Review is: 0 Conceptual O Formal Bd Binding (404 Motels/R.0.A.D. Project) [ Non-binding (All other commercial projects)
Review is by: O Planning Board [l 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: October 18, 2016 Map: 41 Lot: 48

Applicant: Dakota Partners, Inc. (Roberto Arista) Zone(s). B2, HMOD1, VCOD VC3

Site Location: 881 Route 28, South Yarmouth

Persons Present:

A
DCR Membhers Present Yarmouth Town Staff Present Applicant/Representatives
Jack McCormack 2K <7 Kathy Williams, Town Planner Steve Kominski, Dakota
J~ Charlie Adams ¢ AL Roberto Arista, Dakota
Chris Vincent AV Kieran Healy, BSC Group
Sara Jane Porter G (- Brian Yergatian, BSC Group

Jai Singh Khalsa, Khalsg Design
Marc Daigle, Dakota \Mﬂj

GUESTS: See attached Sign-In Sheet for Guests

DRC Review Started at: 3:40 PM Hearing Room, Town Hall 1146 Route 28, South Yarmouth MA

DRC Review ended at: 5:00 PM

Project Summary

The Applicant proposes to raze the motel facilities at 881 Route 28 (former Cavalier Motor Lodge) and replace with 69
units of Residential Housing (15.8 units/acre), a Community Building, Wastewater Treatment Facility, 104 parking spaces,
utilities, landscaping and site amenities; utilizing the provisions of Zoning Bylaw Section 404 — Motel bylaw (HMOD1). All
HMOD1 projects require mandatory compliance with the Architectural and Site Design Standards, unless relief is granted
by the Planning Board.

Introduction: Jack McCormack, DRC member, gave a brief introduction, outlining the meeting format and the specific
purview of the DRC.

Presentation: A presentation of the project was given by the project proponent, Dakota Partners, and their design
professionals. The design professionals were introduced.

An overview of the Architectural design plans was presented by Jai Singh Khalsa of Khalsa Design as shown in the
Architectural Plans dated October 11, 2016, including two buildings of 2 stories fronting on the streets with a third building
of 3 stories abutting the Bass River Motel. Community space with fitness area and bathrooms are still included in the
project. All parking is surface parking with no underground. There is a unit mix of one, two and three bedroom units
ranging in size from 711st to 1260 sf. There will be no elevators. The entire project will be constructed in a single phase,
with modular construction compressing the construction period. Mr. Khalsa gave an overview of the elevations and
massing of the two story building. Examples of board and batten siding were shown. The renderings of the site from
various locations along Route 28 were reviewed. The three story building elevations were reviewed along with the
proposed siding materials, all similar to the three story reviewed previously by the DRC. Elevations of the Community
Building and WWTF were also reviewed. Building material colors were reviewed in the blue/gray family. Dakota agreed
to utilize architectural asphalt shingles. Decorative light fixtures will be located at the entrances and for site lighting which
are down-cast lighting. An alternate treatment for the two-story was presented that eliminated the board and batten
material and replaced it with shingles and clapboard siding.

Kieran Healy gave an overview of the reduced project of 69 units, located only on the former Cavalier Site. Mr. Healy
briefly reviewed the site plan and outlined the access points, bus area, septic in central grass area, and discussed grass



pavers required for fire truck access which will read as grass. In lot trees are included in the parking areas. Dumpster
area was identified which will be fenced. Revised Landscape Plan, dated October 18, 2016 which shows additional buffer
trees to remain and proposed site lighting was distributed at the DRC meeting.

DRC Questions & Discussion: DRC members asked questions and had a general discussion on the project design
elements.

o Jack McCormack asked about the siding material and the board and batten panels which come in sheets.
Shingles and clapboards proposed are in vinyl, but do come in a cement fiber material. Cement fiber shingles are
larger than traditional shingles, whereas the vinyl are similar to traditional shingles.

e Chris Vincent asked about the proposed three tap shingle style versus architectural style. Dakota indicated they
would utilize architectural shingles which were the preference of the DRC.

o Sara Jane Porter asked about vinyl material. Mr. Khalsa felt it is a superior material and lower maintenance.
Sara Jane Porter asked about local locations of vinyl siding, which will be provided. She inquired about the board
and batten material also.

Written Comments: The attached written comment from Dick Martin, DRC member who could not be present, was read
at the DRC meeting.

Brian Yergatian responded to these comments by reviewing the revised Landscape Plan for the project and noting that
the buffer trees have been designed to meet the zoning bylaw with trees every 20" and a hedge to hide the cars from
Route 28. There are a number of trees to be saved and protected in the buffer areas (approximately 30 oak trees) along
Ocean, Banister and up the eastern property line.

Public Comments: Public comment was then solicited as it pertains to the purview of the DRC. Attorney David Reid,
representing 87 households, provided the following comments:

e Designs should be traditional Cape Cod designs, traditional to the area and the meet the vision for the Town. His
clients do not believe this design does.

o Most pictures are from Route 28, but not the only frontage. The property also fronts on Ocean and Banister which
are residential roads. This project will impact the residential neighborhood behind it. These buildings are
approximately 200’ long, and question whether there are similar sized buildings in Town.

e The breaks and setbacks require a minimum of 6’ and preferable 10’. These plans only incorporate 5' setbacks
and after each setback goes right back to existing fagade, so does not break up the facade.

e Parking lots are to be broken up, but the southeast parking spaces are very close to the residential neighborhood,
Even the landscape, and fencing doesn’t break up the large parking areas.

e Lighting on 18’ tall poles put the light fixture above the second floor, not a residential grade fixture adjoining a
residential neighborhood.

e Trash collection be incorporated into the design of the building, only have one trash disposal area. This would
have noise impacts to the abutters.

e Building size say should be broken down into 5,000 sf or less. Each of these buildings are greater than 11,000 sf.

o Standards also require varied roof lines. Some architectural features, but look at ridge or gutter line, it is the
same. Doesn't really change the roof line. It's a large box building. Do not believe this complies with the design
standards.

e Third floors are required to be jogged in and not same.

¢ Do not believe this design meets the standards, is not appropriate for the site and should not be approved.



DRC Review of Design Strategies: After public comment, each member gave their overall view of the project prior to
getting into the Siting and Building Strategies as outlined below.

o Charlie Adams is in favor of the project which has been reviewed by DRC three times. The project has been
reduced and the architect has done a reasonable job in complying with requests. He is in favor of the changes.

e Sara Jane Porte also noted the numerous reviews. She indicated that although it is a big building, it works
architecturally. Traditional is a matter of opinion. She approved of the project as well.

e Chris Vincent approves of it as well, and is located right next door to Lighthouse Landing which is similar in size.
He felt it was a well designed project and very nice architecturally. These buildings are a lot better than other
existing buildings in town which may be viewed as traditional. Thinks its attractive building and is in support.

o Jack McCormack noted that being in B2, could have far less attractive uses. The developer has responded to
requests and he is in support of the building.

All plans submitted as part of this application, including superseding plans submitted at the October 18, 2016 DRC
Meeting are part of this decision and are attached to this determination.

Review Comments In Relation To The Design Standards

SITING STRATEGIES

Sect. 1, Streetscape O N/A X Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Buildings are located along the roadways to help define the streetscape. There is a street oriented entrance with
porch for the building fronting on Route 28. Landscaping is used along all public ways to enhance the street
edge, and shield parking located to the side of buildings. The streetscape has been further enhanced by a new
concrete sidewalk along Route 28 and a portion of Ocean Avenue. See additional comments under Building
Strategies.

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

Sect. 3, Define Street Edge O N/A [¥] Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

See Comments above for Section 1, Site Strategies.
Sect. 4, Shield Large Buildings B N/A [1 Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

Sect. 5, Design a 2™ Story O N/A B Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Two of the residential buildings have usable second stories with one building have a usable third story to reduce
the building footprint and allowing for more open green space.

Sect. 6, Use Topo to Screen New Development 0 N/A [X] Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Landscaping, including bushes, trees and fencing are used to screen the parking areas.

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

Quality larger buffer trees are shown to remain unless they would be negatively impacted by construction of the

foundation for the buildings. New buffer trees, shrubs and a fence have been incorporated in the design for
additional buffering and screening. Applicant will be irrigating the landscaping.



Sect. 8, Parking Lot Visibility [ N/A [X] Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

See Comments above for Section 7, Site Strategies.

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

Parking Ilots have been placed evenly around the site to reduce impacts of large parking areas. In-Lot trees have
been incorporated to reduce expanses of pavement.

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

All utilities shall be underground. Any ground mounted transformers, electrical cabinet or building mounted
meters shall be located to minimize visibility and shall be screened.

Signage is shown at the entrance along Route 28 and a detail was included.

Sect. 11, Shield Loading Areas [ N/A 00 Meets Standards, or (I Discrepancies:

BUILDING STRATEGIES

Sect. 1, Break Down Building Mass — Multiple Bldgs. O N/A X Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

There are multiple buildings on the site broken down into smaller structural masses through varying the fagade
line, wall heights and roof lines.

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

See Comments above for Section 1 Building Strategies.

Sect. 3, Vary Facade Lines [ N/A [X] Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 4, Vary Wall Heights [ N/A ¥ Meets Standards, or CJ Discrepancies:

Sect. 5, Vary Roof Lines 0O N/A [X] Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

The DRC felt this standard was met if the applicant eliminates the continuous eave line on the two-story building
by extending the siding up along the two larger gable ends.

Sect. 6, Bring Down Building Edges 0 N/A [ Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

Sect. 7, Vary Building Mat'ls For Depth 0O N/A [X] Meets Standards, or O Discrepancies:

Sect. 8, Use Traditional & Nat'l. Building Mat'ls I N/A X Meets Standards, or 0 Discrepancies:

The DRC felt this standard was met if the applicant eliminates the board and batten on the two story building and
utilized the combination of clapboards and shingles shown on the Alternate Elevation Plan presented at the DRC
meeting.

Sect. 9, Incorporate Pedestrian-scaled Features [ N/A Xl Meets Standards, or I Discrepancies:

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

On a motion by Sara Jane Porter, seconded by Charlie Adams, the DRC voted (4-0) that the proposed 69 unit
residential development at 881 Route 28 as presented at the DRC meeting of October 18, 2016 is in compliance
with the Siting and Building Strategies outlined in the Architectural and Site Design Standards, with the
modifications noted above.



Next step for applicant: B Go to Site Plan Review 0 Return to Design Review for Formal Review
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Meeting Attendance Sign-In Sheet

Design Review Committee

Meeting Date: October 18, 2016
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Meeting Attendance Sign-In Sheet

Design Review Committee

Meeting Date: October 18, 2016
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