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A hearing was held on June 13, 1978 by the above commission upon the appeal
by HARRY F. SCHROEDER from the decision of the Yarmouth Historio Distriot Committee
granting a certificate of Appropriateness to Roger P. and Sarah A. Williams with
respect to construction at their dwelling at 51 Homestead Lane, Yarmouthport.
Present at the hearing were appellant Sohroeder, represented by James H.
Quirk, Esq., Mr. and Mrs. Williams represented by Robert J. Donahue, Esq.,
commission members Bourne, chairman of Sandwich, Bonner, of Brewster, Marsh,
of Dennis, Mac Swan , of Barnstable, and Cole of Yarmouth, and James R. Wilson, Esq.
counsel to the Commission. Mr. Cole abstained from voting, pursuant to the
Commission's Rules and Regulations.
Application for the certificate was filed April 26, 1978 and a hearing was
held thereon on May 9, 1978. The certificate which was filed with the town clerk
on May 11th approved sliding glass doors, already installed at s econd floor level,
the construction of a 4' by 8' landing (instead of 6' by 8' as applied for)
outside the s l iding glass doors at the rear of the Williams dwelling, an egress
stairway leading f rom the landing to a ground level deck, landing and· stairway -Tv
be enclosed with balusters, all constructed of wood, and screened at ground
level with four foot plantings.
Prooeedings involving Schroeder and Williams with respeot to the subject
premises prior to the April 26th application do not seem relevant to the present
appeal except that the Commission noted that at an informal conferenoe oalled by
the Commission on April 21st, in response to a letter from Schroeder, Schroeder
stated that he did not object to the sliding doors already installed by Williams.
Schroeder and the other abutters of the Williams property appear to have been duly
notified of the May 9th hearing and Schroeder appeared at and participated therein.
His appeal from the committee's deoision to this commission was timely.
Sohroeder's house faoes Wild Hunter Road which runs parallel to Homestead
Lane. It is back to baok with the Williams house and about 75 feet therefrom.
Both houses are in a modern development, are of fairly recent construotion, are of
pseudo "Cape Cod" or pseudo "colonial" style and are attraotive but unimportant
from an architectural or historic standpoint. The Williams back yard is completely
enclosed by a six foot stockade fence. From a viewing of the site and ph9tographs
offered by appellant it appears that the visibility of the proposed construction
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from a public street (Wild Hunter Road) is largely blocked by the houses o·f
appellant and his adjoining neighbors. ~Ten then approximately the lower half
of the proposed construction is effectively screened from view from WLld Hunter
Road by the Williams fence.
Appellant contends that the construction is not appropriate under the
RegionaJ. act and should not be aJ.lowed and that the sliding glass doors should
be ordered removed. Williams contends that it is appropriate, in character for
the area, and minimaJ.ly visible from a public street. He aJ.so noted that the
stairway is an important means of egress from a family bedroom in case of a
fire which might make access to the interior stairway, at the opposite end of
the house, difficult or impossible.
After hearing the parties and their counsel and reviewing the evidence
the Commission determined that the Yarmouth committee acted properly in granting
the certificate of May 9, 1978, and accordingly unanimously voted to affirm the
decision of that committee.
At the hearing counsel for appellant submitted to the Commission a
"Statement of Facts and Request for Rulings." The statement of facts, prepared
prior to the hearing, appears to be appellant's version of what happened prior
to the April 26 application, and as such has little if any relevance to the
issue here decided. The facts which this Commission deemed relevant are
sufficiently recited above. The requested rulings are contrary to the
Commission's decision, stated above, and are therefore denied.
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