Review is: O Conceptual X Formal O Binding (404 Motels/R.0.A.D. Project) ] Non-binding (All other commercial projects)
Review is by: [ Planning Board [Xl Design Review Committee

If this is a conceptual review, a formal review will be required before Site Plan Review.

DESIGN REVIEW COMMENT SHEET

Meeting Date: March 8, 2016 at 4 PM — Town Hall Room A Map: 62 Lot. 6

Applicant: Arthur Luke Zone(s): B3/APD

Site Location: 550 & 554 Willow Street

Persons Present:

DCR Members Present Yarmouth Town Staff Present Guests
Sara Jane PortenQd X ) Kathy Williams, Town Planner Dan Ojala, Down Cape Engineer.
Dick Martin /%4, | 4 Eric Luke

Jack McCormack W/
Chris Vincent (left at 4:30

DRC Review Started at: 4:06 PM

DRC Review ended at: 4:38 PM for this project

Project Summary

The Applicant is proposing an 8,000 sf metal building and site improvements located at 550 & 554 Willow Street. Site
improvements include 23 new parking spaces, drainage basin and septic system for the new building. The site is already
developed with an existing 5,112 sf metal building and 14 parking spaces. Applicant is proposing to do some roof
mounted solar panels.

Cut-off LED building mounted light fixtures are proposed. The proposed building to be metal sided in zinc gray. The
proposed building is for storage and warehousing.

Review Comments In Relation To The Design Standards

SITING STRATEGIES
Sect. 1, Streetscape [ N/A O Meets Standards, or [J Discrepancies:

The developed portion of the property is located away from any streets or ways. The property has limited
frontage off Camp Street and buildings can’t be located closer to the roadway due to access to utility easement.

Sect. 2, Tenant Spaces X N/A O Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 3, Define Street Edge [l N/A O Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:
See Sect. 1 Comment above.

Sect. 4, Shield Large Buildings & N/A O Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:
Sect. 5, Design a 2" Story [Xl N/A O Meets Standards, or (3 Discrepancies:

Sect. 6, Use Topo to Screen New Development [l N/A O Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 7, Landscape Buffers/Screening [ N/A [0 Meets Standards, or B Discrepancies:



The southern end of the property is within the R40 Zoning District. Parking for more than 5 cars needs to
be screened with densely planted shrubs not less than 5’ in height with 75% evergreens. There does not
appear to be existing vegetation in this area to meet these requirements. Fencing may be part of such
screening as approved by Site Plan Review. Fencing to include 6’ capped cedar. There is concern about
the location of plantings under the overhead utilities which may also be adversely impacted by utility
spraying and may get trimmed by the electric utility.

Where proper buffer plants do not exist, per the plan, they need to be added, including along Camp Street
which is relatively open, as allowed by the utility company.

Applicant should confirm they have the right to locate parking, landscaping and drainage within the Cape
& Vineyard 100 electric easement.

Dan Ojala indicated applicant has the right to utilize the right-of-way (ROW) area as it is a private paper
road where applicant owns to the center of the ROW and owns property on both sides.

Any dumpsters would need to be fenced and gated for screening.
Sect. 8, Parking Lot Visibility [ N/A [0 Meets Standards, or &l Discrepancies:
See Section 7 Comments above. Although five trees are shown, only three would count toward in-lot trees.

Sect. 9, Break up Large Parking Lots [ N/A O Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

Sect. 10, Locate Utilities Underground [ N/A B Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 11, Shield Loading Areas [l N/A [ Meets Standards, or (I Discrepancies:

BUILDING STRATEGIES

Sect. 1, Break Down Building Mass — Multiple Bldgs. Xl N/A O Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 2, Break Down Building Mass — Sub-Masses [l N/A O Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 3, Vary Facade Lines [0 N/A O Meets Standards, or (¥l Discrepancies:

The building is rectangular with no variations in the fagade lines.

Sect. 4, Vary Wall Heights [0 N/A O Meets Standards, or [X] Discrepancies:

There are no variations in the wall heights.

Sect. 5, Vary Roof Lines [ N/A O Meets Standards, or %] Discrepancies:

There are no variations in the roof lines.

Sect. 6, Bring Down Building Edges O N/A [0 Meets Standards, or [X] Discrepancies:
There are no architectural elements that bring down the building edges.

Sect. 7, Vary Building Mat'ls For Depth O N/A O Meets Standards, or ] Discrepancies:
Building is all one material, metal siding.

Sect. 8, Use Traditional & Nat'l. Building Mat'ls O N/A O Meets Standards, or B Discrepancies:

Metal siding is not a traditional Cape Cod building material.

Sect. 9, Incorporate Pedestrian-scaled Features [0 N/A [ Meets Standards, or [X] Discrepancies:



Sect. 10, Incorporate Energy-efficient Design [ N/A [l Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Next step for applicant: X Go to Site Plan Review [0 Return to Design Review for Formal Review

Read & Recgived by Applicant(s)




