern was a 
substantial long term depression in the price of all kinds of 
commercial space in the Lehigh Valley so they would rather see a 
smaller area. 
 
 Mr. Thode advised the legislation that created the NIZ was 
so broad and ambiguous with regard to the precise amount of tax 
dollars that may be diverted to the NIZ that it had created an  
enormous amount of confusion. He further advised the cigarette 
excise tax may be diverted so the excise taxes a cigarette 
wholesaler, and he understood one had already signed a lease, 
would collect, would not go to the general fund to fund a lot of 
worthy projects within the State, but would be captured by the 
property owner and the NIZ to pay their debt service.  He noted 
the excise tax on a carton of cigarettes was $16 and last year, 
the Lehigh Valley sold approximately five million cartons so 
that was $80 million in excise taxes. 
 
 Mr. Thode stated another tax that could be diverted was the 
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gross receipt tax, noting that Pennsylvania Power and Light 
(PPL), which was located just a few blocks outside the NIZ, paid 
$140 million in gross receipt taxes and even though he did not 
know how much of that was strictly for Pennsylvania, he believed 
it could have been approximately $100 million.  He further 
stated if PPL moved their building into the NIZ that would be 
$100 million a year that could be applied to the debt service on 
that building. 
 
 Mr. Thode advised just by taking the diversion of taxes 
from PPL and cigarettes, more than $5 billion over the next 30 
years would be lost.  He further advised this may not be the 
exact number because there was so much ambiguity in the 
legislation, no one was really sure what the number was. 
 
 Mr. Thode stated the group he represented would like a 
closer  look to be taken at the NIZ legislation because it was 
written in such a way that it did not reflect exactly what the 
magnitude of this was going to be and how it was going to affect 
development projects in the region, especially in South 
Bethlehem. 
 
 Mr. Ron Angle, Upper Mount Bethel Township, PA - advised he 
had asked County Council before to take a position to join the 
other municipalities in their NIZ lawsuit because this would 
have a major impact on Northampton County and a letter to the 
State legislators was not going to change anything.  He further 
advised the window of opportunity to the current lawsuit had 
passed, but County Council could still file a lawsuit on behalf 
of the County. 
 
 Ms. Mary Ann Schmoyer, Lehigh Township, PA - stated her 
mother was a resident at Gracedale for seven years and for five 
and half years she could not move out of bed and never had a bed 
sore which was due to the recommendations given by the wound 
care team.  She further stated she believed they could find 
other areas to create savings. 
 
 Ms. Sarah Hailstone, Allentown, PA - advised she was the 
Director of Community and Economic Development for the City of 
Allentown and the Interim Director of the NIZ Authority.  She 
further advised the NIZ was a few square blocks in the downtown 
and a couple of dozen blocks along the Lehigh River and was not 
large enough to have a material impact on the Lehigh Valley real 
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estate market.   
 
 Ms. Hailstone stated within those limited areas, few sites 
were available for commercial development and all sites have 
very urban core challenges.  She further stated most of the NIZ 
along the Lehigh River would not be ready for development in the 
short term. 
 
 Ms. Hailstone advised any development with NIZ dollars was 
high risk and required substantial equity and developer 
guarantees on their NIZ financing.  She further advised that 
suburban Lehigh Valley Class A office space usually leased for 
approximately $16-20 per square foot and the NIZ Class A office 
space would lease for  approximately $13-16 per square foot.   
 
 Ms. Hailstone stated urban areas only appealed to certain 
types of companies and the Lehigh Valley Economic Development 
Corporation (LVEDC) was helping them to market the NIZ as one 
tool within the entire Lehigh Valley.  She further stated 
Allentown needed something drastic to spur economic development 
and the NIZ was the catalyst that could help. 
 
 Ms. Hailstone advised the issue the municipalities had with 
regard to the Earned Income Taxes (EIT) was being addressed by 
the City through a proposal that guaranteed they would not lose 
their current EIT from their residents working in a NIZ nor 
would there be any delay in receiving their EIT.  She further 
advised the plan proposed letting the municipalities enjoy the 
upside of future NIZ development through revenue sharing. 
 
 Ms. Hailstone stated she hoped County Council would 
consider the value and importance of the NIZ for the Lehigh 
Valley. 
 In response to Mrs. Ferraro’s request for clarification of 
the EIT issue, Ms. Hailstone advised they had proposed to all 
municipalities whether or not they joined the litigation that 
they would guarantee them they would get their current EIT 
returned to them. 
 
 Mr. Cusick stated the key word he heard was current so he 
wondered if they were considering allowing the municipalities 
their current as well as future EIT. 
 
 Ms. Hailstone advised she could not respond to that and the 
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municipalities had not come back to them with that.  She further 
advised they had created a $1 per square foot fee for occupied 
office space that they planned to put into a cost sharing pot, 
similar to the gaming revenue, so all the municipalities would 
be able to share in the future growth of Allentown. 
 
 When Mr. Werner commented that he felt the reason 
municipalities had not dropped the lawsuit was not because of 
the EIT, but because of the size of the NIZ, Ms. Halestone 
stated that the municipalities had not presented that issue that 
she was aware of. 
 
 In answer to Mr. Werner’s comment that they were asking for 
them to minimize the size of the NIZ, Ms. Halestone advised that 
would significantly impact the future of Allentown because it 
would lose the opportunity to develop the waterfront, which the 
City had  been trying to develop for more than 20 years.    
 
 Mr. Cusick stated there were development challenges 
throughout the Lehigh Valley that were not unique to Allentown. 
 
 Ms. Halestone advised this was an opportunity for 
development for Allentown.   
 
 Ms. Sandra Culver, Gracedale - stated she had been at 
Gracedale for 40 years and a member of the wound care team since 
1986.  She stated they had never received a State deficiency as 
far as the treatment team was concerned.   
 
 Mr. Bernie O’Hare, Nazareth, PA - advised he supported the 
NIZ resolution being presented tonight.  He further advised the 
area along the waterfront that could be developed was only 26 
acres and that could not be developed for at least 3-5 years 
with the bulk of it being at 5-10 years.  Therefore, he wondered 
why the NIZ could not be reduced if the area along the river 
could not be developed because that was the concern of the 
surrounding municipalities. 
 
 Mr. O’Hare stated Ms. Hailstone indicated the rental being 
charged within the NIZ was between $13-$16 per square foot, 
however, the figure that was being quoted to tenants was between 
$5-$8 per square foot.  
 
 Mr. O’Hare advised at the meeting where a discussion was 
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held regarding the development guidelines, it was suggested that 
perhaps the tax break should not be given to someone who moved 
from within the Lehigh Valley into the NIZ, however, the 
guidelines were adopted without making that change.   
 
 Mr. O’Hare stated he felt now was the time to send 
Allentown a message that the whole structure of the NIZ had to 
be changed and that was why the municipalities were very upset. 
 
 Mr. J. B. Reilly, Allentown, PA - advised he was a 
developer involved in some of the downtown Allentown projects 
within the NIZ.  He further advised they had lease commitments 
from a number of companies and the average rent was from $13-$16 
a square foot and no one was getting $8 a square foot.   
 
 Mr. Reilly stated the area in downtown Allentown was only 
approximately seven square blocks and almost half of that area 
contained buildings that were not going to be redeveloped so 
there was a fairly limited amount of developable space.  He 
further stated there was so much misinformation and exaggerated 
information which was hurting this process. 
 
 In response to Mr. Werner’s question as to whether he 
believed someone should step forward to dispel the 
misinformation and exaggerations, Mr. Reilly advised he had met 
with several groups of realtors and developers. 
 
 In answer to Mr. Werner’s question as to whether he felt 
130 acres was a lot of property, Mr. Reilly stated it was, but 
half of the area downtown was not developable.  He further 
stated with respect to the water front, there were approximately 
90 acres that fell within the NIZ, however, some of that was not 
developable. 
 
 
Confirmation of Appointments 
 
 Mr. Cusick advised the appointment of Mr. Marques Grundy to 
the Election Commission was discussed at the Personnel Committee 
meeting held April 18, 2012, but was not acted upon due to 
questions that were raised at that time.  He further advised the 
County Executive was again presenting Mr. Grundy as a nominee to 
the Election Commission and confirmed he was on the list of 
names submitted by the Chairman of the Northampton County 
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Democratic Party. 
 
 Mr. Kraft introduced the following resolution: 
 
 R. 32-2012 RESOLVED, by the Northampton County Council 
that the following individual shall be confirmed in his 
appointment as indicated hereafter: 
 
ELECTION COMMISSION 
 
Appointment:     Term to Expire: 12/31/13 
Marques S. Grundy 
1103 West Berwick Street 
Easton PA 18042 
 
 
 As there were no questions or comments, Mr. Cusick called 
for the vote. 
 
 The vote: Kraft, “yes”; McClure, “yes”; Parsons, “yes”; 
Thierry, “yes”; Werner, “yes”; Cusick, “yes”; Dietrich, “yes”; 
Ferraro, “yes” and Gilbert, “yes”. 
 
 The resolution was adopted by a vote of 9-0. 
 
 
County Executive’s Report 
 
 Mr. John Stoffa, County Executive, stated as of Monday, the 
County was the proud owner of an Archives building and he hoped 
County Council approved the budget amendments because it would 
allow it to get up and running. 
 
 Mr. Stoffa advised the Swaption quote was $24.9 million.  
He further advised meetings were held every week to determine if 
there was a way to reduce it and resolve the matter as soon as 
possible. 
 
 Mr. Stoffa stated he was also looking into the parking 
situation, noting Northampton County was one of a few Counties 
that still offered free parking for its employees and visitors.  
He further stated there had been complaints of people parking in 
spaces they should not be parking in so everyone would be given 
a month’s notice not to park in those spaces and informed that 
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after that time period, they would be ticketed. 
 
 
 
 In response to Mr. Cusick’s question as to whether he still 
intended to move the Human Services people out of the Wolf 
Building, Mr. Stoffa advised he was actively pursuing the 
matter. 
 
 
Introduction of the Ordinance Titled, “AN ORDINANCE OF THE 
COUNTY OF NORTHAMPTON, EASTON, PENNSYLVANIA, PROVIDING FOR  
AMENDMENTS TO THE 2012 NORTHAMPTON COUNTY BUDGET” 
 
 Mr. Cusick stated the first amendment to the 2012 budget 
was presented by the Administration.  He further stated this 
amendment would be reviewed at the Finance Committee meeting 
being held on May 16, 2012, with the public hearing, debate and 
possible vote being held at the May 17, 2012 County Council 
meeting. 
 
 Messrs. Gilbert and Parsons introduced the following 
ordinance: 
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE 2012 NORTHAMPTON 
COUNTY BUDGET: DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AND 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT - COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
GRANTS, REVOLVING LOAN; DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINISTRATION - GROWING GREENER GRANT, 
HAZARD MITIGATION ASSIST; DEPARTMENT OF 
FISCAL AFFAIRS - LONG TERM DEBT, BALANCING 
OF BUDGET; SHERIFF; CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS - 
ARCHIVES BUILDING; COURT SERVICES - 
ARCHIVES; COURTS - COURT ADMINISTRATION; 
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES - CHILDREN, 
YOUTH AND FAMILIES, MENTAL HEALTH, DRUG AND 
ALCOHOL 

 
 

2012 

 BUDGET AMENDMENT 
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KEY   CURRENT INCREASE REVISED 

ORG ACCOUNT ACCOUNT TITLE BUDGET (DECREASE) BUDGET 

     

C&ED -  Community Dev Grants  

31100 41146 Homelessness Prevention         114,928 65,276 180,204 

 71160 Homelessness Prevention 2009         114,928 65,276 180,204 

    

C&ED -  Revolving Loan (MCLSA)  

31211 41723 LSA Monroe Grant                  - 500,000 500,000 

 72998 Future Loans                  - 500,000 500,000 

    

Administration - Growing Greener Grant 

42601 41465 Growing Greener Grant 70,900 (70,900) 0 

 67999 Pooled Purchased Service 70,900 (70,900) 0 

    

  Administration - Hazard Mitigation Assist 

44106 41614 Pre Disaster Mitigation Grant 0 211,948 211,948 

 66999 Pooled Professional Services 0 211,948 211,948 

     

Fiscal Affairs - Long Term Debt 

31500 97115 Swaption Settlement 0 25,000,000 25,000,000 

     

Fiscal Affairs - Balancing Of Budget  

31300  46010  Budgetary Fund Balance  17,425,929  25,000,000  43,905,329 

        1,450,000 

        29,400 

       

Sheriff  

23000 42239 Firearms Fee          39,500  28,200 67,700 

 63999 Pooled Admin Supplies & Equipment          87,500  28,200 115,700 

    

Capital Improvements - Archives Bldg 

41018 91100 Building Improvements                    ‐  500,000 500,000 
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 91200 Storage System                    ‐  553,000 553,000 

    

Court Services - Archives 

46700 61999 Pooled Occupancy Cost                    ‐  43,000 43,000 

 68999 Pooled Program Operating Cost           21,933  120,000 141,933 

 75250 Equipment                    ‐  221,000 221,000 

 75300 Furniture & Fixtures                    ‐  13,000 13,000 

Courts - Court Administration 

71500 50150 Salaries Part Time         269,600  27,200 296,800 

 56050 FICA         231,300  2,100 233,400 

 56600 Workers' Compensation              9,900  100 10,000 

     

Human Services - Children, Youth & Families 

51000 41180 Temp Assist Needy Families 777,100 421,500 1,198,600 

 41220 Title IV E SIL Grant 93,600 (4,500) 89,100 

 41310 Act 148 12,952,900 731,400 13,684,300 

 41318 Alternative to Truancy          90,200  (4,500) 85,700 

 41497 Information Technology Grant           84,900  80,200 165,100 

 41540 Medicaid           10,200  10,100 20,300 

 41575 Miscellaneous - Intergovernmental                    ‐  40,000 40,000 

 41652 State SIL Grant         158,800  13,200 172,000 

  42580  Parental Payments         402,700  (87,900) 314,800 

  42591  Social Security         122,400  (48,700) 73,700 

  42650  Supplemental Security             42,100  6,600  48,700 

  45030 Miscellaneous                     ‐  100  100 

52100  69999  Pooled Subcontracted Services       2,525,800  1,157,500  3,683,300 

    

Human Services - Mental Health 

57400 41330 Base Allocation 3,275,500 (51,000) 3,224,500 

 41350 CHIPP 9,036,400 (288,200) 8,748,200 

 42505 HealthChoices 50,200 (20,400) 29,800 

58100 69999 Pooled Subcontracted Services 6,164,100 (359,600) 5,804,500 
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Human Services - Drug & Alcohol 

61000 41160 Prevention Block Grant         206,400 4,000 210,400 

 41240 Treatment Block Grant         611,300 28,800 640,100 

 41315 Act 152         553,600 (55,400) 498,200 

 41330 Base Allocation         763,800 (37,000) 726,800 

 41340 BHSI         278,100 (35,800) 242,300 

 44010 Interest on Investment             3,500 (700) 2,800 

62100 69999 Pooled Subcontracted Services         989,400 (96,100) 893,300 

  Summary - Budget Amendment  27,915,724 

 
Effective Date:    
 
 In accordance with Northampton County Home Rule Charter 705 
(e) this ordinance shall become effective upon the date of 
enactment. 
 
 
Introduction of the City of Easton LERTA Tax Abatement Ordinance 
 
 Mr. Cusick advised the Department of Community and Economic 
Development presented an Easton Local Economic Revitalization 
Tax Assistance ordinance.  He further advised this ordinance was 
reviewed at the Economic Development Committee meeting held 
earlier this evening and the public hearing, debate and possible 
vote would be held at the next County Council meeting being held 
on May 17, 2012.  
 
 Mr. Werner and Mrs. Ferraro introduced the following 
ordinance: 
 

AN ORDINANCE PROVIDING FOR PROPERTY TAX 
EXEMPTIONS IN THE CITY OF EASTON, 
PENNSYLVANIA, FOR CERTAIN DETERIORATED 
INDUSTRIAL, COMMERCIAL OR OTHER BUSINESS 
PROPERTY, PURSUANT TO ACT 76 of 1977, 72 
P.S. 4722 ET SEQ.  

 
 
 WHEREAS, the County of Northampton is a County organized 
and operating under the laws of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania; and 
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 WHEREAS, the City of Easton has established a district 
wholly within the City of Easton municipal boundaries pursuant 
to the Local Economic Revitalization Tax Assistance Act (LERTA) 
at Title 72 P.S. Section 4725(A); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a public hearing was held to discuss the district 
on Wednesday, April 4, 2012, before the Planning Commission of 
the City of Easton.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY ORDAINED AND ENACTED By the 
Northampton County Council, as follows: 
 
 
 
SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS 
 
 As used in this Ordinance, the following words and phrases 
shall have the meaning set forth below: 
 
  (a) “DETERIORATED PROPERTY” Any industrial, 

commercial, residential or other property owned 
by an individual, association or corporation, and 
located in the LERTA district areas or parcels, 
as provided by map and parcel list by ordinance 
of the Northampton County Council or any such 
property which has been the subject of an order 
by the City requiring the unit to be vacated, 
condemned or demolished by reason of 
noncompliance with laws, ordinances or 
regulations. 

 
  (b) “IMPROVEMENT” Repair, construction or 

reconstruction, including alterations and 
additions, having the effect of rehabilitating a 
deteriorated property so that it becomes 
habitable or attains higher standards of safety, 
health, economic use or amenity or is brought 
into compliance with laws, ordinances or 
regulations governing such standards. Ordinary 
upkeep and maintenance shall not be deemed an 
improvement. 

 
  (c)  “LERTA” Local Economic Revitalization Tax 
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Assistance Act 
 
  (d) “LERTA DISTRICT” Areas or parcels identified by 

the Northampton County Council as set forth in 
this Ordinance. 

 
  (e) “LOCAL TAXING AUTHORITY” The City of Easton, the 

Easton Area School District, the County of 
Northampton or any other governmental entity 
having the authority to levy real property taxes 
within the City of Easton. 

 
  (f) “MUNICIPAL GOVERNING BODY” The County of 

Northampton.  
 
 
SECTION 2. ELIGIBLE AREAS 
 
 The Northampton County Council determines that the area 
specified, by the attached map(refer to Exhibit “A”) and parcel 
list (refer to Exhibit “B”) as the deteriorated area to form the 
LERTA District.  
 
 
SECTION 3. EXEMPTION AMOUNT 
 
  (a) The amount to be exempted shall be limited to 
that portion of the additional assessment attributable to the 
actual cost of improvements. 
 
  (b) The exemption shall be limited to that 
improvement for which an exemption has been requested in the 
manner set forth below and for which a separate assessment has 
been made by the Revenue Appeals Board of Northampton County. 
 
  (c) Exemption shall not apply to any County-wide re-
assessment. 
 
 
SECTION 4. EXEMPTION SCHEDULE 
 
 Subject to the conditions, requirements, and limitations 
set forth in this Ordinance, taxpayers making assessable 
improvements to deteriorated property located in the LERTA 
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district may apply for and may be granted a real estate tax 
exemption limited to the amounts in Section 3 above subject to 
the following schedule: 
 
 (a) For the first year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 100% or the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted;  
 
 (b) For the second year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 90% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted; 
 
 (c) For the third year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 80% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (d) For the fourth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 70% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (e) For the fifth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 60% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 
 
 (f) For the sixth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 50% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (g) For the seventh year immediately following the date 
upon which the improvement becomes assessable, 40% of the 
eligible assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (h) For the eighth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 30% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (i) For the ninth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 20% of the eligible 
assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (j) For the tenth year immediately following the date upon 
which the improvement becomes assessable, 10% of the eligible 
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assessment shall be exempted. 
 
 (k) After the tenth year the exemption shall terminate. 
 
 (l) The exemption from taxes granted under this Ordinance  
shall be upon the property and shall not terminate upon the sale 
or exchange of the property. 
 
 
SECTION 5. NOTICE TO TAXPAYERS 
 
 (a) There shall be placed in the City of Easton, Bureau of 
Planning and Codes, on prominent display, the following: 
 

NOTICE TO TAXPAYERS 
 

Under the provisions of City of Easton Ordinance No. 
2521, as amended, you may be entitled to a property 
tax exemption on your contemplated alterations in 
certain designated areas of the City. An application 
for exemption may be secured from the City of Easton 
and must be filed with the City of Easton at the time 
a building or alteration permit is secured. 

 
 (b) At the time a building or alteration permit is secured 
for construction upon an existing deteriorated property for 
which an exemption is requested, the taxpayer shall apply to the 
City of Easton's Bureau of Planning and Codes or any successor 
agency thereto for the exemption provided for in this Ordinance. 
 
Request for the exemption must be in writing certified in full 
as prescribed by the City setting forth the following 
information: 
 
  (1) The date a final executed building permit was 
issued for said improvement. 
 
  (2) The type of improvement. 
 
  (3) The summary of the plan of the improvement. 
 
  (4) The cost of the improvement. 
 
  (5) That the property has been inspected and verified 
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by the City of Easton, Bureau of Planning and Codes. 
 
  (6) Any or all such additional information the City of 
Easton may require. 
 
 
SECTION 6. PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING EXEMPTION 
 
 A copy of the request for exemption shall be forwarded by 
the City of Easton to the appropriate County administrative 
agency responsible for the assessment and valuation of real 
property for tax purposes. Upon completion of the improvement, 
the taxpayer shall notify the City of Easton and the appropriate 
County administrative agency so that the agency may assess the 
improvements separately for the purpose of calculating the 
amount of assessment eligible for tax exemption in accordance 
with the limits established in this Ordinance.  The City of 
Easton will then obtain from the appropriate County 
administrative agency the amount of the assessment eligible for 
exemption and will notify the taxpayer. The Finance Director is 
authorized to make refunds, if applicable, only after the 
appropriate County administrative agency has notified the 
Finance Director of its separate assessment upon the improvement 
for which an exemption is requested. Appeals from the 
reassessment and the amount eligible for the exemption may be 
taken by the taxpayer of the City of Easton as provided by law. 
 
 
SECTION 7. TERMINATION 
 
 This Ordinance shall be effective thirty (30) days after 
the date of enactment and shall terminate on December 31, 2017, 
unless otherwise repealed by the Northampton County Council.  
Any property tax exemptions granted under the provisions of this 
Ordinance shall be permitted to continue according the exemption 
schedule found in Section 4, unless any such property tax 
exemption is rescinded in accordance with the default provisions 
of this Ordinance, even if this Ordinance expires or is 
repealed. 
 
 
SECTION 8. HEARING BOARD 
 
 A Tax Abatement Hearing Board shall consist of the City 
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Administrator of the City of Easton, the Director of the 
Department of Community and Economic Development of the City of 
Easton, the Director of Fiscal Affairs of the County of 
Northampton and the Chief Operating Officer of the Easton Area 
School District for resolution of differences between the 
approving authority and the owner-taxpayer of the improved 
property on matters concerning interpretation and execution of 
the provisions of this Ordinance. 
 
 The Hearing Board shall have the following powers: 
 
 (1) To hear appeals from any person aggrieved by the 
application of this Ordinance; 
 
 (2) To make rules with regard to conducting its hearings; 
 
 (3) To make such findings of fact as may be required by 
the application of this Ordinance; 
 
 (4) To decide questions presented to the Board; 
 
 (5) To affirm, revoke or modify the decision of the City 
of Easton as to the eligibility of a particular property for the 
Property Tax Abatement as provided for in this Ordinance; 
 
 (6) The Board shall meet upon notice of the Chairman 
within thirty (30) days of the filing of an appeal and shall 
render its decision within thirty (30) days after the appeal 
hearing; 
 
 (7) Every action of the Board shall be by resolution and 
certified copies furnished to the appellant; 
 
 (8) All hearings shall be public; and the appellant or any 
other person whose interests may be affected by the matter on 
appeal shall be given an opportunity to be heard; 
 
 (9) For the purposes of this Ordinance, every action of 
the Board shall require a simple majority of the members in 
attendance. Attendance at the hearing by three (3) members of 
the Board shall be required to constitute a quorum for a meeting 
and for action on an appeal. 
 
SECTION 9. SEVERABILITY 



County Council Minutes            -21-              May 3, 2012 

 

 
 The provisions of this Ordinance are severable and if any 
of its sections, clauses or sentences shall be held illegal, 
invalid or unconstitutional, such provisions shall not affect or 
impair any of the remaining sections, clauses or sentences. It 
is hereby declared to be the intent of the Northampton County 
Council that the Ordinance would have been adopted if such 
illegal, invalid or unconstitutional sections, clauses or 
sentences had not been included herein. 
 
 
SECTION 10. CONTINGENCY 
 
 Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Ordinance, 
this Ordinance shall remain in full force and effect conditioned 
upon the Easton Area School District and the County of 
Northampton enacting similar ordinances or resolutions with 
identical deteriorated areas as those designated by the Council 
of the City of Easton. 
 
 
SECTION 11. DEFAULT 
 
 Tax abatement under this Ordinance shall be available only 
for those properties for which real estate taxes are promptly 
paid and discharged when due. Any property that is declared 
delinquent as established by the statutes of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania shall lose the LERTA benefits and any and all 
currently due and future taxes shall be due and payable at the 
unabated assessment and tax rate. 
 
 
SECTION 12. APPEAL OF DEFAULT 
 
 Properties that have been declared delinquent may appeal 
the rescission of the LERTA benefits by providing a written 
request to the Hearing Board providing a basis for the appeal 
and the justification for the waiver of the requirements of 
Section 12. 
 
 
SECTION 13. REPEAL 
 
 All resolutions and ordinances and parts of resolutions and 
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ordinances inconsistent herewith be, and the same are, hereby 
repealed. 
 
 
Section 14.  EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
 This Ordinance shall take effect thirty (30) days after 
date of enactment and shall remain in effect thereafter from 
year to year, unless repealed, until December 31, 2017. 
 
 
Consideration of the Allentown Neighborhood Improvement Zone 
Resolution 
 
  Mr. Cusick stated at the request of Mrs. Thierry, a resolution 
regarding the Allentown NIZ was added to this agenda and it was 
being co-sponsored by Mr. Gilbert.  
 
 Mrs. Thierry introduced the following resolution: 
 
 R. 33-2012 WHEREAS, a Neighborhood Improvement Zone 
(NIZ), created for the City of Allentown, Pennsylvania, consists 
of 130 acres in and around the center of the City of Allentown 
targeted for redevelopment; and 
 
 WHEREAS, within the boundaries of the Allentown NIZ all 
State and local taxes, except real estate taxes, are set aside 
to be directed toward building an 8,500 seat hockey arena and 
hundreds of millions of dollars in private development planned 
around the arena; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the NIZ is a powerful and lucrative tool that 
could easily create negative consequences for economic 
development in areas outside of the NIZ.  For example, 
subsidized rents, within the NIZ, could easily depress property 
values in municipalities outside of the NIZ, thereby reducing 
their tax base; and 
 
 WHEREAS, NIZ distorts the real estate market in the Lehigh 
Valley and would adversely affect the ability to lease 
commercial and office space in areas outside of the NIZ because 
of the tax subsidized commercial and office space within the 
NIZ.  This situation is further exacerbated by the announcement 
that the Lehigh Valley Economic Development Corporation plans to 
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market NIZ sites to companies outside of the Lehigh Valley; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the NIZ could easily have a negative financial 
impact upon municipalities outside of the NIZ by diverting tax 
revenues, that would normally accrue to a given municipality, to 
the projects within the NIZ.  Such a scenario could easily 
inhibit the ability of a municipality to provide basic services. 
 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Northampton County 
Council that it is the opinion of the Northampton County Council 
that the Allentown NIZ creates an unfair economic advantage in 
the Allentown NIZ, the benefits of which accrue to the City of 
Allentown, to the detriment of other municipalities throughout 
the Lehigh Valley.  Further, the Northampton County Council does 
hereby call upon the General Assembly of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania to adopt, and the Governor to sign, legislation 
that would repeal the Pennsylvania State legislation that 
created the Allentown NIZ. 
 
 
 Mrs. Ferraro advised this was unique legislation, but there 
were doubts when LERTAs and Key Zone Opportunities (KOZ) were 
initiated so she did not think it should just be dismissed.  She 
further advised Allentown needed the help, therefore, she would 
like to see this resolution tabled or amended. 
 
 Mrs. Thierry stated the amendments would have to come from 
the  individuals who dictated the size of the NIZ. 
  
 Mr. Gilbert advised he understood Mrs. Ferraro’s concern 
because no one wanted to stop economic development, however, he 
felt if the legislation could be enacted for Allentown, why not  
for Bethlehem and Easton.  He further advised he felt Mr. Thode 
made some very good points when sharing the concerns of the 
current investors in the Lehigh Valley. 
 
 Mr. Gilbert stated he would like the legislation to be 
written in such a way that it would put Northampton County out 
of harms way and/or made it equally beneficial for the three 
cities. 
 
 Mr. McClure advised this legislation was a case study in 
what was wrong with the Pennsylvania Senate.  He further advised 
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the way the legislation was written, it did not answer questions 
and the fact that the people who were behind it were caught 
completely off guard that these issues could be raised was very 
problematic. 
 
 Mr. McClure stated the issue was now in litigation and 
there were ongoing negotiations to relieve the concern of the 
immediately impacted stakeholders so he felt it would be best to 
table this resolution and look to see how the matter played out. 
 
 Mr. McClure advised he understood the concern of his 
colleagues about the potential impact on Northampton County 
because for nearly six years, Mr. Angle and Mr. Wayne Grube, 
former County Council members, and now himself have been very 
critical of the LVEDC who had been receiving the County’s hotel 
tax, but continually helped Lehigh County to grow with 
productive companies while Northampton County got warehouses. 
 
 Mr. Parsons stated the mechanisms of the NIZ were wrong, 
especially since it only targeted Allentown and had morphed into 
something that was larger, longer and not controlled or managed 
well.  He further stated this NIZ was created under the guise of 
mistrust and there was an issue regarding the constitutionality 
of it. 
 
 Mr. Parsons advised this NIZ pointed out the needs of only 
one city and not the whole Lehigh Valley.  He further advised he 
had a problem with them using the EIT and even though they have 
vowed to return it, there was nothing in writing.   
 
 Mr. Parsons stated in light of all those issues, he did not 
believe County Council should be supporting the NIZ as it was 
written.  He further stated he was not totally against the NIZ, 
but felt it was important for the County to be involved so he 
would be agreeable to tabling this resolution. 
 
 Mr. Kraft advised he was in support of the NIZ because he 
did not believe the size of the acreage involved was as 
substantial as everyone believed.  He further advised there was 
a hole in Allentown and no one came forward three years ago when 
the process began. 
 
 Mr. O’Hare called for a Point of Order as Mr. Kraft was an 
employee of the trades union so he had a direct financial 
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interest in the NIZ. 
 
 In answer to Mr. Cusick’s question as to whether Mr. Kraft 
may have a conflict of interest, Mr. Lauer stated he did not 
know enough about Mr. Kraft’s position with the union. 
 
 Mr. Kraft advised he inquired with the State’s Ethics 
Committee in case something like this arose and he was informed 
although he would have members working there, he would not be 
working there so he would have no financial gain. 
 
 Mr. Lauer stated, at this time, he did not see a conflict 
of interest, but would be happy to review the matter. 
 
 Mr. Kraft advised the Lehigh Valley had several different 
financing mechanisms for economic development projects and 
without the NIZ there was no bonding element for any 
development.  He further advised he felt everyone was being 
short sighted because if it could attract people from other 
areas, it would make the Lehigh Valley prosper. 
 Mrs. Ferraro made a motion to table this resolution. 
 
 Mr. McClure seconded the motion. 
 
 As there were no further questions or comments, Mr. Cusick 
called for the vote. 
 
 The vote: Ferraro, “yes”; McClure, “yes”; Werner, “no”; 
Cusick, “no”; Dietrich, “no”; Gilbert, “no”; Kraft, “yes”; 
Parsons, “yes” and Thierry, “yes”. 
 
 The motion failed by a vote of 4-5. 
 
 Mr. Gilbert stated they were not bashing Allentown, but he 
felt this legislation could have been passed with a beneficial 
benefit to the whole Lehigh Valley and in a way that things 
could not be changed down the road by other governing bodies.  
He further stated the point of this resolution was to be 
proactive to provide a level playing field for everyone. 
 
 Mr. Werner advised what bothered him was that this was 
initiated on faulty policy and legislation in pursuit of what 
was to be something that Allentown wanted. 
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 In response to Mrs. Thierry’s question as to why the County 
did not join the lawsuit, Mr. Karl Longenbach, Northampton 
County Solicitor, stated it was not definitive as to whether the 
County had a standing to enter the lawsuit.  He further stated 
he believed all the issues being discussed were probably going 
to be raised within the context of the lawsuit. 
 
 Mr. Cusick advised at a time when the Governor and the 
State legislators were cutting human services by 20%, higher 
education, funding to elementary and high schools, farmland 
preservation and have yet to figure out how to fix roads and 
bridges, they signed legislation that was going to defer 
millions of dollars for a hockey arena and some neighborhood 
improvements that would exclusively benefit one city and a few 
select individuals and developers.  
 
 As there were no further questions or comments, Mr. Cusick 
called for the vote. 
 
 The vote: Thierry, “yes”; Gilbert, “yes”; Werner, “yes”; 
Cusick, “yes”; Dietrich, “yes”; Ferraro, “no”; Kraft, “no”; 
McClure, “no” and Parsons, “no”. 
 
 The resolution was adopted by a vote of 5-4. 
 In answer to Mrs. Thierry’s question as to whether he 
wanted to add anything to what Mr. Longenbach stated, Mr. Lauer 
stated he did not have an independent opinion regarding this 
issue because he had not been asked to look at it.  He further 
stated the Home Rule Charter provided that any litigation must 
be conducted by the County Solicitor. 
 
 
Economic Development Committee Report 
 
 Mrs. Ferraro advised the Economic Development Committee met 
earlier this evening where the NIZ issue was discussed. 
 
 
Northampton County Gaming Revenue and Economic Redevelopment 
Authority Report 
 
 Mr. Kraft stated they were at the point of awarding the 
restricted grants. 
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Open Space - Municipal Parks 
 
 Mr. Cusick advised that he, Mr. Parsons and Mr. Flisser met 
with Ms. Maria Bentzoni, Farmland Preservation Administrator, to 
review the Municipal Parks portion of the 21st Century Open Space  
Initiative and it was his understanding that the preliminary 
draft was going to be presented to the Open Space Advisory Board 
next Thursday for their input.   
 
 
Adjournment 
 
 Mr. McClure made a motion to adjourn. 
 
 Mr. Kraft seconded the motion. 
 
 The motion passed by acclamation. 
 
 
 
 
        
        Frank E. Flisser 
        Clerk to Council 

 


