



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 install a roof mounted solar concentrator at 301 Broadway.  

.   




NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Bethlehem that a Certificate of Appropriateness is hereby granted 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 # 375 – It is proposed to install a roof mounted solar concentrator at 301 Broadway.  

OWNER/APPLICANT:  Sycamore Hill Farm Development/ Larry Eighmy

The Commission upon motion by Mr. Roeder and seconded by Mr. Lader adopted the proposal that City Council issue a Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed work described herein: 

1. The proposal to install a roof mounted solar concentrator at 301 Broadway, the A.W. Leh designed “Flat-iron” building, was presented by Larry Eighmy.
2. The concentrator is to be a dish-shaped structure mounted to a vertical support with hinged joint to allow tracking the sun. It will be located on the roof to the northeast of the roof pent houses, approximately 28’ from the apex of the building and about 18’ from either side. 

3. The solar concentrator will be a maximum of 24’- 7 ¼” in diameter and 25’-9 ¾” at its highest configuration.  

4.  When no longer in use, the solar concentrator must be removed from the roof.

5. The motion to approve the solar concentrator was based on the fact that the building is a six story building and the height of the building would decrease its visibility from the street. 

6. The proposed work was approved by a vote of 4 for and 3 against. 

7. Those voting against the proposed solar concentrator did so because they thought the concentrator was not in keeping with the historic character of the building, the concentrator was too large for the building, and that the building was too important of an historic resource for the City.

8. Those voting for the proposed solar collector did so because they thought the concentrator was an important demonstration of new, “green”, technology and educationally beneficial, could be removed without a permanent change to the fabric of the building, and was visually mitigated by the height of the building.
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By:
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Date of Meeting: May 16, 2011

Title:

Historic Officer


