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Agenda

1

Call to Order

2

Pursuant to RIGL 42-46-6(c), notice of this meeting has been posted on the Secretary
of State's website

3

General Business
3.a

Pre-application: Application of Daniel A. DiSaia, 201 Essex Road, North
Kingstown, RI 02852 for a proposed two-lot major subdivision located at 201
Essex Road, AP 158 Lot 11, zoned Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Pre-application PC memo 060518.docx
Pre-application 121917.pdf
pc_minutes_020618.pdf
Letter of intent 012218.pdf
ZBR Decision 021103.pdf
1

DOCKET OF THE PLANNING
COMMISSION

PAGE 2

June 5, 2018

ZBR-minutes-012803.pdf
TRC Minutes - January 10, 2018.docx
010218 preap.docx
Plans 011718.pdf

4

5

3.b

Discussion, Review, and Potential Recommendation to Town Council: Brown
Street, Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Memo for June 5 PC.docx
Draft 4 Brown Street Standards and Guidelines edits from SC 5-23-18Q.pdf
Overlay Map 050218.pdf

3.c

Discussion, Review, and Potential Recommendation to Town Council:
Amendments to the North Kingstown Zoning Ordinance related to the Brown
Street, Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines. Amendments relate
to but are not limited to Sections 21-93, 21-191, 21-284, 21-362, 21-363, and
Article IV Table 2B,
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Memo for June 5 PC.docx
Overlay Map 050218.pdf
Sec._21_93WVCchangesdesignguidelines.doc
Sec._21_191_WVDGOverlayproposed06052018.doc
Sec._21_284DPRrelatedtodesignguidelines.doc
WVCDOverlayDimensionalChanges060518.pdf

Minutes
4.a

April 3, 2018
pc_minutes_040318.doc

4.b

April 10, 2018
pc_minutes_041018.doc

Adjournment

THE TOWN OF NORTH KINGSTOWN WILL PROVIDE INTERPRETERS FOR THE DEAF AND HARD
OF HEARING AT ANY MEETING PROVIDED A REQUEST IS RECEIVED THREE (3) DAYS PRIOR TO
SAID MEETING BY CALLING 294-3331, EXT. 120.
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: June 5, 2018

Agenda Action:
Pre-application: Application of Daniel A. DiSaia, 201 Essex Road, North Kingstown, RI 02852 for a proposed two-lot
major subdivision located at 201 Essex Road, AP 158 Lot 11, zoned Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Motion:
Review and provide feedback

ATTACHMENTS
 Pre-application PC memo 060518.docx
 Pre-application 121917.pdf
 pc_minutes_020618.pdf
 Letter of intent 012218.pdf
 ZBR Decision 021103.pdf
 ZBR-minutes-012803.pdf
 TRC Minutes - January 10, 2018.docx
 010218 preap.docx
 Plans 011718.pdf
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax: (401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

STAFF REPORT
To:
Planning Commission
From: Department of Planning and Development
Date: May 22, 2018
Meeting Date: June 5, 2018
Applicant/Owner

Request
Location
Existing Zoning
Surrounding Zoning
Groundwater Status
Lot size
Land Use Designation

Daniel A. and Claudia DiSaia
201 Essex Road
North Kingstown, RI 02852
Pre-application for two-lot major subdivision
Plat 158 Lot 11
201 Essex Road, North Kingstown, RI 02852
Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Neighborhood Residential (NR)
N/A
13.9 acres
Medium Density Residential (MDR)

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS:
The following are the relevant ordinances to be considered in the review:
 Section 21-38: Neighborhood Residential
 Article IV: Dimensional Regulations: Table 2A: Residential Districts (NR lot dimensions)
 Appendix A: Subdivision and Land Development Regulations
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DISCUSSION:
The pre-application is a proposed two-lot major subdivision. The project was reviewed at the
February 6, 2018 Planning Commission meeting. Following a discussion, the Commission
requested that the applicant work with staff to consider alternative subdivision design options
and to provide additional information pertaining to the development history of the property.
The minutes from the February 6, 2018 Planning Commission meeting are attached for
reference.
The project is located at 201 Essex Road, AP 158 Lot 11. The subject property and surrounding
lots along Essex Road are zoned Neighborhood Residential. The Comprehensive Plan land use
designation for the area is Medium Density Residential, where single-family residential
dwellings are encouraged for every one to two acres. The subject property is a heavily-wooded
13.9-acre site. A watercourse and wetland is located throughout the middle portions of the
property. The site also has a large water line easement running through it belonging to the
Quonset Development Corporation. The property maintains two residential structures; the
primary residence orients towards Essex Road while the second residence – an accessory
dwelling unit – is located to the south of the property and is served by a driveway at the end of
Beverly Road.
On January 23, 2003, the Zoning Board of Review approved a special use permit to allow for the
construction of the accessory dwelling unit located at the south side of the site. The approval
allowed for a three-bedroom residence with an attached two-car garage (totaling
approximately 1,700 square feet in area), which is larger than a customary one or two-bedroom
accessory dwelling unit. A copy of the minutes and decision from that meeting is attached for
reference. The subsequent connotation resulting from the Zoning Board’s approval results in
the property maintaining two dwellings that appear primary in nature. Although approved in
2003, it is unlikely that the Planning Department would support such a concept today.
The project proposes to assign each existing residence its own separate lot. To achieve this, the
existing property would be subdivided. The subdivision would create a new 1.16-acre lot for the
residence backing onto Beverly Road. The remaining 12.34-acre site would be set aside for the
existing residence served by Essex Road. No new construction is proposed. The existing
driveways will remain to serve each residence and lots.
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS:
Section 21-38 and Article IV, Table 2A of the Zoning Ordinance outline the intent of the
Neighborhood Residential zoning district and the requirements for new lots. Although the
subdivision is designed to provide one existing dwelling for each lot and complies with the area,
depth and width requirements, the newly-created lot at the south of the site provides only 25
feet of frontage where 180 feet is required. Therefore, a dimensional variance would be
required. Since a variance is required to complete the subdivision, the project would be
categorized as a major subdivision and would be subject to master, preliminary and final plan
review. Since no new development is proposed, the Planning Commission may allow the master
5
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and preliminary plan review stages to be combined. The Zoning Board of Review would review
the frontage relief request prior to a final plan application being filed and approved.
TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMITTEE:
The Technical Review Committee reviewed the pre-application at its January 10, 2018 meeting.
The Technical Review Committee meeting minutes and town department correspondence are
attached for reference.
SUMMARY:
In concept, the proposal is compatible with the Neighborhood Residential zoning district, in
that the project provides one dwelling unit for each lot within an acceptable range of
residential density for the area. While a dimensional variance for the lack of required frontage
along Beverly Road would be required to complete the subdivision, the project retains the
existing residential setting and does not introduce any new construction or improvements to
the existing residences.
The purpose of a pre-application is to provide direction to the applicant and provide a cursory
opinion on the proposal. Should the Planning Commission endorse this pre-application, the
applicant may proceed with a master plan or combined master and preliminary plan subdivision
application. A site visit will be required prior to approval.
ATTTACHMENTS:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Pre-application dated December 19, 2017
Letter of intent dated January 22, 2018
Planning Commission minutes dated February 6, 2018
Zoning Board of Review decision dated February 11, 2003
Zoning Board of Review minutes dated January 23, 2003
Technical Review Committee minutes dated January 10, 2018
Town Engineer memorandum dated January 11, 2018
Plans dated February 15, 2013 and revised January 17, 2018
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
80 Boston Neck Road
North Kingstown, RI 02852-5762
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax:
(401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

NORTH KINGSTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
February 6, 2018

The North Kingstown Planning Commission convened at Municipal Offices Court Room,
100 Fairway Dr., North Kingstown, RI
The following members were present:
Gardner Palmer, Jr.
Patricia Nickles
Patrick Roach
Michael Annarummo
James Grundy
Mr. Dion was excused.
Also in attendance were Supervising Planner Maura Harrington, Principal Planner Shaun
Lacey and Town Solicitor Matt Callaghan.
Tide Mill Landings Master Plan Decision
Mr. Palmer asked if members had any questions or comments on the Tide Mill Landing
Master Plan Decision.
After discussion on date verification and the extent of landscaping, Mr. Palmer signed the
decision.
Zoning Map Amendment: Application of Stuart A. Tucker, 542 Potter Road, North
Kingstown, RI 02852 for a proposed zone change from Village Residential to
Neighborhood Business located at 185 Tower Hill Road, AP 116 Lot 89
9
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Mr. Lacey gave an overview to this application. He said the application is for a proposed
zoning map amendment. The Town Council is the body that will approve or not approve
a map amendment; the Planning Commission is charged with sending a recommendation
to the Council.
The property is now zoned Village Residential (VR); this zoning allows for single-family
development.
The property owner, Mr. Tucker would like to change this zoning to Neighborhood
Residential (NR). This zoning would allow Mr. Tucker to use the site and existing
structure for a wider range of used.
Mr. Lacey said that the stretch of Tower Hill Rd. (where Mr. Tucker’s property is
located) vary in zoning designations. The Comprehensive Plan land use designation is
Neighborhood Commercial. Mr. Tucker has no plans to new construction and the
existing driveway will remain.
Mr. Palmer commented this may be an opportunity to extend the existing and newly
approved sidewalk.
Mr. Roach asked questions about Mr. Lacey’s recommended conditions: fire and
building code review and the need for a Physical Alteration Permit.
Mr. Callaghan said that there is no town ordinance on record requiring the need for these
suggestions; they will be covered by state, fire and building codes. They do not have to
be a part of an approval.
Ms. Nickles mentioned her concerns about the limited parking. She mentioned “Jitter’s”
which started as a small scale business but boomed into a very busy business and now has
limited parking.
Mr. Lacey answered that while there would be no review at this time because no new
construction is planned (there would be no oversight on parking); however, if Mr. Tucker
wanted to expand the structure and/or use of the property, land development review
would be needed, which would include a review of the parking.
Mr. Palmer asked Mr. Tucker wanted to address the Commission.
Mr. Stuart Tucker came forward. He told the Commission that he bought the property in
1999. He had the same tenant for 11 years but at the moment the building is vacant. He
has an interested prospective tenant who would like to use the first floor for business and
the second floor for an apartment.
Mr. Tucker addressed Mr. Palmer’s comment about extending the sidewalk. He said that
there is an existing culvert and guardrail in front of his property.
Mr. Lacey said that it would be quite a challenge but would involve RI DEM and the
Town Engineer.
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With no further discussion or comment, Mr. Palmer called for a motion of
recommendation to the Town Council for a zone change from Village Residential (VR)
to Neighborhood Business (NB).
Mr. Grundy moved to send a positive recommendation in favor of a zone change from
Village Residential to Neighborhood Business and with that a statement that the change
is generally consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, including the goals and policies
statement, the implementation program, and all other applicable elements of the
Comprehensive Plan; the change recognizes and demonstrates the consideration of each
of the applicable general purposes.
Promoting the public health, safety and general welfare.
Providing for a range of uses and intensities of use appropriate to the
character of the
town and reflecting current and expected future
needs.
Providing for orderly growth and development which recognizes the
following:
a. The goals, objectives and patterns of land use contained in the town comprehensive
plan.
b. The natural characteristics of the land, including its suitability for use based on soil
characteristics, topography and susceptibility to surface water or groundwater pollution.
c. The values and dynamic nature of coastal and freshwater ponds, the shoreline, and
freshwater and coastal wetlands.
d. The values of unique or valuable natural resources and features.
e. The availability and capacity of existing and planned public and/or private services
and facilities.
f. The need to shape and balance urban and rural development.
g. The use of innovative development regulations and techniques.
Providing for the control, protection and/or abatement of air, water,
groundwater and noise pollution and soil erosion and sedimentation.
Providing for the protection of the natural, historic, cultural and scenic
character of the town.
Providing for the preservation and promotion of agricultural production,
forest, silviculture, aquaculture, timber resources and open space.
Providing for the protection of public investment in transportation, water,
stormwater management systems, sewage treatment and disposal, solid waste treatment
and disposal, schools, recreation, public facilities, open space and other public
requirements.
Promoting a balance of housing choices, for all income levels and groups,
to ensure the health, safety and welfare of all citizens and citizens' rights to affordable,
accessible, safe and sanitary housing.
Providing opportunities for the establishment of low- and moderateincome housing.
Promoting safety from fire, flood and other natural or humanmade disasters.
Promoting a high level of quality in design in the development of private
and public facilities.
11
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Promoting implementation of the comprehensive plan.
Providing for coordination of land uses with contiguous municipalities,
other municipalities, the state and other agencies, as appropriate, to ensure that the land
uses are consistent with the town's comprehensive plan, especially with regard to
resources and facilities that extend beyond municipal boundaries or that have a direct
impact on the town.
Providing for efficient review of development proposals, to clarify and
expedite the zoning review process.
Providing for procedures for the administration of this chapter, including but not
limited to variances, special use permits, special permits, special exceptions and
modifications.
The change also meets the general requirements and intents of the neighborhood business
district; it encourages growth and vitality to town villages.
Provide areas within and adjacent to residential neighborhoods where groups of
businesses may be located to:
a. Serve the frequent commercial and service needs of residents within convenient
traveling distances.
b. Serve as a transitional zone between more intensive business areas and residential
neighborhoods.
c. Provide a district for business activities which do not generate the traffic, noise,
glare or large parking areas associated with large-scale business uses.
- Encourage traditional development design and mixed use development appropriate to
village centers.
- Serve the traffic-carrying capacity of the town's road system by concentrating certain
uses within village centers, thereby reducing the overall traffic burden.
- Preserve the residential, rural, agricultural and historic characteristics of the
community by encouraging new development to its village centers.
- Strengthen the role of the neighborhood as a support for the village retail center and in
turn to keep each village center to a scale that services its neighborhood without an undue
dependence on automobile-borne customers.
- Provide for a visual center for each village.
- Promote unified physical, visual and spatial characteristics that are compatible with
each village's traditional development pattern.
- On-site parking shall be located to the rear of the principal structure, but not in the
required minimum rear or side setback or required buffer area.
- The front yard setback shall be the average of the existing setbacks on the same side
of the street as the subject site for a distance of 500 feet on both sides. Principal buildings
shall front at this setback or no more than five feet behind it. If the latter, the area
between the building and the street line shall be landscaped with appropriate material
(e.g., bricks, concrete, stone pavers, but not asphalt) and appropriately planted, signed
and lit. Properties in the neighborhood business district shall be exempt from subsection
21-306(a).
Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The positive recommendation will be made.

12
4

Pre-application: Application of Daniel A. DiSaia, 201 Essex Road, North Kingstown,
RI 02852 for a proposed two-lot major subdivision located at 201 Essex Road, AP
158 Lot 11, zoned Neighborhood Residential (NR)
Mr. Lacey gave a summary of this proposal. He said that it is a pre-application for a twolot major subdivision. The project is located at 201 Essex Rd. The property is
nonconforming in that two single family homes where only one single family is allowed.
Mr. DiSaia would like to assign each existing residence its own lot.
Mr. DiSaia is proposing a subdivision that would create one lot with 1.16 acres; the
remaining land would be set aside for the home along Essex Rd.
Mr. Lacey said that the proposal is a major subdivision because a dimensional variance
because of lack of frontage of the rear (south; Beverly Rd.) lot.
Mr. Lacey told the Commission that the proposal had been presented to the Technical
Review Committee on January; no staff comments were received.
He said that the proposal is compatible with the area and would rectify anon-conformity;
the proposal does not introduce any new construction.
Mr. Lacey also introduced information regarding a 2003 Zoning Board approval for an
accessory unit; after which the second home was built.
Mr. Lacey concluded reminding the Commission that this is before them as a PreApplication; no vote will be taken. Mr. DiSaia is here to gage the Commission’s view
and hear any feedback they may have.
Mr. Palmer turned the meeting to Commission discussion and comment.
Ms. Nickles said she remembered this property gaining approval for an accessory
dwelling. She asked the Solicitor if one of these structures was approved as an accessory
structure, should the Commission take that into consideration at all.
Mr. Callaghan said he was unaware of this until tonight, but he looked at the accessory
structure approval as something the Zoning Board would deal with; not this Commission.
Mr. Grundy said he would like to see the minutes from the Zoning Board meeting where
this was approved; he would not be willing to review this if it was being used as a
mechanism to create a subdivision.
Mr. Roach commented that the Commission could look at this as if the back house did
not exist. The proposal would simply be a subdivision that needs Zoning Board
dimensional relief. The plan appears doable.
Mr. DiDasia weighed in that the original plan that gained approval was to build a second
home for his son. He and his wife are getting older and are now considering a move but
would like his son to have the ability to say in his home.
Mr. Callaghan said that back in 2003 there was a proposal for subdivision of the lot; it
was met with trepidation so Mr. DiSaia went for the option of establishing an accessory
unit instead.
13
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Mr. Grundy again said about not wanting to set a precedent; there are plenty of properties
that have accessory unit approval with two structures – he does not want the accessory
unit ordinance used as a vehicle to subdivision.
There was discussion about establishing a paper road which would give the newly created
lot the frontage it needs.
Mr. Callaghan suggests the lengthening of Beverly Rd. or creation of a new paper road
would relieve the need for a dimensional variance (a special use permit would be needed
to build the road); this would prevent setting a precedent.
Mr. Grundy would like to review the 2003 Zoning Board minutes before offering a sense
of approval to this project.
Mr. Palmer summed up saying that the Commission has offered up ways to accomplish
what Mr. DiSaia wants to do with the property. If Mr. DiSaia remains on the plan to
apply for Zoning Board approval for dimensional relief to frontage, there is a good
possibility the Commission may not want to approve it as it may set precedent. A paper
road would alleviate that concern; Mr. DiSaia should consider this and gain opinion from
his wife and his engineer.
Mr. Palamer said that it does not look like a project the Commission would thoroughly
discourage.
Mr. Palmer asked Planning staff to get the Zoning Board minutes to Commission
members to review; member thoughts could then be passed to Mr. DiSaia. He said Mr.
DiSaia should get in touch with the staff about how to move forward.
Application for Development Plan Review: for O’Reilly Auto Parts Building, c/o
Bohler Engineering, 352 Turnpike Rd, Southborough, MA 01772 for the
construction of a 7,448 sq. ft. O’Reilly Auto Parts retail store along with 28 parking
spaces and related site amenities located at 7570 Post Road AP 108 Lot 004 zoned
Post Road (PR).
Recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review: for O’Reilly Auto Parts Building,
c/o Bohler Engineering, 352 Turnpike Rd, Southborough, MA 01772 for requested
relief for the proposed O’Reilly Auto Parts proposal located at 7570 Post Road AP
108 Lot 004 zoned Post Road (PR).

Ms. Harrington reminded the Commission that this project was presented to them as a
pre-application August, 2017. At that time, the Commission had brought up concerns
about signage, landscaping and limited curb cuts (access points).
The applicant is now asking for Development Plan Review, but is also applying Zoning
Board of Review for Zoning relief. The applicant has applied for a Physical Alteration
14
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Permit with RI DOT and a Costal Resource Management Council (due to nearby
wetland) permit.
She said the plan is to construct a 7448 sq. ft. O’Reilly’s Auto Parts store. The land is
now vacant after the demolition of a previous structure. There is an National Grid
easement running along the front of this property – no structure can be built in this area.
The present proposal is to place the building towards the rear of the site (82.2’ from Post
Rd.); Town Ordinance requires 10’-20’ from Post Rd., but there is provision within the
ordinance to allow the Commission to increase this setback.
The land does abut residential properties which must be buffered; however, this proposal
sits the structure 200’ from the rear property line, well within buffering requirements.
The proposed structure will be single story with a height of 22’. The Commission had
commented in August that straight bare sides of the design would be better with some
sort of ornamental piers; ornamental piers have been added in this new plan. Rooftop
screening has been added along the roofline to screen mechanicals. The applicants have
submitted requests for a ground mounted sign (externally lit); two storefront wall
mounted signs which will meet ordinance requirements. Lighting details have been
submitted. Parking spaces will number 28 ; 2 handicap accessible; 28 spaces meet
ordinance requirements, however, the parking will need to sit at the front and side of the
building due to the building location (discouraged within the Post Road Guidelines) The
new plan does show some changes to the landscaping plan the Commission originally
saw: 12% internal landscaping is now planned; 5 street trees are proposed; landscaping
and a 6’ vinyl fence in the southeast corner of the property (which abuts a residence).
The applicants are looking for some waivers: building placement for the maximum
setback increased to 85.2’ (due to the easement); location of parking to the front and side
of the structure.
Ms. Harrington said the Commission is also charged with sending a recommendation to
the Zoning Board of Review for need relief of lighting and signage requirements.
Ms. Harrington finished saying the staff finds the proposal a welcomed improvement of
the existing site conditions. She added that the review should meet findings found in
Section 21-284 of the Town Ordinance.
Mr. Randy Miron, engineer with Boehler Engineering gave a brief presentation saying
Ms. Harrington had done a great job of covering the changes. He added that the
Commission’s comment on reducing two access curb cuts to one has been amended on
this plan. A sidewalk is planned to run the length of the property along Post Rd. He
expects RI DOT approva(s)l soon. All runoff will be handled on site and infiltrated
toward the wetlands at the rear (at a slower rate). New sewer, electric and water utilities
are planned. A sediment control plan has been submitted. The trash dumpster(s) will be
screened.
Mr. Palmer asked about the Commission’s concern on perimeter lighting.
Mr. Miron said two footcandle at the perimeter front and sides; zero footcandles on rear
perimeter (where the property abuts residential property). Mr. Miron talked briefly about
signage; they would like to install a ground mounted sign in the fromt – the plan is for a
height greater than allowed – Zoning Board of Review relief will be needed.
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Ms. Lauren Sirois. Architect for the project, said that they will light the sign with ground
mounted lighting. She said it is difficult to meet the Post Road guidelines, (ex.
Decorative nature, down lit, no internally lit signs). The O’Reilly Company likes to have
similar design and signage; the usual signage is internally lit.
Ms. Nickles commented that the sign should be designed to meet Town Ordinance; or,
the Ordinance should be changed. The Planning Commission and Zoning Board should
not be arbitrarily approving relief.
Mr. Grundy said he would like to see an engineered plan of the lighting.
Mr. Roach said he was not against allowing an internally lit sign.
Ms. Harrington said that some recent signage along Post Rd. has made use of reverse
channel lighting; which looks very good.
Mr. Grundy asked if rooftop screening was added to the new plan.
Ms. Sirois said yes screening was added to hide the mechanicals; however, some will
show at the rear of the building.
Ms. Nickles said the rear of the property faces a very concerned residential neighbor;
screening should completely hide mechanical equipment.
Mr. Grundy asked if a more decorative bollard could be used along the perimeter of the
building.
Mr. Grundy commented that the signage plan seemed to show that cinderblocks would be
used to hold down temporary signage.
After discussion, Mr. Miron assured the Commission that something better would be used
to hold the temporary signage.
Ms. Debra Moreau, the abutter to the rear said she is very concerned about drainage. The
drainage seems to flow totally towards the bio-retention system which borders her
property. She is afraid stormwater will flow to wetlands located between the two
properties.
Mr. Grundy responded that the impervious surface of this new plan is drastically reduced.
He told Ms. Moreau that water is draining down the hill across Post Rd from this
property into these wetlands now. The engineering issue is the rate at which the water
drains into those wetlands – the proposed detention system in this plan is designed to
absorb water into the soil, slowing down the rate at which it flows through the wetlands.
Ms. Moreau would like proof.
Mr. Palmer told Ms. Moreau that company engineers, town engineers as well as RI
Department of Environmental Management personnel have all reviewed and agree with
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this plan. The Commission listens and reviews projects counting on the testimony of
experts. This plan shows that the O’Reilly’s engineers have met the requirements on this
particular site.
Ms. Moreau was not satisfied with that answer.
Mr. Callaghan told Ms. Moreau that if she disputes the calculations it is up to her to
prove them wrong.
Ms. Moreau asked that he Commission see that the applicant screens the roof mechanical
equipment all the way around the rooftop. She asked the Commission to understand her
concerns with visuals, lighting and sound, which will all impact her property. She asked
about assurances of future integrity and care of the property.
Mr. Palmer asked Mr. Miron if screening the entire rooftop was something O’Reilly’s
would be willing to do.
Mr. Miron said that he sees no problem obtaining that from O’Reilly’s
Ms. Sirois added that O’Reilly’s has an excellent reputation of maintaining their
properties.
Mr. Palmer said that this applicant has been very amendable to requests.
With all said, Mr. Palmer asked if there was further comments or questions of the
Commission members.
Ms. Harrington said that the Commission may want to hold off on making a
recommendation to the Zoning Board, due to further information needed for signage and
lighting.
Ms. Sirois said that she would have to consult o”Reilly’s about this – the market brand
usually involves internally lit signage. She did ask Commission members if they might
consider the use of internally lit signage if the requested signage size was reduced.
Commission members discussed signage – suggesting height be obtained with a
landscaped “mound”. Members agreed they would be willing to look at internally lit
signage if smaller; but they want to see any new design plan first.
There was Commission discussion about making motions which exclude the monument
sign; a vote could happen on that when more information is presented.
With that, Mr. Grundy moved to send a positive recommendation to the Zoning Board of
Review for dimensional variances for: lighting (Section 21-278(e)(1) granting 19.2
footcandles of relief with the condition that at the property lines the lighting illumination
levels will not exceed .2 footcandle; a 5000 sq, ft, maximum building setback (Article IV,
Table 2B. Business Districts (9)) for 2748 sq. ft. of relief. Any relief regarding signage
will be addressed at a future Planning Commission meeting
17
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Mr. Palmer called for a second. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The motion
carried.
Mr. Palmer then entertained a motion with regard to Development Plan Review.
Mr. Grundy moved to approve the Development Plan Review for O’Reilly Auto Parts
store. The building as presented at 7570 Post Rd., Assessor’s Plat 108, Lot 4 with the
exception of the proposed front ground mounted sign which will be addressed at a future
meeting. Positive findings for:
- The requested action will not alter the general character of the surrounding area or
impair the intent
or purpose of this chapter or the comprehensive plan upon which this
chapter is based.
- The grant of the approval will not pose a threat to the drinking water supply.
- The use will not disrupt the neighborhood or the privacy of abutting landowners by
noise, light, glare or air pollutants.
- Sewage and waste disposal into the ground and the surface water drainage from the
proposed use will be handled on site.
- The traffic generated by the proposed use will not cause congestion or introduce a
traffic hazard to the circulation pattern of the area.
- Accessory signs, off-street parking and loading areas and outdoor lights are designed
and located in a manner which complements the character of the neighborhood.
Waivers granted for the building placement for the maximum building setback to be
increased to 85.2’ due to the easement location in accordance with Article !V:
Dimensional Regulation: Table 2B (13); and, the location of parking to the front of the
building in accordance with Section 14.3.2 of the Subdivision & Land Development
regulations.
The Planning Commission considered these waiver requests in accordance with criteria
as set out in Section 14.3.1. of the Subdivision & Land Development Regulations:
1.
The existing site conditions provide significant hardship and preclude the
implementations of any design standard; or,
2.
The applicant provides an alternative design that achieves the goals of the
Comprehensive Plan and the Post Road Corridor Plan.
The approval is conditioned on approvals from RI Department of Transportation and
Coastal Resource Management Council approvals.
An added condition is that the rooftop mechanical equipment shielded in all directions.
Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. Development Plan was approved.

Minutes
Mr. Palmer entertained a motion to approve the November 21, 2017 meeting minutes
draft.
Mr. Grundy requested some minor changes.
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Mr. Grundy then moved to approve the amended minutes.
Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. The November 21, 2017 minutes were accepted
into the record.
Adjournment

With that done, Mr. Roach moved to adjourn.
Mr. Grundy seconded. All voted aye. The meeting was adjourned at 9:40
PM.

Beth Gagnon-Glasberg
Recording Secretary
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NORTH KINGSTOWN ZONING BOARD OF REVIEW
January 28, 2003
The North Kingstown Zoning Board of Review convened in the Town Hall Conference
Room, 80 Boston Neck Rd., at 7:00 p.m.
The following members were present:
Leon Pierhal, Chair
Mary Paul Davis, Vice Chair
Kristine Stuart, Secretary to the Board
Vincent Brunelle
Edward Ekman, First Alternate
Richard Berlinsky, Second Alternate
Also in attendance were Town Solicitor A. Lauriston Parks and Senior Planner John
Aubin. Liz Greeley was the Allied Court Reporter for this meeting.
Mr. Ekman will be a voting member for this meeting.
Mr. Pierhal called the meeting to order and explained the proceedings as follows.
The applicant or their representative would be asked to come forward, be sworn in, and
give a brief explanation of their application.
The Board will then ask questions of the applicant before opening the floor to public
comment. After all has been heard, the public portion of the meeting will be closed.
Decisions are usually rendered the same evening; however, continuances for more
information may occur.
There is a 20-day appeal period once the minutes have been approved at the February 11,
2003 meeting. No building permits may be granted until after the appeal period.
Minutes, and a decision to each petition, are recorded in the Town Clerk’s office.
The Board adheres to a 10:00 p.m. curfew.
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Application of Almonte Hospitality, Inc. for a dimensional variance from the
maximum allowed building height, maximum allowed building stories, maximum
allowed gross floor area per building, minimum required landscaped buffer, and
minimum required off street parking setback to allow the construction of a 150
room (phase 1: 100 rooms, phase II: 50 rooms) hotel and conference center on the
property located at the intersection of Post Road, Newcomb Road, and Gate Road
being AP 182, lot 10 located in a general business district.
Mr. Aubin said that the affidavits of notice have been filed. Mr. Parks stated that at the
November 27, 2001 meeting, relief had been granted by the Zoning Board of Review,
and the relief expired on December 17, 2002. Mr. Almonte filed for an extension on
December 3, 2002. Mr. Parks recommended that the Board simplify matters by taking
notice of the record of prior determination and opening the public portion of the meeting.
If there are no issues, the Board could approve the application with the same conditions
noted in the approval of November 27, 2001. William Almonte came forward and was
sworn in. Mr. Pierhal recused himself. Ms. Davis took over as chairperson for this
application. Mr. Almonte said that he has been pursuing this project for two years and
has been working with the State. It is slowly coming to a conclusion. Ms. Davis opened
the public portion of the meeting. There was no response to inquiry for public comment.
Dr. Brunelle made a motion to close the public portion of the meeting. Ms. Stuart
seconded, and all were in favor.
Dr. Brunelle made a motion to approve the application of Almonte Hospitality, Inc. for
an extension to the relief granted in November 27, 2001, with the same terms and
conditions, for a dimensional variance from the maximum allowed building height,
maximum allowed building stories, maximum allowed gross floor area per building,
minimum required landscaped buffer, and minimum required off street parking setback to
allow the construction of a 150 room (phase 1: 100 rooms, phase II: 50 rooms) hotel and
conference center on the property located at the intersection of Post Road, Newcomb
Road, and Gate Road being AP 182, lot 10. Ms. Stuart seconded, and all were in favor.
Application of Jerold and Marianne Baird, for dimensional variances from the
minimum required setbacks to replace and enlarge an existing shed and construct
an attached two story garage addition to the existing single family dwelling within
the minimum required side yard setbacks on the property located at 667 West
Allenton, being AP 77, lot 17, located in a rural residential district.
Mr. Aubin said that the affidavits of notice have been filed. Jerold and Marianne Baird
came forward and were sworn in. Mr. Baird stated that they would like to add a garage
to their property. Leach fields are on one side of the property, so they have chosen the
other side as the site for the garage, near the property line. They would also like to
enlarge an existing shed. Ms. Stuart questioned the covered walkway on the design. Mr.
Aubin said that the garage would be connected to the house by the walkway. Mr. Ekman
asked if the garage would have two stories. Mr. Baird replied that it would.
24
2

Ms. Stuart asked about the parking. Mr. Baird explained the driveway design and the
parking. Ms. Stuart asked if it would be necessary to remove the pine tree. Mr. Baird
said that it would. Mr. Ekman asked if there is landscaping between the properties. Mr.
Baird presented a photo showing the landscaping. Mr. Pierhal asked if the replacement
shed would follow the same footprint as the present shed, although larger. Mr. Baird said
that it would. Mr. Pierhal opened the public portion of the meeting. There was no
response to inquiry for public comment. Ms. Stuart made a motion to close the public
portion of the meeting. Ms. Davis seconded, and all were in favor. Mr. Ekman asked if
the Bairds had discussed enlarging the garage with their neighbors. Mr. Baird replied
that they had, and there are no objections. Mr. Berlinsky asked about the walkway. Mr.
Baird said the sides would be open.
Ms. Davis made a motion to grant the application of Jerold and Marianne Baird, for
dimensional variances from the minimum required setbacks to replace and enlarge an
existing shed and construct an attached two story garage addition to the existing single
family dwelling within the minimum required side yard setbacks on the property located
at 667 West Allenton, being AP 77, lot 17, based on the criteria set forth in Sections 2114(a)(1-4) and 21-14(b)(2) of the zoning ordinance. Ms. Stuart seconded, and all were in
favor.
Application of Daniel Disaia for a special use permit to allow an accessory family
dwelling unit on the property located at 201 Essex Road being AP 158, lot 11,
located in a neighborhood residential district and zone 2 groundwater protection
area.
Mr. Aubin said that the affidavits of notice have been filed. Daniel Disaia came forward
and was sworn in. Don Gregory, attorney for the applicant, said that Mr. Disaia owns a
14 acre parcel that fronts on Essex Road and goes through to Brookhaven Road. He is
building a residence on the Essex Road side of the property and is asking for a special
use permit for an accessory dwelling for his son, which would be located off Brookhaven
Road. The main dwelling has been approved for ISDS. The accessory dwelling has a 10
foot water table and the plans for the proposed ISDS have been sent to DEM for
approval. The accessory dwelling would be 150 feet from the property line with a 115
foot driveway off of Beverly Drive.
The development standard for an accessory dwelling calls for a two-bedroom house. The
applicant is asking for a three-bedroom house. They believe Mr. Disaia meets the criteria
set forth in Section 21-15 for a special use permit that is: (1) Plan is consistent with
development in the area; other residences have three bedrooms. (2) Dwelling serves as a
public convenience; not applicable in case of residence. (3) There is no threat to the
drinking water supply. (4) Use would not disturb abutters with excessive noise, light or
air pollutants; this standard usually addresses commercial property. (5) There is an
approved ISDS system. (6) Use would not cause traffic congestion.
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Mr. Pierhal asked if the customary permits had been granted for the principal dwelling.
Mr. Aubin replied that they had. Michael McCormick, engineer, came forward and was
sworn in. Mr. Gregory asked if he is employed by Alpha. Mr. McCormick replied that he
is. Mr. Gregory asked if Alpha had designed the project. Mr. McCormick replied that
they had. Mr. Gregory asked Mr. McCormick if he is familiar with the ISDS application.
Mr. McCormick replied that the application had been submitted two weeks ago, and it
usually takes three to four weeks for approval to come through. He said the ISDS is a
trench type system. A soil scientist, along with DEM, has done soil evaluations, and they
concur that the water table is at 12 feet.
Mr. Berlinsky asked if Beverly Drive is a paved road. Mr. Disaia said that it is. Mr.
Pierhal said that an accessory dwelling can only be occupied by family members. Mr.
Disaia said that he is aware of that. Ms. Davis questioned the ordinance that states that
an accessory dwelling should be two-bedrooms. Mr. Parks said that the ordinance states
two- bedrooms and a special use permit is needed to build a three-bedroom dwelling,
satisfying criteria in Section 21-325. Mr. Pierhal asked if plans are available. Mr. Disaia
replied that they had not been drawn up yet, but the dwelling would be a one level ranch
house.
Mr. Pierhal opened the public portion of the meeting. Eleanor Collins of 105 Fairfield
Drive came forward and was sworn in. She said that she has lived in the neighborhood
for 37 years. She presented photographs of the area. She is very familiar with Mr.
Disaia’s property. She had rented it from the Potters, former owners, for her horses.
Both she and some of the neighbors do not like the idea of the accessory dwelling. A
freshwater stream runs through the property and also what appears to be an old road. She
inquired if Mr. Disaia intended to connect the two residences by roadway. It is a lowlying area with wetlands that has served as a buffer zone for wildlife. Mr. Disaia said
that there would not be a road between the two dwellings. Ms. Collins said that there is
also a burial ground in the area although one of the headstones has been moved.
Jerome Tisser, 155 Brookhaven Road, came forward and was sworn in. He said that he
has lived in the area for over eight years. He is concerned that someone would clear a
large area without first having an approved building permit. He wonders if something is
going on behind the scenes. Clearing the land seems to mean assured consent. Mr.
Ekman asked about the size of the area that had been cleared. Mr. Disaia replied that it
measures 100 square feet. Mr. Tisser said that he is concerned that the accessory
dwelling would have three bedrooms. This dwelling would be unique to the area in that
it is set off by itself with a 115 foot driveway. The other residences in the area are on
standard plat lots with 20 to 30 foot driveways. The proposed dwelling would change the
character of the neighborhood. He also feels there should be a buffer for the wildlife. Mr.
Ekman inquired if a permit is needed to clear land. Mr. Aubin answered that it is not.
Mr. Ekman asked how the driveway would be laid out. Mr. Disaia answered that it will
run straight back. Ms. Stuart asked if a buffer would be maintained around the cleared
area. Mr. Disaia replied that it would.
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Cheryl Pelletier of 130 Brookhaven Road came forward and was sworn in. She is
concerned about the Potter family cemetery and the fact that a headstone has been
moved. She grew up in these woods and has found Indian artifacts. She is concerned
about the length of driveway and how it will affect the animals in the woods. The deer
will be forced out and will be in the neighboring yards. She believes that all the homes in
the area should be in the plat layout.
Walter Nydegger of 180 Brookhaven Road came forward and was sworn in. He asked
how long Mrs. Potter had remained in the open space program. Ms. Davis indicated that
it is a State program, and someone can get out before the end date, but would incur a
penalty. Mr. Pierhal asked if the program affected the title search. Mr. Gregory
responded that the farm, forest and open space program offers tax breaks to landowners.
When a title is transferred, the owner can choose to discontinue the program. Mr. Disaia
said that he is not in the program, and that he pays all the taxes on the property. Mr.
Berlinsky asked Mr. Nydegger how he feels about the location of the accessory dwelling.
Mr. Nydegger said that as long as there were no commercial interests on the propery, he
is not concerned about the location.
James Mulshenock of 133 Brookhaven Road came forward and was sworn in. He asked
about the location of the 115 foot driveway. Mr. Disaia replied that it follows the
property line and has been subject to DEM scrutiny. Rhoda Nydegger came forward and
was sworn in. She asked if Mr. Disaia would be permitted to establish a business on the
property. Mr. Pierhal replied that the property is zoned residential, not commercial.
Mr. Tisser indicated that he favors a two-bedroom dwelling closer to the existing houses
that would become a part of the neighborhood and not disturb the wildlife. Mr. Berlinsky
asked him what his concern is with a three-bedroom dwelling. Mr. Tisser said he
believes they should abide by the current regulations, and a non-conforming dwelling
should be limited.
Ms. Pelletier said that one of her concerns is that the property has been undeveloped all
these years, and she had been led to believe the property was unbuildable. She would
like to see much of the area untouched, so children can play, and the animals would not
be disturbed. Mr. Pierhal said that this Board does not regulate clearing the land. Mr.
Ekman asked Ms. Pelletier if she realizes that Mr. Disaia could be put up a fence and
keep everyone out. Ms. Pelletier said that she is aware of this. Mr. Parks said that an
accessory dwelling must be subordinate to the main dwelling; it cannot dominate. He
indicated that the Board has the authority to ask for an approved development plan by the
Planning Department.
Kevin Lacy of 150 Brookhaven Road came forward and was sworn in. Mr. Lacy said
that he had been told by his realtor that no one could build on the property. Ms. Stuart
made a motion to close the public portion of the meeting. Ms. Davis seconded, and all
were in favor. Mr. Berlinsky asked if there is a recorded right-of-way to the cemetery.
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Mr. Gregory replied that he did not handle the purchase and sale, so he does not have the
title search documents. He said that he has seen nothing on the maps indicating a
cemetery. Mr. Parks indicated that there are State statutes regarding burial grounds and
also Town ordinances.
Mr. Gregory said that the three-bedroom house is the norm for this neighborhood. Mr.
Parks said that the standard states two-bedrooms because the accessory dwelling should
be subordinate, but today some principal residences have four and five bedrooms. Mr.
Ekman asked if the property is saleable. Mr. Parks replied that the accessory dwelling
could not be sold by itself. Ms. Stuart asked about the process for asking for an approved
development plan from the Planning Department. Mr. Aubin explained the process and
said a development plan would be filed in land evidence records, and no modifications
could be made.
Ms. Stuart made a motion to approve the application of Daniel Disaia for a special use
permit to allow an accessory family dwelling unit with three bedrooms on the property
located at 201 Essex Road being AP 158, lot 11, based on the fact that the applicant has
met the criteria of Sections 21-325 and 21-15, conditioned on final approval for ISDS
from DEM, with Beverly Drive address as access to the property, with site plan approved
by the Planning Department and compliance with the local and State statutes for burial
grounds. Dr. Brunelle seconded the motion, and all were in favor.
Application of Victor and Lora Fasolino for a special use permit and dimensional
variances from the minimum required setbacks to relocate and enlarge an existing
garage located between the principal structure and road right of way within the
minimum required front, and side yard setbacks on the property located at 575
Shore Acres Avenue, being AP 142, lot 48, located in a village residential district.
Mr. Aubin said that the affidavits of notice have been filed. Victor Fasolino came
forward and was sworn in. He said that they had purchased their house in 1997 and have
renovated it. It is in a flood plain, so it does not have a basement. There is a small
detached garage on the property. They are running out of storage space and would like to
enlarge their garage so that they can park a car and also have room for storage. The
garage would be four feet wider than it is now and twice as long. Two of the neighbors
have previously been before the Zoning Board of Review with the same requests, which
have been granted. Mr. Aubin said that he has reviewed the building permit, and a
special use permit is needed because of the location of the garage. Ms. Stuart asked if
there is a vegetative buffer between the garage and the property line. Mr. Fasolino said
that there is a tree and a wooden fence. Ms. Stuart asked if the ISDS location would be
affected. Mr. Fasolino said that it would not.
Mr. Pierhal opened the public portion of the meeting. There was no response to inquiry
for public comment. Ms. Davis made a motion to close the public portion of the meeting.
Dr. Brunelle seconded, and all were in favor.
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Dr. Brunelle made a motion to approve Application of Victor and Lora Fasolino for a
special use permit and an 11 foot dimensional variance from the minimum required side
yard setback and a 27-28 feet dimensional variance from the minimum required front
yard setback to relocate and enlarge an existing garage located between the principal
structure and road right of way on the property located at 575 Shore Acres Avenue, being
AP 142, lot 48, based on the criteria set forth in Sections 21-15 and 21-14 of the zoning
ordinance. Ms. Stuart seconded, and all were in favor.
Application of Peter Edmondstone and Catherine Langdon, for a special use permit
and dimensional variances from the minimum required setbacks to retain an
existing shed erected without benefit of Zoning Board of Review approval located
between the principal structure and road right of way within the minimum required
side yard setback on the property located at 418 Shore Drive, being AP 74, lots 139,
140, 141, 142, located in a neighborhood residential district and zone 2 groundwater
protection area.
Mr. Aubin said that the affidavits of notice have been filed. Peter Edmondstone came
forward and was sworn in. He said that he had been under the impression that a building
permit was not needed for a 64 square foot shed. He has a small house, 1200 square feet,
which includes a garage, and he needs more storage room. Mr. Ekman asked if the shed
is on concrete blocks. Mr. Edmondstone said that it is. Mr. Stuart asked about the
dimensions of the shed. Mr. Edmondstone replied that it is 9 feet x 7 feet.
Mr. Pierhal said that it appears that the shed is on the property line, and the property line
is in question. Mr. Edmonstone said that is correct. Mr. Parks indicated that the Town
engineer has said that the shed may not be on Mr. Edmonstone’s property. Mr. Parks
recommended that if the application is granted, it would be conditioned on a Class I
Survey being done on the property. Mr. Aubin said that the Planning Department had
received an anonymous letter about the shed in reference to the property line. This
matter was referred to Mr. Dittman, the Town Engineer. Mr. Dittman, using plans from a
construction project in 1996, determined the northeast corner of the lot, and came up with
two possible scenarios for lot boundaries.
Mr. Pierhal opened the public portion of the meeting. John Gomersall came forward and
was sworn in. He indicated that a survey could cost several thousand dollars. Ms. Davis
made a motion to continue the application of Peter Edmondstone and Catherine Langdon,
for a special use permit and dimensional variances from the minimum required setbacks
to retain an existing shed erected without benefit of Zoning Board of Review approval
located between the principal structure and road right of way within the minimum
required side yard setback on the property located at 418 Shore Drive, being AP 74, lots
139, 140, 141, 142 to the March 25, 2003 meeting with a stipulation that a Class I survey
be carried out on the property, so that the Zoning Board of Review can make a decision
on the application. Dr. Brunelle seconded, and all were in favor.
Discussion of Article X signage has been postponed to a future meeting.
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Minutes
Ms. Stuart made a motion to approve the amended Minutes of the January 14, 2003
meeting. Ms. Davis seconded, and all were in favor. The Decisions with an amendment
were also approved. The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m.

Joan Markert
Recording Secretary

Kristine Stuart
Secretary to the Board
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Technical Review Committee
Regular Meeting Minutes
Wednesday, January 10, 2018
11:00 AM
Municipal Offices Court Room
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852
Municipal Offices
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852
401-294-3331

PRESENT: S. Lacey (Planning), K. Wiegand (Engineering), S. Licardi (Water), T.
Cranston (Water)
Item 1: Minutes: Motion by K. Wiegand, seconded by S. Licardi to approve the
minutes of December 13, 2017. The motion carried unanimously.
Item 2: Zoning Map Amendment: Application of Stuart A. Tucker for a
proposed zone change from Village Residential to Neighborhood Business
located at 185 Tower Hill Road, AP 116 Lot 89
Planning – S. Lacey provided the following comments:










The application is a proposed zoning map amendment for property
located at 185 Tower Hill Road.
The project is proposing a zone change from VR to NB, which would
allow the property to function from a single-family residential zone to a
mixed use zone.
Currently there is a single-family structure located on property. The
zone change would allow for combination residential and commercial
space in scale with other local businesses located along this particular
corridor of Tower Hill Road.
The General Plan Land Use designation for the site is Neighborhood
Commercial, which is in place to encourage small-scale businesses along
Tower Hill Road.
Property taxes must be paid prior to review with the Planning
Commission.
A list of names, addresses and assessor’s parcel map of all property
owners located within 200 feet of the subject property must be
submitted to the Planning Department prior to review with the Planning
Commission.
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Engineering – K. Wiegand provided the following comments:







The existing infrastructure includes an existing house, OWTS, public
water service, driveway from Tower Hill Road and a large parking area in
back of the house.
The septic system was permitted for a three bedroom house. As long as
flows from the retail use and an apartment do not exceed the permitted
domestic flows, the OWTS should be adequate.
The change of use requires a Physical Alteration Permit from RIDOT to
access the state road if it changes from residential to commercial use.
The parking area is existing pavement and has no storm water
mitigation for the water quality or quantity of the runoff. However, it is
adjacent to a stream which flows under Tower Hill Road to Academy
Cove. There has been flooding associated with this stream and Academy
Cove has water quality issues. It is recommended that the owner be
required to install water quality mitigation limited to the first inch of
runoff for the back parking lot area.

Fire – G. Walsh (absent) provided the following comments:


A fire and building code review shall be required by the Fire and Building
Departments.

Water – S. Licardi and Tim Cranston provided the following comments:


This property, as it is changing from a residential use to a non-residential
use, will be required to install a testable double check valve assembly
(DCVA) backflow device. Once it is installed, the device must be tested
compliant by one of the Water Department’s certified backflow
technicians.

School Department – J. Horan was absent:


None

Tax Assessor – L. Cwiek was absent:


None

Police – Staff was absent:


None
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Item 3: Pre-application: Application of Daniel A. DiSaia for a proposed two-lot
subdivision located at 201 Essex Road, AP 158 Lot 11, zoned Neighborhood
Residential (NR)
Planning – S. Lacey provided the following comments:





The project proposes a two-lot subdivision located at 201 Essex Road
(AP 158 Lot 11), the lot is zoned NR.
Project proposes to create a new lot that backs onto end of Beverly
Road. Since the project only provides 25 feet of frontage where
minimum of 180 feet is required, a dimensional variance would be
required and the application would be processed as a major subdivision.
The project shall require an advisory opinion from the Planning
Commission.

Engineering – K. Wiegand provided the following comments:





Engineering has reviewed the above pre-application plan. The relevant
comments are as follows.
This proposed subdivision separates an existing house currently
accessed from Beverly Drive. The house already has an OWTS, as well as
public water service, driveway and separate street (E911) address all
from Beverly Road.
There appear to be no engineering impediments to this subdivision.

Fire – G. Walsh was absent:


None

Water – S. Licardi provided the following comments:


None

School Department – J. Horan was absent:


None

Tax Assessor – L. Cwiek was absent:


None

Police – Staff was absent:


None

Meeting adjourned.

33
3|Page

34
4|Page

TOWN OF

NORTH KINGSTOWN, RHODE ISLAND
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
2050 DAVISVILLE ROAD
NORTH KINGSTOWN, R.I. 02852-1799
PHONE: (401) 294-3331
FAX:
(401) 267-9036

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO:

SHAUN LACEY, AICP, PRINCIPAL PLANNER

FROM:

N. KIM WIEGAND, P.E., TOWN ENGINEER

SUBJECT:

AP 158 LOT 11
201 ESSEX ROAD (12 BEVERLY ROAD)
PRE-APPLICATION COMMENTS

DATE:

1/11/18

COPIES:

N. LAFONTAINE, P.BERGERON (VIA EMAIL), FILE

Engineering has reviewed the above pre-application plan. The relevant comments are as follows.
This proposed subdivision separates an existing house currently accessed from Beverly Drive. The house already has
an OWTS, as well as public water service, driveway and separate street (E911) address all from Beverly Road.
There appear to be no engineering impediments to this subdivision.
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Nicole LaFontaine
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: June 5, 2018

Agenda Action:
Discussion, Review, and Potential Recommendation to Town Council: Brown Street, Wickford Village Design
Standards and Guidelines
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 Wickford Village Design Guidelines Memo for June 5 PC.docx
 Draft 4 Brown Street Standards and Guidelines edits from SC 5-23-18Q.pdf
 Overlay Map 050218.pdf
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852-5762
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax: (401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Date:

June 5, 2018

Subject:

Discussion and recommendations to the Town Council pertaining to the following:
 Adoption of an ordinance to establish a Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Overlay district;
 Adoption of a map entitled “Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay Map;”
 Adoption of the Brown Street Wickford Design Standards and Guidelines; and
 Adoption of amendments to Secs. 21-93, 21-191, 21-284 and Article IV, Table 2B
of the North Kingstown Code of Ordinances pertaining to the Wickford Village
Center district, Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district, development plan
review and dimensional regulations for business districts

Background
Through the assistance of a design consultant and the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee,
the Planning Department has released a set of design guidelines that would apply to 36 properties that
are connected to sewers along Brown Street and Phillips Street. The guidelines are intended to assist
property owners and developers in the careful design of new or substantially renovated buildings along
Wickford’s commercial corridor to ensure development remains in keeping with the character of the
surrounding village, while also acknowledging the necessary measures to remain compliant with Federal
Emergency Management (FEMA) regulations, given the location within the flood zone. The impetus
behind this effort originated from two primary land use issues:
1) the installation of sewers throughout portions of Wickford Village, which is anticipated to
introduce new development opportunities over the next several years; and
2) the ability for a property owner to obtain a demolition permit and remove a structure located
on Brown Street or Phillips Street without any public notification or plan for subsequent
replacement of the building(s).
This memo outlines the existing regulations applicable to the current Wickford Village Center (WVC)
zone and the proposed amendments for the inclusion of the proposed overlay zone. At present,
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demolition within the Historic District Commission (HDC) is reviewed, however when located outside the
established HDC, it is not. The introduction of this Overlay seeks to incorporate a similar demolition
review mechanism into the WVDG Overlay ordinance as proposed. It establishes development plan
review requirements for new and redevelopment projects located along Brown Street and Phillips
Street, located within the defined Overlay. The memo concludes with a summary of the Wickford Design
Guidelines Steering Committee’s recommendations to the Planning Commission and Town Council. The
recommendations before the Commission are the result of several public meetings that took place
between the Steering Committee, the design consultant, staff and the public between October of 2017
and April of 2018. The Planning Commission in their review is asked to either support or make any
alterations to the recommendations that they see appropriate to the proposed guidelines and
ordinances, if necessary, prior to the ordinances going before the Town Council for adoption.
Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines & Committee Formation
In February of 2017, the State of Rhode Island Historic Preservation and Heritage Commission awarded
the town with a $10,000 grant to develop a set of design guidelines for Brown Street and Phillips Street.
The town subsequently hired a design consultant and appointed the Steering Committee to help draft
the design guidelines. The document is intended to provide guidance for all potential redevelopment
scenarios, which includes demolition, construction of new buildings, additions and cosmetic
improvements to historic and non-historic properties. The guidelines function as a stand-alone
document that is supported and correlated with the town’s zoning ordinance as amended. Since much
of Wickford Village is located within a flood zone, the guidelines also provide suggestions pertaining to
how a historic property may comply with the FEMA regulations without compromising its integrity as a
historically-contributing building to the village. A copy of the draft design guidelines are attached for
review.
The Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee is a seven-member ad hoc committee appointed by
the Town Council to assist staff and the design consultant with the general direction of the project, the
deliverables and the scheduling of meetings. The committee is comprised of Wickford Village merchants
and residents, who also represent the Wickford Economic Development Advisory Board, Wickford Plan
Committee and Historic District Commission. The Steering Committee held seven public meetings, along
with two community-wide public forums, between October 12, 2017 and April 5, 2018 to provide
recommendations to the Planning Commission and Town Council as it related to the content of the
design guidelines and the review process to support the guidelines.
Demolition & Existing HDC Review (History)
Wickford Village was added to the National Registry of Historic Places in 1974. Subsequent to its
inclusion to the National Registry, the town enacted a local historic zoning ordinance in 1990 that
established the Historic District Commission (HDC) and delineated historic district boundaries
throughout the village. By code, alterations to structures or properties located within the local historic
district boundaries, including demolition requests, require review and approval by the HDC prior to the
issuance of any building permit. The local historic zoning boundaries extend to only a portion of the
entire village and do not apply to Brown Street or Phillips Street. Therefore, alterations to structures or
removal of structures along Brown Street, Phillips Street and other areas outside of the local historic
district boundaries are not subject to HDC review, or demolition review, and are only subject to the
regulations prescribed by the zoning ordinance and applicable building regulations.
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Existing WVC Zoning
The village corridor, primarily found along Brown Street, West Main Street, and a small portion of
Phillips Street and Main Street, is supported by a zoning district categorized as Wickford Village Center
(WVC). The WVC zone classification encourages a variety of appropriately-scaled commercial, residential
and mixed-use activities in character with the historic nature of the village. The WVC ordinance restricts
the size of new buildings to ensure that redevelopment within Wickford maintains an appropriate scale
and intensity. Any new building or associated use larger than 5,000 square feet in floor area, for
example, requires a special use permit while the footprint of any new structure may not exceed 10,000
square feet. Similarly, building height is limited to three stories and 35 feet to reflect a compatible
relationship with other buildings found throughout Wickford. Any redevelopment of properties or
structures within the WVC zone is subject to administrative (staff-level) review unless the nature of the
development application requires a special use permit or variance, thereby requiring a public hearing
prior to approval, before the Zoning Board of Review (ZBR).
Much of the WVC zone and the surrounding areas is in a flood zone, requiring new or substantiallyrenovated structures to raise the foundation above the base flood elevation. An important
consideration in future redevelopment scenarios facing Wickford Village is compliance with the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone regulations. The anticipated effect from complying
with those regulations would result in taller buildings that may appear abrupt in appearance compared
to other structures that have not yet experienced significant redevelopment and subsequent
compliance with the current flood zone regulations. This consideration further affects the number of
historic structures located throughout the village, in that the consequences of raising a historic building
to comply with the flood plain regulations may have a detrimental effect to its integrity.
Recommendations from the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee for PC Consideration
At its April 5, 2018 meeting, the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee recommended that an
Overlay District be created called the “Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay District” .
The Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district (Sec. 21-191) was recommended by the Steering
Committee to balance the interests of historic preservation with economic growth. Rather than
expanding the local historic zoning boundaries to include those properties connected to sewers on
Brown Street and Phillips Street, an overlay district was developed to allow for a design review process
for substantive redevelopment projects to local businesses. The review process would be subject to
development plan review, while the design guidelines would be administered by the same members
who serve the Historic District Commission, but who would act as the Design Review Committee. The
benefit of such a review process is to allow a peer-reviewed development process that is sensitive to the
historic nature of the village but is tailored to the specific needs of the business community.
Enumerated below is a full list of the recommendations that came from the April 05, 2018 Wickford
Design Guidelines Steering Committee for PC Consideration in their review for a recommendation to the
Town Council, who will be responsible for the adoption.
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A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt the Brown Street Wickford Village
Design Standards and Guidelines (4th draft) as presented;
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt a map entitled “Wickford Design
Guidelines Overlap Map, as presented. These 36 properties are connected to sewers and are
zoned Wickford Village Center. The provisions contained within Secs. 21-93, 21-191, 21-284 and
Article IV, Table 2B of the zoning ordinance would apply to those 36 properties.
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt an ordinance which: 1) establishes an
overlay district comprised of the properties included in the overlay map; 2) is to be governed by
the Brown Street Wickford Design Standards and Guidelines; and 3) creates a design review
process that establishes a design review committee comprised of the same members that serve
the Historic District Commission to administer the design guidelines;
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt an amendment to the zoning
ordinance (Article IV: Dimensional Regulations: Table 2B: Business Districts) which includes a
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay (WVDG). This overlay zone, establishes a reduced
building height from that of the WVC zone, of any structure located within the overlay district to
22 feet pursuant to the State building height definition; and
To adopt an amendment to the Wickford Village Center zoning district to require a special use
permit for any building in excess of 4,000 square feet, (from existing 5,000 square feet) and not
to exceed 7,000 square feet in total building footprint (reduction from 10,000 square feet). This
would apply to both, WVC and WVDG Overlay properties.

Summary
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Steering Committee’s recommendations.
Upon its review, the Planning Commission must provide an advisory recommendation to the Town
Council to support the Steering Committee’s recommendations or to provide its own
recommendation(s) to the Town Council.
Attachments:
1. Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines (4th draft)
2. Map entitled “Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay Map”
3. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-93. – Wickford Village Center district.
4. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-191. – Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district.
5. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-284. – Development plan review.
6. Draft amendment to Article IV, Table 2B. Business Districts
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax: (401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org
March 2018
Dear Brown Street Property Owner:
Tourists and residents alike are attracted to Wickford’s peaceful and pedestrian-friendly shopping
district, small harbor, and the historic homes in the surrounding neighborhoods. Visitors are enticed
to stroll, shop, sightsee, and dine. This “small town” atmosphere gives local businesses the unique
competitive advantage of a personal shopping experience.
The design principals in these Standards and Guidelines are intended to encourage creative
solutions that will preserve the unique qualities of Wickford’s village center, while helping
businesses meet the challenging economy of the 21st century. We believe thoughtfully designed
changes, additions, and new construction will encourage economic growth in the commercial district
without negative impact to the adjoining historically-zoned residential neighborhoods.
Wickford Village has developed for over 200 years, and one can readily see the history and stories
reflected in the community. Such authentic patina is extremely rare in America. We value the
historic significance of Wickford’s village center, and our goal is for the commercial district to grow
and evolve while retaining the character, charm, and identity of the entire village.
The Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee
Gail Hallock Cyr
Palmer Beebe
Janelle Feigley
Jeff Shapiro
Natalie Coletta
Peter Galster
Linda Piedra
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INTRODUCTION
Brown Street in Wickford Village, North Kingstown,
Rhode Island, is listed in the National Register of
Historic Places for its significance as a wellpreserved 19th and early 20th century New England
coastal village commercial and residential area.
Brown Street is an integral part of the Wickford
Historic District. The historic district contains an
important collection of dwellings, as well as
several commercial and institutional buildings, that
together convey the social and cultural
conventions of a formative period in the region’s
coastal history.
Today, Wickford Village and Brown Street
continue to provide residents with a
wonderful neighborhood close to local
cultural amenities, commercial venues and
a scenic harbor. Visitors are drawn to the
authentic ambiance of this historic place,
including its well-preserved small-scaled
vernacular architecture and waterfront
setting. The buildings, predominantly of 1-2
stories with gable ends to the street, often
contain a single storefront. Residential uses
exist above some of these commercial
buildings and on the western side of the
street. These defining qualities provide a
quintessential coastal New England village
character and highly prized sense of place.
In addition to being listed in the National
Register, Brown Street is within a design
review overlay district. Changes to buildings
and certain landscape features are subject to
review by the Town of North Kingstown’s
planning staff and a review committee. Design
review is intended to encourage the
preservation of Brown Street’s unique mixed
commercial and residential character and
encourage appropriate new construction that
fits into the area’s small-scale historical
context.

Wickford and North Kingstown residents,
property owners, and businesses welcome
future growth and investment in their
community. They anticipate enhanced
community character and award-winning
design.
The following sections of this manual will
explain the review process, including what
types of projects are subject to review;
provide an overview of the architectural
styles on Brown Street and their characterdefining features; and define the design
standards and guidelines that guide the
Town’s review process.
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Brown Street Historical Development
th

In the 18 century Wickford Village took form north of the Brown Street bridge along Main Street to the harbor and on
West Main Street leading west to Post Road.
th

Brown Street, extending south from the bridge, began to develop in the 19 century. Large residences were built on the
th
west side of the street, while the east side related to a working harbor front. In the mid-19 century the Gregory Mill
th
was built at the south end of the street as a bobbin factory. By the late 19 century, small scale wood-framed gable
end-to- street, single and 1-1/2 story family-owned shops were built close to the bridge on both sides of Brown Street to
augment the Wickford Village Square at the intersection of Brown, West Main, and Main Streets. The Square was
framed by larger scale brick and masonry buildings including the Avis Block and the 3-story Gregory Building.
Today, while two larger commercial buildings have
been built on the east side of Brown Street in the midth
late 20 century, remarkably little change has occurred
to its architectural character. Densely situated houses
and small retail shops exist on the west side and on
portions of the east side of the street, Very small lots
are interspersed with larger lots. Tall street trees,
which framed the southern portion of the street, have
succumbed to disease, but some remain to provide
th
shade and scale. The fine mid-19 century Greek
Revival Jabez Bullock House is intact, gracing the
street with an ornate wooden fence. The nearby High
Victorian William Gregory House, with its porches and
turret, is a fine example of Stick style architecture.
Realizing that Wickford Village was an architecturally
th
th
significant and nearly intact 18 and 19 century
Rhode Island coastal community, the Town of North
Kingstown enacted historical district zoning to protect
the northern portion along Main and West Main Streets
in the late 1950s. Brown Street was not included within
the local historical zoning district.
In 1970 Wickford Village, including Brown Street,
was listed in the National Register of Historic
Places.

Historic views of Brown Street such as the bird’s eye view
above from the late 1880s and the photo below from the
th
early 20 century help illustrate the architectural character
of Brown Street.

Brown Street has survived and retains its character
through the wise stewardship of its property owners
and lack of development pressure. More recently, with
the advent of sewers as a development catalyst and
coastal flooding due to rising sea levels, Brown Street
will be undergoing change. However, such change
can be guided as an opportunity for preservation,
creativity, and business revitalization.
In 2018 the Town of North Kingstown updated its
zoning to include design review to protect Brown
Street’s character-defining assets and allow for
constructive growth and enhancement in keeping with
its historical designation. Moving forward, the
community expects property stewardship and high
quality design that echoes and respects the shapes,
proportions, materials, massing, and decorative motifs
of Brown Street and Wickford village.
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Important Character-Defining Features
In reviewing projects within the Brown Street area, the
review board considers the potential impact on the
character-defining features of the property and its
setting, i.e., those elements that are essential to
the building or landscape feature’s design and their
ability to convey historic significance.

Character-defining features
Character-defining features of Brown Street’s
buildings include foundations and walls, wood
cladding materials, entrances and storefronts,
porches, windows, roof shapes, and decoration.
Brown Street urban design includes small lots,
1-2 story buildings, and landscape features that
form an intimate and charming village context
related to its residential and small-scale
commercial uses and its coastal location.
These features include pocket parks, fences,
terraces, curbs, walkways, steps, and stoops of
the “hardscape,” as well as mature trees,
lawns, and planting beds of the “greenscape.”
Masonry work in foundations, walls,
buildings, chimneys
At least one of Brown Street’s important
buildings, the Gregory Mill is built of brick
masonry. Other buildings have brick storefront
walls. Some have stone masonry foundations.
Chimneys on historic residential buildings in the
area are generally brick.
Wood framing and cladding
Some of Brown Street’s buildings from the
early 19th century are of heavy timber post and
beam construction, and clad in either wooden
clapboards or wooden shingles. Many of the
commercial buildings built in the late 19th and
early 20th century have lighter balloon or stud
frames.

Residences
The west side of Brown Street contains several
fine 19th century residential structures, some of
which have commercial first floor uses. Several
of these dwellings survive with considerable
architectural integrity and they collectively
provide the street with a distinctive residential
feel. (See pg.10 for descriptions.). Every effort
should be made to retain the character of these
buildings.
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Storefronts and pedestrian scale
Storefronts and entrances are consistently small in scale within the Brown Street
area. There are no solid unglazed building walls along the street. Every
commercial building, even the old mill, is punctuated by glazing with many
buildings having full glazing across their first floor fronts. Many were updated in
the early 20th century, their design influenced by the Colonial Revival style popular
at the time. Others have large glass replacement display windows. The storefronts
are generally composed of a recessed central doorway up one or two steps from
the sidewalk and flanked by display windows, some of which may have originally
had larger paned glass divided by wooden muntins. Many of the street’s
storefronts are individual compositions due to the detached nature of the
commercial buildings along the street. Some are in clusters of closely built smallscale detached buildings forming a block. Some single story storefronts have false
flat arched western-style pediments which give height to the single story facade.
The commercial buildings have a residential scale which connects with the
residences on the west side of the street. There are half a dozen very small
detached single story commercial buildings on small lots which give the area an
intimate flavor, particularly on the west side of Brown Street near the intersection
with West Main. These buildings and their scale are character-defining.
Several long shed- and hip-roofed porches are located on the sides of the houses
and commercial buildings. Some are screened for summer enjoyment. A few are
enclosed with glass.
Roofs and gable orientation
Roofs are generally end-gable to the street. Early 19th century buildings have flank
gable roofs. One of the block-like Federal style houses within the area, which
dates to the early 19th century, has a hipped roof. One has a decorative monitor.
Several mid- to late-19th century houses are gable end-to-the street, including a
fine Greek Revival house. The historic Old North Kingstown Library is an example
of a larger scale Colonial Revival with its grand temple front portico gable pediment
and raised foundation. It was built in the late 19th century.
Generally, the roofs within the Brown Street area are pitched with 6/12 slopes. A
number are at 8/12, while some are at a shallow 4/12 slope. The iconic old Town
Library building (below right) is one of the tallest buildings with a ridge at 32 feet.
Roofs were originally sheathed with wood shingles, but many are now clad in
asphalt shingles.
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Landscape Features
Many unique character-defining landscape features are found
along Brown Street within side yards, parking lots, pocket parks,
and greensward areas, which comprise the overall historical
setting of Wickford Village. These include both “hardscape”
elements and softer “greenscape” elements.
Hardscape refers to the man-made elements used in landscape
architecture that include surfaces and structures. Hardscape
elements provide the framework for the landscape. Hardscape
elements include paved surfaces, curbing, walkways, walls,
stairs, stone landings, terraces and berms, shoreline features,
and antique landscape ornaments such as monuments and
hitching posts, as well as other site features and structures.
Hardscape elements generally remain constant. Greenscape
refers to living plant material, such as annuals, perennials, trees,
grass, and small shrubs. As greenscape elements are living
features, they will change over time as they mature or are affected
by severe storms.
Surfaces
Included in this category are terraces, stairs, driveways, parking
areas, sidewalks and walks, laneways, cart paths, and many
other hardscape surfaces. Surface materials include a variety of
treatments including stone, brick, concrete, gravel, crushed
stone, pea-stone, chip-seal and asphalt. Permeable treatments
such as sandy gravel and crushed stone lend themselves to the
waterfront environment.
Fences and Walls
For some properties along Brown Street, fences define property
edges and boundaries, particularly along the west side of the
street where there are residences with spacious side yards and
garden areas. The fencing is generally wooden and either open
picket or solid board in appearance, but not high enough to block
out views. There is at least one stone hitching post within the
Brown Street sidewalk.
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Specimen Trees and Mature Hedging
Mature specimen trees are character-defining elements on Brown
Street and within the historic district. Many trees are well over 50
years old. Trees provide scale, texture, temperature ambiance
(shade and cooling in summer) and a livable neighborhood quality.
Greenscape elements such as evergreen hedging or a line of shade
trees also provide definition for some front and side yards in the
Brown Street area.
Side Yards (Pocket Parks)
There are a number of small side yards that separate the buildings along
Brown Street. Some of these small side yards or “pocket parks” have
been landscaped by property owners with seating areas, potted plants,
an array of eclectic landscape elements, and paving.

Landscape Features on the Public Thoroughfare
There are many landscape features along Brown Street that
help to define the character of the village. Both hardscape and
greenscape elements combine to create unique character along
the public way. These add to the pedestrian scale.
Many commercial establishments have placed a variety of
landscape features such as tables, benches and planters in
front of their properties to define and brand their establishments
while enticing visitors into their store or restaurant. These
features encourage pedestrians to take a break and sit.
Street trees along Brown Street are of varying species and
levels of maturity. Trees along the west side of the street are
larger and are not impeded by overhanging utility wires. A
street tree inventory was completed for Wickford in 2004, which
provides detailed information for each of the trees along Brown
Street. Unfortunately, overhead utilities on the east side of the
street have a negative impact on tree growth. Burying the lines
would improve the visual character of the area.
Planters, benches, urns, flags, and unique statuary provide a
varied assembly of landscape features along Brown Street in
front of commercial establishments. These small scale additions
provide a uniqueness to each store and collectively define
village commercial character.
Important considerations for landscape features along the front
of any building and the public thoroughfare include:







Scale and size of the elements for compatibility with the
streetscape
Mature size of new plantings should be considered to
ensure they will fit the space as they grow
Setback requirements for zoning compliance
Requirements for pedestrian safety, including safe side
walks and benches
Placement of features so as not to compromise
pedestrian access
Placement of bicycle racks and the provision for safe
bicycle travel through the area.

The streetscape is composed of design elements
that are visually attractive and pedestrian-friendly,
including appropriate scale, soft and hard
materials and surfaces, places to rest, and shade.
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.

The established public space at the north end of
Brown Street is a welcome greenspace that can
host events.

Ancient street trees with roots that have
spread into the sidewalk are characterdefining but a potential hazard.

Site furniture with appropriate
scale and placement benefits the
front of a restaurant.

Careful selection of pavement and plant material
fit the character and scale of the village and
provide an attractive and safe public way.

Street trees along the east side of Brown Street are in
conflict with, but partially conceal, the overhead utilities.
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Wickford Village Shoreline
Wickford Village has a variety of “shoreline” types along the shoreline
zones in Wickford Harbor and in Academy Cove, which provide
shoreline diversity and character. These zones are part of the greater
Brown Street area and hence a subject for design consideration.
The North Kingstown Harbor Management Plan notes that the
Wickford Harbor Complex is used largely for recreational boating
purposes, although there are some commercial boats at the Town
Wharf at the end of Main Street. Wickford Harbor contains a number
of small estuaries, coves, and inlets that lack sufficient tidal flushing
action, creating cause for concern regarding water quality. Water
quality is also affected by shoreline edge types and use.
According to the North Kingstown Harbor Management Plan, Wickford
Harbor is considered a Type 5 Commercial and Recreational Harbor
since its waters support a variety of tourist, recreational and
commercial activities. The following is noted in the Harbor
Management plan:
“The highest priority uses of Type 5 waters and adjoining land areas
within CRMC jurisdiction are (a) berthing, mooring, and servicing of
recreational craft, commercial fishing vessels, and ferries; (b) waterdependent and water-enhanced commerce,
including businesses catering to tourists; (c) maintenance of
navigational channels and berths, removal of obstructions to
navigation; and (d) activities that maintain or enhance
water quality and scenic qualities, including the preservation of
historic features. CRMC shall suitably modify or prohibit activities that
significantly detract from or interfere with
these priority uses.”

The stone rip-rap bulkheads shown in these
photos are character-defining for the Wickford
waterfront. Stone edges such as this should
be retained whenever possible.

Shoreline Typologies
The various “Shoreline Typologies” that occur include the
following conditions or features:




Rip-rap bulkhead - commercial and possibly residential.
Concrete bulkhead – commercial and residential.
Buffer plantings of native shrubs and grasses - residential and
commercial areas.

Both floating and permanent docks are located along Wickford Cove
adjacent to concrete and rip-rap bulkheads. .
Rip-Rap Bulkhead
Rip-rap bulkhead treatments can be found along portions of Wickford
Cove. They also exist along the northerly bank of the inlet leading out
from the Kayak Center into Academy Cove. This type of treatment
protects the shoreline from erosion and provides stability for any nearby
structures such as docks.
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Concrete Bulkhead
Concrete bulkhead treatments are located along the southern side
of Wickford Cove from the Hussey Bridge traveling north towards
the municipal parking lot. They are also on either side of the inlet
between the municipal parking lot and the building block of the
Beach Rose Cafe. These concrete walls also protect the shoreline
from erosion and provide stability for nearby structures, docks and
buildings.
Vegetative Buffer of Native Shrubs and Grasses
The more natural treatments of vegetative plantings occur along
the Academy Cove side of Brown Street, with some of these treatments also in private rear yards along Wickford Cove towards the
Main Street-Brown Street juncture. The landscape plantings
include a variety of shrubs, some native and some non-native as
well as native ornamental grasses such as Switchgrass (Panicum
virgatum). Buffer plantings provide habitat cover for small
mammals and birds that frequent coastal areas. Plantings that
produce berries also provide a food source. The shrub planting
typologies will also deter erosion. Should property owners wish to
maintain a vegetated buffer planting along the shoreline edge of
their property, it is recommended that they utilize the CELS Coastal Resources Management Council (CRMC) plant guide.
(http://cels.uri.edu/testsite/coastalPlants/CoastalPlantGuide.htm)

Docks
Docks comprise a large portion of the shoreline treatments along
Wickford Cove. Dock space is largely private with some public dock
space available for visitors needing temporary docking. Section
3.4.2 of the North Kingstown Harbor Management Plan provides
specific recommendations under Item B.4 for dock permitting.

Ornamental grasses could be used on
Brown Street, where appropriate, in
containers or other plantings to convey a
coastal harbor feel and connection.

The October 2007 Harbor Management Plan lists 6 private
marina/boatyards in the Wickford Harbor Complex with
approximately 510 slip spaces. The Town provides 30 slips at the
Town wharf primarily serving commercial fishing vessels.

Although a variety of shoreline edge
types and treatments exists, stone
treatments are more authentic and
should be retained.
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Brown Street’s Architectural Styles

Federal: 1790-1820, gable and hip roofs,
6/6 wooden windows,
central brick or gable end chimneys

Victorian
Stick Style:
1870-1885

Greek Revival: 18301850, gable roofs,
pediments, corner
pilasters

Vernacular: small scale store
fronts 1880 - 1950

Colonial Revival: 1890-1940,
a return to Colonial forms,
porches, columns,
multi-paned windows, enlarged
doorway trim

Italianate/Mansard: 1850-1880, roof brackets, round-arched
window hoods, 2/2 wooden windows, flat or mansard roofs
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PRESERVATION in Wickford
In 1959 the Town of North Kingstown enacted a form of overlay
zoning known as historical district zoning to protect and preserve
the architectural character and physical context of Wickford Village
within a defined geographic boundary. Brown Street is not
included within this historic district zone. However, the Wickford
and North Kingstown community is very protective of its historic
and cultural resources, which add so much to their quality of life,
the property values of the town, their economic well-being, and
their sense of place. For these reasons and others, the Town of
North Kingstown has included the Brown Street area within a
design review overlay zone to protect its unique character. The
Brown Street area is shown on the map on the following page.
Under the Town of North Kingstown Zoning Ordinance, Section
21-191, all repairs, alterations, and new construction affecting the
exterior appearance of both historic and non-historic structures
within the Brown Street design review overlay district, including
their appurtenances and settings, are subject to review, whether
or not a building permit is required. New buildings proposed for
the area are also subject to review. Such review is under the
jurisdiction of the Town of North Kingstown Brown Street design
review board appointed by the Town Council.
Any alterations and repairs should accurately represent and
protect the historic qualities and character-deﬁning features of
the buildings, structures, and landscape elements of Brown
Street.
A property owner must receive a Project Approval from the
design review board before beginning construction of their
project.
.
Property owners in the review area contemplating an exterior
change should consult these design standards and guidelines
and the Town planning staff regarding the review process.
Routine maintenance such as painting and minor repair
or replacement with in-kind materials is normally exempt
from review, but to be sure consult the Town planning
office before beginning a project.
Interior alterations are not reviewable, unless they have
an impact upon the exterior appearance of a building,
structure, or appurtenance.
Paint colors for building and structure exteriors are also
not reviewable, nor are storefront seasonal decorations.
A small project that retains, repairs, or replaces in-kind
severely deteriorated or storm-damaged building
materials and architectural features, and meets the
design standards and guidelines printed in this
guidebook may receive an expedited staff review.
See page 13 for guidance when undertaking a project. On the
following pages are the design standards and guidelines for
Project Approval. These standards and guidelines are
formulated from those published by the federal government
(the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
the Treatment of Historic Properties, 36 CFR 68).

Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

56

12
.

57

Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

13

YOUR PROJECT: ESTABLISHING AN ARTFUL PRESERVATION APPROACH
The primary objective of any rehabilitation plan for contributing structures within the Brown Street area
should be the preservation of important or “character-deﬁning” architectural features and materials of
the building, and provision for a safe and sustainable contemporary use. The area is mixed use
residential and commercial. While residential uses should be preserved, commercial uses may
be enhanced, including storefronts, many of which retain their form, but have lost original
windows and doors. There are also some opportunities for new buildings within the Brown Street
area.

The standards and guidelines presented here describe best design and preservation practices, which the Town of North Kingstown
promotes in its review capacity when deliberating whether or not to grant Project Approval for proposed work. The standards and
guidelines should be consulted by property owners as they contemplate work to be done on their buildings and structures. They provide
common-sense guidance for the rehabilitation of historic buildings and their settings to ensure building longevity and sustainability. They also
provide guidance for additions, whole new building construction, and other enhancements.
North Kingstown’s design standards and guidelines for Brown Street are based on the following core principles:

• Respect the original historical design character of the building and its architectural setting. Don’t try to make the building
appear older (or younger) in architectural style than it really is. Above all, the genuine (authentic) heritage of Brown Street
should be expressed, not an imagined history. Honor and respect surrounding historical architecture when building new.

•
•
•
•

Research the building to determine which elements are essential to its character. Preserve features in your work plan.
Retain and provide protection and maintenance of historic architectural features that survive in generally good condition.
Repair, Restore, Reconstruct historic materials and features that have deteriorated or have been lost.
Replace In-Kind historic materials and features with new materials of the same type, when deterioration is so
extensive that repair is not possible.
• Follow the design standards and guidelines beginning on page 14 of this booklet, which are based upon the Secretary of
Interior‘s Standards and Guidelines for the Treatment of Historic Properties, 36 CFR 68 as amended.
Schedule a pre-application meeting with the Town Planning staff to review
your ideas.

A project may also include strategies for:
• Reuse of buildings and

•



associated alterations to the
exterior of the historic building for
new uses with sensitive
adaptation.
Reversibility: Additions (for new
rooms or spaces) to the exterior of
the historic building may be
appropriate, provided characterdeﬁning features are not lost or
compromised and the alteration
can be removed later without
damage to character-defining
features of the building.
New Building Construction:
Excellence in new building design
will be judged upon how well the
design fits into and honors Brown
Street’s historical architectural
context. Architectural design and
construction quality should convey
a sense of timelessness and
durability.

Original documentation, such as old photographs
and plans, should be used as guidance for
restoration work whenever possible. Where these
are not available, interpretations of similar design
elements that were built or designed for buildings in
the area may be considered. New uses, additions,
and new construction should ﬁt in, rather than stand
out and appear incongruous.

Then complete and submit an application with the Town Planning Department.

Project Approval
Please post this form on the property so that it is visible from the street.

Town of North Kingstown, RI 02852
401-284-3331 (ext.313)
Property Owner:
Property Address______________________________________________________
Plat/Lot:_________________________
Application Number: __________________
Scope of Work:

The Town of North Kingstown hereby certiﬁes, pursuant to RIGL Ch. 45 (as amended), and Section xxx of the Zoning Code of the
Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island, as amended, that the work described herein has been Approved. Any conditions of
Approval are noted below: Signature of Review Board Chair or Staff
Date of Issue
Note: All work shall be carried out as shown on the approved plans and speciﬁcations on ﬁle with the Town of North Kingstown. This form along with any drawings,
plans, and speciﬁcations stamped approved by the Design Review Board must be presented to the Building and Zoning Ofﬁcial to obtain a building permit. Any
changes to the approved project and any additional work not speciﬁcally approved herein must be reviewed and approved by the Design Review Board prior to
construction. This Project Approval is valid from one year from the date of issue.
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Section 1:
GENERAL STANDARDS FOR THE PRESERVATION AND
REHABILITATION OF CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURES AND
APPURTENANCES IN THE BROWN STREET AREA
The following standards (#1-22) are broad principles for the design of
projects within the Brown Street area, which must be followed.

NOT APPROPRIATE
UNSUITABLE CHANGE IN USE:

1

Planning a new use for a historic building
and its setting which will require
signiﬁcant changes to the existing
structure (s) and setting to
accommodate the new use and
thereby requiring extensive
modiﬁcations to historic characterdeﬁning elements.

2

Failing to provide a compatible use for
the building that will require only
minimal alteration to the building and
its site.

APPROPRIATE
BE MINDFUL OF CHANGE IN USE:

1

New uses that require the least change to existing structures are encouraged.

2

Every reasonable effort should be made to provide a compatible use for
the building that will require minimal alteration to the building and its
site.

CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES:

3

a.

PRESERVE CHARACTER-DEFINING FEATURES:
b.

3

a.
b.

c.
d.

e.

Avoid removing or altering any historic material or signiﬁcant and authentic
architectural features.
Original character-deﬁning materials and details that contribute to the historic
signiﬁcance of the building or structure should be preserved whenever
feasible.
Rehabilitation work, additions, and new buildings should not destroy the
distinguishing character of the contributing building and the setting.
Examples of historically signiﬁcant architectural features are building cladding
materials (decorative wood shingles, wooden clapboards); wooden doors,
doorways and porches; wooden window frames, sash, and window trim;
masonry walls and features; eave brackets, gable barge boards, and
decorative railings and trim; as well as brick chimneys. Other signiﬁcant
elements may be the overall building form, roof shape and materials, and
ﬁnish. The overall setting is also character-defining.

c.

Removing or altering historic
materials and/or significant
Removing original materials and
architectural
features to the historic
details that contribute
signiﬁcance of the structure
Rehabilitation work that destroys the
distinguishing character-deﬁning features of the property or its setting is
not appropriate.
New additions and buildings that
Removing
or altering
historic
have a negative
impact
upon the
materials
existing contributing buildings and
setting by being out of scale,
and/or signiﬁcant
architectural
setting.
incongruent
in massing,
and built of
clashing
features. materials are not
appropriate.
Projects that are not designed to
contribute to and honor Wickford’s
uniqueness or authentic sense of
place are not appropriate.

New additions and buildings should incorporate design elements, scale,
massing, and building materials that are sympathetic to existing contributing
buildings. Applied design elements should be avoided, while window and
door openings should be well-organized, balanced throughout the building,
and carried though on all sides of the building.. Simplicity in design is
preferred over complexity. Rhyming with and blending-in with the historical
context is preferred over incompatibility and contrast.

HISTORIC STYLISTIC ELEMENTS:

PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING HISTORIC STYLISTIC ELEMENTS:

4

5

Protection includes the
maintenance of historic
material through treatments
such as weather-prooﬁng,
caulking, and repainting.
Non-abrasive or “soft” procedures
for cleaning, reﬁnishing, and
repairing historic materials
should be used.
Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

4

Failing to protect and maintain historic
material through treatments such as
weather-prooﬁng, caulking, and
repainting

5

Using abrasive procedures such as sand
blasting or water blasting for cleaning,
reﬁnishing, and repairing historic
materials, which erode and destroy
protective surface layers
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

MINIMIZE INTERVENTION,
REPAIR RATHER THAN REPLACE:

INTERVENTION TO CHANGE INHERENT
CHARACTER

6

Repair deteriorated historic
architectural features rather
than replace them wherever
possible.

6

Removing and replacing slightly
deteriorated historic architectural
features rather than repairing them

7

7
Patch, piece-in, splice, consolidate, or otherwise repair the existing historic
exterior material, using recognized preservation methods whenever
possible.

Failing to patch, piece-in, splice, consolidate, or otherwise repair the existing
historic exterior material, using
recognized preservation methods,
whenever possible, and removing and
replacing with new materials that are
incongruous

INCLUDE THE REPLACEMENT OF MISSING PORTIONS OF A HISTORIC
ARCHITECTURAL FEATURE IN REPAIR ACTIVITIES:

8

Match the original construction material. A missing wooden feature should be
replaced with wood. A missing stone feature should be replaced with stone,
A substitute (in-kind) material may be acceptable on a case by case
basis if the form and design of the substitute conveys the same visual
appearance of the original and the feature is hard to access and prone
to water damage, weathering, and rot.

9

Use methods that minimize damage to the original materials when
disassembly of a historic element is necessary for its rehabilitation, or
when a historical feature needs to be moved to be saved, repaired, or
rebuilt.

10

Always devise methods of replacing the disassembled historic materials
in their original conﬁguration. It is very easy to lose materials
during a project.

REPAIR ACTIVITIES, REPLACEMENT OF
MISSING PORTIONS OR FEATURES

8

In replacing missing portions, failing to
match, on close inspection, the look
and feel of the original material. A substitute material is not appropriate if the
form and design of the substitute
does not convey the visual appearance
of the original. Vinyl and aluminum
siding are not appropriate because they
do not convey the same surface texture
and dimensional character as the stone
and brick masonry, wooden shingle, and
clapboard materials found in 18th, 19th,
and early 20th century buildings.

9

When disassembly of an historic element
is necessary for its rehabilitation,
failing to use methods that minimize
damage to the original materials,
and failing to keep track of materials
so that they are lost.

11

Replacement of missing architectural features should be based upon historical
documentation to produce accurate duplications of the original style and
character.

12

In the event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the
historical material being replaced in design, texture, and other visual
qualities.

10

Failing to plan carefully for the placement of
disassembled materials back into their
original conﬁguration

11

Failing to use historical documentation to
create accurate duplications of missing
original features and thereby creating
a false historical appearance

12

Failing to match historical material being
replaced with new materials that match
in design, texture, and other visual
qualities
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

13

13

14

In replacing newer, non-historical materials, or elements that have been
substituted for original material, the design of the replacement work and
materials should be substantiated by physical and/or pictorial evidence
of original materials whenever feasible. If documentation of original
design does not exist, a new compatible design may be used.
Use building materials similar to those employed historically, although
hard-to-maintain architectural features, such as roof brackets and trim
moldings on upper ﬂoors may be reproduced in approved durable
composite materials as in #15 below.

15

If alternate composite materials are allowed to be used, the materials
should be applied as individual components in the traditional method
and they should match the original in appearance including texture,
proﬁle, pattern, and weather surface.

16

Where reconstruction of an element or feature is impossible because of a
lack of historical evidence, a new design that relates to the building in
general size, scale, and material may be considered. Use design
elements that reﬂect the building’s style for replacement of features
where insufﬁcient documentation exists to reconstruct more accurately
original design details.

14. Failing to use materials similar to those
employed historically whenever
possible

15

a.

Preserve older alterations that have achieved historical signiﬁcance.

b.

Many changes to buildings that have occurred in the course of time
are themselves evidence of the evolutionary history of the building
and its surrounding neighborhood. These changes may have
developed signiﬁcance in their own right. An example of such an
alteration may be a porch, a kitchen ell, or bay window, or a storefront
that was added to the original building during in its history.

c.

to reconstruct accurately original design details, creating a new design for
a missing feature that does not relate
to the building in general size, scale,
and material; and not using design elements that reﬂect the building’s style
for the replacement of features.

18 Screen service equipment and large trash containers from public view.
19

EXISTING ALTERATIONS:

17

More recent alterations (less than 50 years old) that are not historically
signiﬁcant may be removed.

SERVICE AREAS, MECHANICALS, GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE:

a.

The visual impact of mechanical and electrical equipment including,
but not limited to telecommunications devices, satellite dishes, solar
panels, exhaust fans, and air handling units should be minimized.
Some of these devices may be better located on the ground in
screened locations.

b.

Satellite dish use is strongly
discouraged in visible areas. If a
dish must be placed in view, it
should be screened with fencing
and or plantings. If roof replacement is needed, the dish
must be small and located on a
rear or side section of roof. Solar
panels on roofs may be
appropriate if they are not
noticeable from Brown Street at
ground level.

If alternate composite materials are allowed
to be used, it is not appropriate to apply
the materials in precast assemblies
(strips or sheets) rather than as
individual components in the traditional
manner, thereby failing to convey (on
close inspection) the same visual
appearance as the replaced historical
materials.

16 Where insufﬁcient documentation exists

EXISTING ALTERATIONS MAY BE IMPORTANT TO RETAIN:

17

Failing to substantiate replacement
materials with physical and/or pictorial
evidence of the original materials

Failing to respect and preserve older alterations that have achieved historical
signiﬁcance in their own right. Many
changes to buildings that have
occurred in the course of time are
themselves evidence of the history of
the building and its neighborhood

SERVICE AREAS AND EQUIPMENT:

18

Failing to screen service areas, infrastructural equipment, and large trash
containers from public view. Utility wires
should not be clustered on building
exteriors. Meters should be screened
and not located on primary facades.

19

Roof locations for mechanical and electrical
equipment including wind generators and
solar panels are generally not appropriate
unless they are visually unnoticeable
from ground level on Brown Street or
the waterfront, or can be screened from
view.

To the left, inappropriate un-screened roofmounted mechanicals, which could be seen
from Brown Street or the harborfront.
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

19 c. Mechanicals may need elevating above the base flood elevation

19 a. Failing to recognize ventilation of
historic buildings as an integral
component of an energy efficiency
project

and should be screened from public view in flood hazard areas.
d. Roof-mounted mechanicals on new buildings may be screened
by a secondary roof-screening system.

e. Failing to locate service docks,
service entries, loading docks, and
trash collections sites away from
pedestrian areas where they
become safety concerns and visual
blight.

e. Outdoor generators, coolers, and temporary and permanent
storage sheds should be located to minimize their visibility or
effectively screened from public view. This includes trash and
recycling bins, dumpsters, service docks, service entries, and
loading docks.

RETAIN HISTORIC ACCESSORY OR AUXILIARY
BUILDINGS:
d. Rehabbed historic buildings are inherently green due to the materials saved,
rather than disposed of in a landfill. Wooden buildings that are healthy,
that breath,
and thatbuildings
are properly
ventilated
are greener
tightly
accessory
can
contribute
to the than
overall
20 Historic
sealed
buildings.
installations
for greenTheir
energy
infrastructure are
character
of theAllprincipal
building.
orientation,
encouraged,
providedand
that all
zoning code details
requirements
arebe
met.
design, materials,
architectural
should

ACCESSORY OR AUXILIARY BUILDINGS:

20

Failing to recognize that historic accessory

preserved. If repairs are needed, they should be made inkind, using the same materials, or materials that are very
similar to the originals.

21

buildings can contribute to the character
of the principal structure and the
surrounding area.

An accessory building that has deteriorated beyond repair
should be replaced with a design and materials that are compatible
with the principal structure in siting, scale, and fenestration.

22 Proposed changes to non-significant accessory structures should likewise be compatible
with the character of the property and the Historic District. Accessory buildings can
add to the character and charm of the Brown Street area due their scale.

Accessory buildings in
the Brown Street area
have been
successfully converted
to commercial use in
the past.
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Section 2:
GUIDELINES FOR SPECIFIC REHABILITATION WORK

NOT APPROPRIATE

The following guidelines apply to the rehabilitation of structures and
appurtenances in the Brown Street area in addition to the general standards
(#1-22 preceding). These guidelines (#23-78) are more specific than the

general standards. They are actionable. They amplify, clarify, and provide
greater meaning. Together with the general standards, they must be followed
for all projects in the Brown Street area.

23

Using materials that are dissimilar to
those used historically

24

Using modern synthetic wood siding
replacement treatments and materials
when in-kind wood siding replacement
is available and more appropriate.
Using new siding, which does not
match the original dimensions and
reveal is not appropriate. Cement board
products such as HardiPlank,
HardiShingle, and vinyl and aluminum
siding are not appropriate due to either
their untested durability, inability to
convey an appropriate appearance, or
installation impact.

APPROPRIATE
WOOD SIDING:

23

Use materials similar to those employed historically in terms of size, shape,
and texture- whenever feasible.

24

Choose wood siding that most closely matches the shape, size, profile, and
texture of the historic wood siding when seeking to repair or replace
wood siding. Often historic wood siding is underneath synthetic siding
(such as aluminum, asbestos, or vinyl) and it can be used as a guide.

On close inspection, vinyl siding
applied on the building at right does
not convey the same visual
appearance as the wood clapboards
above.
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE
NOT APPROPRIATE
MASONRY:

MASONRY:

25

Cleaning masonry surfaces when they
are not heavily soiled, thus subjecting
surfaces unnecessarily to moisture or
chemicals which can damage such
surfaces

26

Using methods of removing surface
treatments (paint) such as sand-blasting,
the application of chemical strippers and
the like, which are destructive to masonry
surfaces and mortar joints. Sandblasting
brick or stone surfaces using dry or wet
grit or other abrasives is generally not
appropriate.

27

Removing non-deteriorated mortar from
sound joints, then repointing the entire
building to achieve a uniform
appearance. Using an all-over “scrub”
coating technique to repoint rather than
traditional repointing methods is not
appropriate.

28

Using mechanical saws and hammers (that
can damage surrounding soft masonry
work) to remove deteriorated mortar,
rather than hand tools

29

Changing the width, proﬁle, and
composition of historic mortar joints
when repointing

30

Applying water-prooﬁng or water-repellent
coatings such as stucco to masonry as
a substitute for repointing and masonry
repairs. Such coatings may actually
accelerate deterioration if the
underlying problems are not corrected
and such coatings may change the
historical appearance of the building.

25 Clean masonry only when necessary to halt deterioration or remove
APPROPRIATE
heavy soiling.
26

Remove damaged or deteriorated paint or surface treatments only to
the next sound layer using the gentlest method possible (such as hand
scraping) prior to applying a new surface treatment. Retaining painted
brick surfaces may be the best approach, rather than complete removal
through harsh treatments.

27

Repair masonry walls and other masonry features by repointing the mortar
joints where there is evidence of deterioration such as disintegrating
mortar, cracks in mortar joints, loose bricks, damp or damaged walls,
or loose stucco veneer work.

28

Remove deteriorated mortar between “soft” masonry (brick, etc.) by carefully
hand-raking the joints to avoid damaging the surrounding masonry.

29

Duplicate old mortar in strength, composition, color, texture, and reveal.
th

th

Often 18 and 19 century mortar is much softer than modern mixes,
with matching softer brick composition and strength.

30

Apply new, non-historic, surface treatments to repel water or moisture
intrusion only after repointing and only if other masonry repairs have
failed to arrest the problem.
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APPROPRIATE

APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

WOOD TRIM AND ORNAMENT:

WOOD TRIM AND ORNAMENT:

31 Maintain historic trim and ornament. Provide proper moisture control

31

Failing to maintain and repair original trim
and ornament. Failing to identify,
evaluate, and treat the cause of wood
deterioration such as (but not limited
to) faulty flashing, leaking gutters,
cracks and holes in siding,
deteriorated caulking in joints and
seams, overgrown plantings too close
to the building trapping moisture, or
insect or fungus infestation

32

Failing to preserve existing trim
and other features in places
where they survive

33

Where original trim is missing,
replacing missing elements with
designs that do not match the
original or are based upon
inappropriate design motives for
the building's architectural style,
giving a false historical appearance

and drainage so that water is not allowed to stand in flat,
horizontal surfaces, or accumulate on or in decorative features.

32 Preserve existing trim and wooden architectural features such as
(but not limited to) porch columns, balustrades, roof brackets,
parapets, cornices, doorway enframements, window brackets
and hoods, cupolas, and roof finials in places where they
survive. Replace only if severely deteriorated and only with inkind materials in the same design. Composite materials may be
appropriate for duplication and replacement on a case by case
basis if the feature is on an upper floor or roof, difficult to
maintain, and severely deteriorated.

33 Where original trim or ornament is missing, replace missing
elements if possible with designs to match the original
based upon historical documentation. Use original
proportions for trim designs as templates for replacement
work. Duplication of missing trim and ornament in
composite materials may be considered, on a case by case
basis, as in #32 above, if the element is on an upper floor
or roof, or subject to repeated water splash and moisture
intrusion.

ROOFS:

ROOFS:

34

34 Preserve roofs at their

original pitch and configuration, including their
historic structural and decorative components, e.g., roof boards,
rafters, venting, ridge cresting, lightning arrestors, balustrades,
raking cornices, cornice moldings, soffit treatments and brackets,
drip edges, etc.

Changing the pitch of historic roofs.
Removing a major portion of the
roof or roofing material that is
repairable, then reconstructing the
roof with new materials in order to
create a more uniform, or
'improved" appearance

35 a .

35 Preserve the character of original roofing materials whenever possible.
Asphalt shingles are appropriate as replacement in-kind for
existing asphalt-shingled roofs now commonly found in the Brown
Street area.

Adding new features such as dormer
windows, vents, set-in balconies,
skylights, widows walks, and
cupolas is possible on a case-bycase basis, but not in such a way
that historic character-defining
qualities are lost and historic
character is diminished. (See
Section 4.)

b. Reconstructing the roof or re-roofing
without providing for adequate
ventilation
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APPROPRIATE
APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

WINDOWS AND STOREFRONTS:

WINDOWS:

36

Retain, REPAIR, and maintain historic windows and storefronts, if at all
possible. These are usually built of far better materials (including
wood) than today’s replacement windows, and actually provide a
better pay back (when repaired, weather-stripped, and provided with
storm windows) than replacement windows. This is largely due to the
fact that with storm windows, historic wooden windows provide nearly
the same insulating value, and replacement windows, regardless of
product manufacturer, are very expensive to purchase and install.

36

Changing the dimension of historic window
openings, muntin bar, and window
glazing conﬁgurations and proportions.
It is not appropriate to replace historic
windows with manufactured windows
of vinyl, aluminum, or composite
materials when repair of the historic
windows is feasible.

37

If storm windows are used, they should not obscure original window
proportions. Triple-track wood or aluminum storm windows are usually
acceptable because they provide adequate insulation, help owners
retain original window sash and casings, and are easily reversible. New
replacement storm windows may be added to the interior or the exterior
to provide weather-prooﬁng and insulation matching that obtained by
double glazing or insulated window units, provided they are sufﬁciently
ventilated to prevent moisture build on the inside. Fabric storm panels
may be approved provided they are hung rather than roll-up for wind
code compliance.

37

Installing new storm windows which
obscure historic window glazing
proportions, including roll-up metal
storm shutters

38

Where replacement of severely deteriorated historic window sash is
warranted, replacement sash matching the original single-glazed sash is
the preferred treatment. This will not require costly removal of the
original window casings or storm windows. Replacement in-kind of the
window sash with new sash and rehabbed jambs is preferred over
replacement of the entire window unit. This alternative retains the
original window opening, casing, and exterior trim.
Replacing historic window sash may be appropriate provided the
condition of the existing historic window sash is beyond repair and the
replacements meet, as closely as possible, the historic window sash
dimensions. A detailed evaluation of the state of deterioration of the
historic windows along with detailed product information and a window
sash sample must be provided for an evaluation of the appropriateness
of such a request.

39

Where entire replacement of window casing and window sash is proven
by the applicant to be warranted due to extreme weathering and subsequent severe deterioration of the historic window sash, jambs, sills,
and casings, or if replacement of non-historic windows and
casings in place on the building (including non-historic
storefront windows) is desired, such replacement window units may
be appropriate if the historic dimensional character is replicated,
including the window trim, sash dimensions, glass size, muntin bar
width and reveal, exterior putty bevel, and rail and style dimensions.
The replacement windows (units) may have simulated divided lights (if
appropriate) and have thermal glazing. Also of importance is
duplicating the appropriate reveal of the window unit from the exterior
wall plane, including the dimension and rake of the window sill. This

38-39

Installing new manufactured
replacement windows which do not
match the dimensional qualities of
the historic windows they replace.
The qualities to match include the
window trim, glass size, muntin bar
width and reveal, rail, meeting rail,
and style dimensions. Also of
importance is duplicating the
appropriate reveal of the window unit
from the exterior wall plane, including
the dimension and character of the
window sill. New manufactured
windows that have fake snap-in
muntin grills, or have ﬂat metal or
vinyl muntin grills laminated between
glazing are not appropriate because
they do not convey the authentic
appearance of historic true divided
light, muntin bar, and glazing
conﬁgurations.(See Pg. 22)

guideline is also to be followed for the addition of any new windows
on a historic building or its additions. The placement of any new
windows must be documented by historical evidence and be in scale,
dimension, and rhythm with the existing historical window placement
on the building.
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WINDOWS AND STOREFRONTS
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

SIGNS:

40 All signs should be designed in conformance with the Town
of North Kingstown sign ordinance in Zoning Section 21250. Included are size and location limitations as well as
construction materials and illumination.
Traditional wall-mounted and perpendicular (hanging)
wooden signs are encouraged by the zoning regulations
for Brown Street.
In terms of preferred locations, for commercial buildings
wall-mounted horizontal signs should be located above
the store front windows and entrance on the sign board
frieze, which is a wide horizontal board found on
traditional storefronts above entrance and display
windows.

40 Signs that do not comply with the Town of
North Kingstown Zoning Code

Signs that are out of proportion to the
building upon which they are located
and which obscure or damage
character-defining architectural details
on historic buildings
Signs that are not made of wood or an
approved substitute material are not
appropriate.
Signs that are internally illuminated
are not appropriate.

Perpendicular or hanging signs should be located at one
side of the storefront at a height that poses no threat to
pedestrians.
Whether a horizontal or perpendicular sign, characterdefining architectural building details should not be
obscured by the size and placement of the sign.
All wall-mounted and hanging signs should be
constructed of wood or a wood-substitute material that
conveys the look and feel of wood to the satisfaction of
the review board.
Signs painted or applied to the glass storefront windows
are also encouraged, provided they meet zoning
requirements.

Storefronts can be
“dressed” with
seasonal displays
and artful signage,
some of which may
be temporary, such
as the chalk board
menus below.

Building signs should be illuminated with external indirect
lighting rather than internal lighting through translucent
panels. External lighting should be of low lumens and
appropriately shielded so as to illuminate the sign, and
building façade and adjacent pedestrian areas (if
appropriate). All lighting shall be dark sky compliant.
Temporary, seasonal, special occasion, and holiday sales
and displays and decorations may be allowed provided
they meet the requirements of the Town’s zoning and
building life safety codes. These do not require review
board approval, but ideas should be reviewed by Town
staff to ensure code compliance.
Awnings and sidewalk furniture are encouraged for
pedestrian use. These should meet the Town’s zoning,
building, life safety codes, and do not require review
board approval, provided that awnings are fabric, of the
traditional retractable design and are not used as fixed
illuminated signage. Awning signs will need a Town
permit approval.
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Animated and successful traditional storefronts are encouraged. Temporary and removable decorations
and color treatments do not need review or approval from the Design Review Board.
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

ENTRANCES:

ENTRANCES:

41

41 Failing to maintain the historical character of

Maintain the historical character and orientation of the building entrance(s).

the building entrance

42

Preserve historic storefront entrances where they exist.
Use them as a primary entrance to the store. Lighting, if provided, should
be dark sky appropriate.

42 Removing or in-ﬁlling historic entry porches
43 Removing and replacing original historic

43 Preserve original doors and doorway enframements, which contribute to the

entry doors and door enframements that
are in good condition and contribute to
the historic character. Replacement
doors, if required, should visually match
the historic doors in configuration (if the
design is known) but may be of new
synthetic or metal materials.

historical character. Where historic doors are deteriorated beyond repair,
they may be replaced in-kind, or constructed of new materials matching
the design character of the original. ADA compliance can be met
with creative solutions that retain the character of the entrance. (See
pg 38.)

PORCHES AND DECKS:

44

PORCHES AND DECKS:

44

45

Historic porches are character-deﬁning on Brown Street and every effort
should be made to preserve them. They should not be enclosed unless
the applicant has a compelling justiﬁcation. Otherwise deteriorated
porches should be retained, repaired, or restored to their historical
appearance whenever possible, including porch steps, decking, posts,
balustrades, brackets and roofs. Building code-required balustrade
alterations should be accomplished with the least change possible. Rail
height may be increased with a simple horizontal pole.

Enclosing porches unless the applicant has
a compelling justiﬁcation. Replacement
of a porch with an open deck would not
be appropriate, although ground ﬂoor
decks may be appropriate on back or
side-of- building locations not visible from
a public way. In the Brown Street area
such decks would be appropriate on
the side of commercial buildings
covered with a porch roof or awning
for outdoor seating. Projecting open
upper ﬂoor decks supported on posts or
brackets may have an incongruous
appearance and are not appropriate on
the street elevations.

45

Removing or concealing decorative porch
features in a porch enclosure such as
historic porch decking, balustrades, post
or column supports, brackets, and other
features. Enclosing a porch with solid
walls and louvered windows, picture
windows, or sliders is not appropriate.

Where enclosure of a historic porch is warranted, porch floors,
balustrades, post or column supports, brackets, and other features
should be retained with the enclosure constructed largely of glass
or screen panels mounted behind these features in the traditional
method of constructing a porch enclosure. The new enclosure walls of
wood and glass, and/or screens should be removable and should be
reversible, allowing the original porch details to be preserved, including
the original exterior wall and fenestration of the building within the
porch.

To the left are appropriate porch
enclosures behind porch
supports
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NOT APPROPRIATE

Section 3:
GUIDELINES FOR APPROPRIATE SITE DESIGN

SETBACKS:

46
APPROPRIATE
SETBACKS:

46

Maintain the pattern, placement, orientation, rhythm, and alignment of existing historic
buildings established by the traditional setbacks from the street wherever
possible.

47

ENTRANCE ORIENTATION:

47

ENTRANCE ORIENTATION:
Maintain the traditional placement or location of site entrances and exits, including
driveway alignments and historic pavements.

FENCES:
Maintain traditional fence lines and traditional fencing where existing,
wherever possible.

48 a.

b.

Preserve historic and traditional fences and their character in their original
location, including hedges, masonry walls and their features, picket fences,
and gates.

49 a.
b.

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.

b.

Not retaining historic fences in
their original location, including,
picket fences, hedges, masonry
walls and their features, and gate
posts and gates

c.

On close inspection, vinyl fences
do not convey the same visual
appearance as wooden fences
and are not appropriate.

Where character-defining paving materials exist in the area, including Brown
Street’s sidewalks and curbing, consider using similar materials for new paving.
Preserve historic paving materials in their original location. Where repair or
replacement is warranted due to safety concerns or to advanced deterioration or
wear, repair or replace with in-kind materials to retain the historical appearance.
Permeable surfaces are desired wherever possible.

PARKING AREAS, DRIVEWAYS, STREET TREES, and LIGHTING:

50

Altering or erasing the traditional
placement or location of site
entrances and exits, including
driveway alignments, so that the
traditional visual character of the
streetscape is diminished, and
removing historic pavement
surfaces or replacing such
materials with new materials
which do not convey the same
historical appearance

FENCES:

48

PAVING:

Staggering the pattern, placement,
orientation, and alignment of new
in- ﬁll construction so that the
traditional setback established by
the existing historic buildings is
significantly interrupted or broken.

Larger parking areas may be divided into small components so that the visual
impact of large paved areas is reduced. Use public parking and consider new
areas under elevated buildings in the flood plain.
Plant buffers and rain gardens at the edges of the parking areas to absorb
storm runoff.

Include islands of planting and/or trees in the interior of parking areas.
Side or rear locations are preferred for additional parking areas.
Lighting should be dark sky compliant and pedestrian in orientation, scale,
height and brightness.

APPROPRIATE:
Landscaped
parking areas
behind buildings
are appropraite.

Sidewalk and street

PAVING:

49

a.

Introducing new materials to
replace historic paving materials
that do not convey the same or
similar visual characteristics as
the historical materials

b.

Removing historic paving materials,
even if due to advanced
deterioration or safety concerns,
without replacement in-kind or with
new materials that convey the same
visual character

PARKING AREAS:

APPROPRIATE: Maintaining the front setback
(or facade line) and orientation to the street

Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

50 Creating large open parking areas for
needed parking, rather than adding
broken-up and smaller component
parking areas and landscaping to
reduce the visual impact.
Demolition of historic structures to
create parking is not appropriate.
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Rain gardens for a small scale urban places can aid
runoff control.

STREET TREES:
Street trees on Brown Street offer pedestrians shade
and protection from traffic and parked cars. They should not
be planted as a mono-culture. Diverse plantings of trees
hardy in coastal New England are preferred. Those
that are vase-shaped will be more suitable than others.
Trees that drop messy fruit or large leaves should be
avoided. Tree lawn borders along the street should be
retained.
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE FEATURES:

51

Historic landscape features such as, but
not limited to, fences, gates and posts,
paving, terraces, arbors, pavilions,
specimen trees, street trees, hedges,
and other appurtenances should be
retained, repaired, and preserved
whenever possible.

HISTORIC LANDSCAPE FEATURES

51

a.

Removing and not retaining, repairing, or
replanting historic landscape features,
such as but not limited to, stone walls,
gates and posts, paving, terraces, arbors,
pergolas, specimen trees, street trees,
hedges and other appurtenances so that
the historic landscape is destroyed and
lost, and the setting for the historic
architecture compromised.

b.

Adding landscape features that do not
relate to the historic setting and thereby
compete with historic landscape features
and the character of Brown Street

c.

Disturbing or destroying archaeological
sites or areas (and their appurtenances)
which may yield archaeological materials.

52 Variations in new landscape treatments
and pocket parks should be
encouraged as long as they
contribute to the area.

a. Respect the variety of pavements in
the area including sand and gravel,
concrete aggregate, brick, blue
stone, Belgian block, and sea shell.

b. Retain and Introduce treatments
that have a New England harbor
front and coastal character.
c. The diversity of shoreline treatments
as identified on pgs. 8-9 should be
continued. Historical rip-rap is preferred rather than concrete for new
hard edges as it conveys a traditional
appearance. It should be retained
whenever possible.

d. Removal and replacement of historic
shoreline stone rip-rap should be avoided.

d. The addition of traditional wood
piers and docks to the waterfront
should be encouraged where
appropriate.

Remnants such as this old
stone hitching post should be
retained.
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Section 4:
GUIDELINES FOR APPROPRIATE ADDITIONS TO
“CONTRIBUTING” STRUCTURES (as defined by the Rhode
Island Historical Preservation and Heritage Commission
(RIHPHC):The following guidelines apply for additions to contributing
structures in the Brown Street area in addition to guidelines #46-52
(preceding).

NOT APPROPRIATE
RELATIONSHlP TO MAIN BUILDING:

53

a.

APPROPRIATE

b. Additions which do not convey a similar

RELATIONSHlP TO MAIN BUILDING:

53

architectural appearance to the main
section of the building, or are not
differentiated from it by means of
simpliﬁed building design, plainer trim,
simpler roof lines, and possibly a subtle
change in cladding such as from clap
board to shingle

a. Additions to existing buildings should be compatible with the size,
scale, fenestration (size and rhythm), material ﬁnish, and character of
the main building and its setting of adjacent historical buildings.
b.

c.

Additions to existing buildings which are
not compatible with the size, scale,
material ﬁnish, and character of the
historical (main) building and its
setting are not appropriate.

Additions can include porches and bay windows, as well as entire
wings, rooms, or upper floors.

c.

Additions of new wings or sections of buildings (upper floors included)
should be smaller and secondary to the main sections of the building.
They may have a stepped-down roof, lower ridge line, and/or be
separated from the main section by a building hyphen.

Additions that give a false historical
appearance are not appropriate, unless
they are designed as replacements for
lost historical features based upon
historical documentation guiding the
design.

They can be built in a contemporary style, but must be respectful of the
architectural quality (whether vernacular, plain, or high style) of the
original historic building and nearby historic buildings.

d.

Additions shall rhyme with and compliment the main (historic) section
of the building, but be differentiated from it by means of simpliﬁed
building design, plainer trim, simpler roof lines, and possibly a subtle
change in cladding such as a change from clapboard to shingle.

e.

Additions shall not give a false historical appearance unless they are designed as replacements for lost historical features based upon adequate
historical documentation and are therefore considered as
reconstructions or restorations.

Not appropriate – inserting
new addition in front of
historical building

Appropriate – putting
addition behind historical
building with connecting
hyphen
Appropriate – adding additions
to the side or rear of a lhistorical
building
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

ARTFUL DESIGN CHARACTER:

CHARACTER

54

Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to buildings should not
obscure or confuse the essential form and character of the original
building. The rhythm of door and window openings and

54

proportions shall be retained.

55

a.

Avoid new additions or alterations that would hinder the ability of
the building or its setting to represent the authentic design
character of Brown Street.

b.

Addtions should honor and celebrate the main historic building form and
its architecture. They should be inspired by the original building and not
appear to be out of scale with it or nearby historic buildings.

c.

55 a.

New additions or alterations that
radically change the authentic small
scale design character of Brown
Street are not appropriate.

b.

The addition that visually appears
more important than the original
main build- ing form is not
appropriate.

c.

Alterations that seek to imply an
earlier period than that of the
building are inap- propriate.

d.

Alterations that seek to imply an
inac- curate or out-of-proportion
variation on the historic style are
also inappropriate.

High quality design is expected in new additions, where the
design will be judged upon how the character-defining aspects of
the historic building are retained and given respect through the
choice of appropriate proportion, materials, massing, and
decorative trim, all of which should be subservient to the visual
appearance of the original building from the public way.

LOCATION:

56

a.

When locating additions to historic buildings, maintain the pattern
created by the repetition of building fronts along Brown Street.

b.

Set back additions from the main building facade so they will not alter the
historic rhythm, height and scale of building fronts in the area.

New additions or alterations to buildings
that confuse the essential form and
character of the original building

LOCATION:

56

Failing to maintain the pattern created by
the repetition of building facades in the
area by building an addition that conﬂicts with the established pattern

57

Additions which, through their placement
or attachment to historic materials
and forms, obscure or damage
ornament, architectural detail, and
the historical form and character of
the building or its setting are not
appropriate.

Additions should always appear as secondary elements. This can be
achieved by using building hyphens, step backs, and roof step downs.
On Brown Street opportunities exist to place additions to the rear of
buildings facing the street, especially on deep lots.
Additions to commercial buildings may also be placed at upper floor
levels by stepping up the roof on a back portion, provided the addition
is stepped back from the front gable sufficiently so that the front gable
or western false front remains the dominant feature.

57

d.

a.

Locate additions so they will not obscure or damage signiﬁcant
ornament or detail. Place additions to the side or rear portions
of the building which are not readily visible from a public way.

b.

Ramp or regrade for ADA access. Side or rear locations in
addition to front entryways are worth exploring. (See illustrate
on pgse32,33,and 40.)

c.

Plan new dormers on the rear or side portions of a roof rather than on
the front, where possible.

MATERIALS:

58

Failing to use building materials that are
compatible with the original building.

Avoid impacts to special moldings, decorative windows or dormers.

MATERIALS:

58 Use building materials that are compatible in style and dimension with the
original building, including cladding, windows, doors, and roofing
materials. Green building materials will be approved on a case by case
basis, provided the architectural character of the building and its context
is not jeopardized.
Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines
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APPROPRIATE ADDITIONS
to small single story historic buildings

Highlighted in yellow are appropriate second story
additions. The center one is set back from the front
façade parapet. Appropriate dormers have been
added to the adjoining buildings to provide second
story space. These additions are in scale with the
original building and do not intrude upon the
streetscape.

At right in yellow an appropriate new rear 2 story
addition has been added to the original building
with a small single story hyphen connector. The
addition is set back and differentiated from the
original store and store front.

To the left the addition in the above illustration is
shown from street level. The new portion of the
building does not change the Brown Street façade
and its small scale character, yet considerable
space is added to the building.

To the right in yellow is a two story addition to a
small single-story gable-roofed building. The
addition is large, but the impact is diminished by
setting back the second story from the single
story façade and providing a hipped roof. As in
the illustration above, the character-defining
small scaled commercial street front remains
intact when viewed from the street.

Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

76

32

Section 5:
GAINING FLOOD RESILIENCY

Most of Brown Street lies within a flood hazard zone
due to its coastal location. The listed contributing
historic buildings of Brown Street are eligible for waivers
from strict flood code requirements, but every effort
should be made for resiliency in a rehab project to
reduce future insurance costs. Projects must be
approved by the RI Historical Preservation and Heritage
Commission (RIHPHC).
New buildings and non-historic buildings involving a
substantial rehab on Brown Street must meet the full
requirements of the flood code. This requires elevating
the building above the base flood elevation.
Base Flood Elevation (BFE)

Harbor side

Brown Street
The drawings above, to the
left, and below show how
historic and non- historic
buildings may be elevated
on Brown Street to meet
flood code requirements and
obtain storm resiliency.

The new building design to the right
demonstrates that flood code
requirements and two stories of
mixed use space can be
accommodated within the height
limit, including access ramping and
dry flood proofing of the commercial
first floor.

This new building is elevated over three feet
from the ground level at the street. Dry floodproofing of the first floor commercial space to
the window sills accommodates the base flood
elevation and required freeboard. A flight of
stairs and a ramp provide access from the
sidewalk in front of the building.

Ramping on Brown Street
can accommodate
accessibility needs, provided
there is enough street
frontage and the building
façade is set back.

Parking underneath the building with access
from the rear is shown below in a side view.
The ramp in front of the building is circled in
red.
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Parking beneath a new building accessible from the harborside
(as shown above and below) is possible for locations on the
east side of Brown Street due to elevation changes. New
Brown street commercial fronts, although elevated to meet
flood code requirements can also be accessible to pedestrians
as shown on the preceding page and on page 40 (at end of
page).

Rear (harbor) elevation showing parking entrance under building.

Smart vents can be installed in building walls to allow water to flow through the building. This is known
as wet flood-proofing, appropriate for historic buildings. All utilities should be elevated above the base
flood elevation. Commercial use of ground floors may only be allowed in non-historic or new buildings if
the area is dry flood-proofed with concrete walls as a barrier to flood waters. This may not be
appropriate in historic buildings where historic materials and integrity will be lost.
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Section 6:

a.

Use building materials that are similar
to those employed historically in the
area for all major surfaces. Masonry
stone and brick as well as wood
clapboards and shingles are preferred
for new construction because they are
known to be lasting and of long life.
Composite and fiber cement-based
alternative materials are discouraged
because they are untested in
Wickford’s marine environment and
may not be as resilient.

b.

Materials for roofs should be similar in
appearance to those used historically,
although asphalt shingles are
appropriate.

GUIDELINES FOR CREATIVE NEW BUILDING
CONSTRUCTION IN THE BROWN STREET AREA

APPROPRIATE
59 New buildings and structures should be harmonious in form, material, siting, and scale
with the established Brown Street character and should not present a false
historical appearance. A reconstruction of a historical building once located on the
site, based upon accurate documentation, may be appropriate. In addition to the
general site design guidelines in Section 3, the following guidelines apply to all
new buildings on and off Brown Street. The design for new construction should
be broken into façades that emulate the average façade width of nearby
historical buildings. The facades may be connected by set-back building
hyphens. The facades should also emulate the average building height of
Brown Street. All sides of new buildings shall be designed in be congruent
with their setting and adjoining historic buildings in terms of window/door
rhythm, massing, scale, and height. Green buildings are encouraged,
provided they are compatible with the context of the area and meet these
guidelines.
New buildings that blend-in with the historical vernacular architectural context
of Brown Street are encouraged along with creativity that compliments and
rhymes the existing architecture. Simplicity is preferred over complexity.
Diversity and interpretation is preferred over plagiarism.

.

NOT APPROPRIATE
BUlLDING ORIENTATION:

60

Failing to align the façade of the
new building with the established
setbacks and building rhythm for
the area

BUlLDING FORM AND SCALE:

BUlLDING ORIENTATION:

60 Align the façade of the new building with the established setbacks and building

61

a. New buildings that do not appear
similar in height, mass, and scale
with historic structures in the area
or are otherwise incongruous and
out of proportion with the historical
context are not appropriate.

rhythm for the area. Whenever possible, the facades should have gable
ends facing the street with pitched roofs. New and larger buildings should
be set back no more than 10 feet from the street to allow for flood code
elevations and ADA access.

BUlLDING FORM AND SCALE:

61

a.

b.

62

63

b.

New buildings and structures should appear similar in height, mass, scale, form,
proportion, and fenestration with historic structures in the area. Brown Street
carries a 19th century traditional residential feel in its commercial buildings
which should be maintained in new building design. Many of the 2 story
buildings have residential spaces on the second floor. This use adds to the
vitality of the street. First floors on commercial buildings shall be
differentiated from second floors with a cornice line in the traditional manner.
New buildings on the whart should honor and reflect New England barn-like
harbor types with shingled or vertical board cladding,
Where new building facades will be wider than those found traditionally, subdivide the
surface into portions similar in scale to the nearby historic facades by varying set-backs,
roof forms, and materials. Larger buildings may have hyphens set back and linking
front facades which are traditional widths.
Use vertical building forms that match those historically used on Brown Street. These are
generally no more than 2 stories in height. Many buildings are single story and small in character.
Many have full glazing across their first floor fronts divided into traditional storefronts. Traditional
floor to ceiling heights should be used to retain appropriate vertical scale.
Roof forms should reflect a similar orientation, pitch, and massing to other
contributing structures found in the vicinity. Eaves and ridge lines along the
first and second stories should maintain the same roof pitch. Gable roof
forms are preferred. They should be at a pitch range from 6/12 to 8/12.

MATERIALS:
Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

Creating new building facades that
are visually wider than those found
traditionally and failing to subdivide
the surface into portions similar in
scale to the historic facades by
varying setbacks, roof forms, and
materials to diminish the impact

62

Using building forms that do not match
those used historically

63

Using roof forms that visually conﬂict with
and do not match those used historically,
including massing and pitch

MATERIALS:

64

a.

Using building materials that are
dissimilar to those employed
historically for all major surfaces

b.

Vinyl and aluminum siding and trim
materials do not convey the same
historic appearance as the
surrounding buildings and the wood
and brick context of Wickford and
therefore are not appropriate.
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To the left, the
addition is set
back with a
roofline that
compliments the
original.

ADDITIONS AND NEW BUILDING CONSTRUCTION:
Appropriate in scale and orientation

To the
right the
rooftop
addition is
concealed
by a
parapet.

To the left, roof space is reused
for housing with set-in
balconies that continue the roof
form and allow reuse.

To the left, new living space is creatively
added to roof and tower.

Additions and New Buildings that are Not
Appropriate due to design and scale

The additions and alterations above and to the left are
not in scale with the original architecture. They
overwhelm the building in both cases and appear as
incongruous.
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ADDITIONS AND NEW BUILDING CONSTRUCTION:
Appropriate in scale and orientation

The addition above was made to
create a new ADA entry and elevator.

To the left, a new building blends with
a historic New England Main Street.
Simple details identify the building as
new infill.

To the right, new mixed
use residential/commercial
buildings grace a New
England coastal village.
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Above are new buildings
located in a coastal flood
hazard zone with parking
possibilities on the ground
level.

To the left (center) is a new
mixed-use building that
blends with the adjacent Main
Street in a coastal New
England village.

To the right, new
residential wharf buildings
with dry flood-proofed
ground level retail and
office uses. Residential
uses are above.
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The proposed new building above is completely out of scale with its existing iconic Brown Street neighbor to the
right. New buildings with large footprints should be broken into smaller facades which are similar in width to the
existing historic facades on the street. (See Guideline #61-63.) Although too tall and massive, the new project
above attempts to mimic the façade width of other buildings on Brown Street. The rhythm of windows and
storefronts also matches and projecting gables are also employed. The overall scale of the building, however, is not
appropriate. The building would stand out and be out of scale with the Brown Street area.

st

Below, a revised 21 century Bird’s Eye View of Wickford’s Brown Street highlights artful additions and creative new
buildings that blend (highlighted) with existing historical structures and streetscapes. With these new assets, designassisted by the Brown Street design standards and guidelines in this guidebook, Brown Street and Wickford Village
retains its vibe, charm, and sense of place into the future.

83

Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines

39
32 ft __________________________________________________

Above is an appropriately scaled and elevated new building designed to accommodate the flood code and be
no taller than the historic building on the right. Per Guideline #61, the iconic historic North Kingstown Library
building (on the right) remains prominent in the streetscape.

Above is a 3-D view of the proposed building with a recessed central bay, breaking the mass of the building into
three components and creating appropriate rhythm on the street.

The waterfront offers additional areas
for renovations and new buildings. The
1880s bird’s eye view offers some
design direction (see Sections 4,5,6).
A public walkway along the entire area
from the Hussey Bridge to the Brown
Street bridge is desirable. It should
have a wharf-like appearance.
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APPROPRIATE

NOT APPROPRIATE

ENTRANCES:

ENTRANCES:

65

65

a.

Orient the main and secondary entrances of the building in a manner
similar to established patterns in the Brown Street area.

b.

Recessed entries are typical of Brown Street’s commercial buildings
and similar elements may be used to deﬁne entrances to new
buildings.

c.

Conceal garage doors and parking areas in front of garage doors from view
from the street if at all possible. New garages for residential buildings in the
Brown Street area should be set back from the street for safety and located to
the rear or back of the main building. Flood code requirements to elevate
buildings allow for parking under the structure. This is a design advantage for
new buildings on the harbor side of Brown Street.

d.

Failing to orient the main and
secondary entrances of the
building in a manner similar to
established patterns in the area,
including the use of recessed
entries as character-deﬁning
elements

WINDOWS:

66

If ADA access is required by means of a ramp, consider evaluating the
street entrance area and adjoining sidewalk to raise the surface level
naturally, reduce ramp length, and minimize railings. Ramp systems
should be as unobtrusive as possible given site constraints.

Using window types, sizes and
proportions that are dissimilar to the
historic window designs in the
district. Creating blank street level
walls. Using tinted or opaque glass
instead of clear for windows.

WINDOWS:

66

Use of window types, sizes, proportions, and placement rhythm similar to
the historic window designs in the district is encouraged.
Aluminum clad, vinyl clad or PVC (resin) windows (sash, casing,
trim) may be appropriate on a case by case basis for detached
new buildings, provided they mimic historical window types and
details in terms of size, window pane configurations, and muntin
profile. These windows may have simulated divided lights
instead of true divided lights.
Facades on Brown Street should not be blank or solid; windows
are an important element in the pedestrian streetscape and shall
be an important part of a new building’s Brown Street façade
design expressing the storefront character of the street if
commercial use is desired.

NOTE: If the new construction includes an addition to an existing building, see
Guidelines Section 4 and Section 7.

Typical Brown Street storefront
with central entrance flanked by
display windows

APPROPRIATE: ADA ramp on the side elevation to the
right and on the front elevation below is shown facing full
on Brown Street, the railing blends with the building,
regrading minimizes overall length. Often regrading to
bring the ground level up to meet the door threshold level
is a simple solution to providing access, although on
portions of Brown Street, new buildings should be
elevated a few feet as in this example to help mitigate
flooding and meet code.
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Section 7:
GUIDELINES FOR DEMOLITION

67

Any demolition of a historic building, or portions thereof (as defined by the Rhode Island Historical Preservation and Heritage
Commission (RIHPHC)), within the Brown Street area diminishes the built environment and creates unnecessary waste.
Demolition of historic buildings is usually not an appropriate option for a project and should be avoided whenever possible.

68

Alternative options to whole building demolition, which the review board and owner should explore, include partial dismantling of
rotten and structurally deficient components and reconstruction in-kind, locating a buyer who might have an alternative use for
the building or relocating the building to another site, through dismantling or moving. If all efforts have failed and demolition
and removal of the building is unavoidable due to years of neglect and complete structural failure, every effort should be made
to mitigate the loss. Buildings of particular signiﬁcance falling into this category should be carefully photographed and
documented prior to demolition. Special architectural features and ornamentation may also be saved and incorporated into the
design of the replacement structure.

DEMOLITION OF A NON-CONTRIBUTING STRUCTURE:

69

Demolition or relocation of a non-contributing building or structure (as defined by the RIHPHC), or a portion of a noncontributing building or structure, may not have a substantial adverse effect on the historical or architectural signiﬁcance of
the historic district. In the case of such structures proposed for demolition, a development plan for the property must be
presented to the review board for approval prior to demolition. The development plan should include schematic plans for the
new replacement building and a landscape plan for the site. No structure, regardless of age, will be approved for demolition
without having a plan for proposed site improvements and a timetable for completion. Site improvements will fall under the
guidelines for new building construction (see Section 6).

DEMOLITION OF A CONTRIBUTING BUILDING OR STRUCTURE :

70

A review period of 90 days for any proposed demolition of a contributing building or structure (as defined by the RIHPHC) may be
required by the review board to allow for the following:
a.

working together, the owner and the review board develop an economically feasible plan to preserve the building;

b.

working together, the owner and the review board try to sell the building or structure to a buyer willing to preserve it,
after an exhaustive search for such a buyer is undertaken.

71 All demolition applications for buildings and structures must present approvable plans for the use of the site after
demolition, including plans for any new building or structure on the site. The review board will review the plans using
the guidelines for new construction (see Sections 5 and 6).

72 All demolition applications should provide a comparison between the cost of rehabilitating the current historic resource
and the cost of demolition and the proposed subsequent improvements to the site. The review board may grant approval
in the case of an undue and unreasonable hardship to the owner, provided such hardship is quantifiable.

73 An application to demolish a structure that poses an imminent threat to public health and/or safety must be accompanied by a
report from the Town Building Ofﬁcial and photographs depicting the current condition of the building. A structural engineer’s
report may also be required as well as a comprehensive onsite building inspection by the review board.

74

The demolition or relocation of a non-contributing addition to a portion of a main contributing building or structure, or of a
non-contributing building or structure secondary to the main contributing building or structure (or standing alone), might not
have a substantial effect on the historical, architectural, or archaeological signiﬁcance of the historic district in which it is
located and therefore may be approved.

DEMOLITION FOR A REPLACEMENT PROJECT OF SPECIAL PUBLIC MERIT:
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Demolition or relocation of a contributing building or structure which would have a substantial adverse effect on the aesthetic,
historic, architectural, or archaeological signiﬁcance of the area may be appropriate if a replacement project is of a special
public purpose. For a replacement project to be of special public merit, it must meet the following criteria:
a.

b.

It must have signiﬁcant public beneﬁts to the Town of North Kingstown and/or the Wickford community by virtue of
social or other beneﬁts having a high priority for the community; and
It must clearly serve the public interest to a greater extent than the retention of the present building(s).
Brown Street Design Standards and Guidelines
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DEMOLITION BY NEGLECT:

Neglect of buildings and structures is hazardous and detrimental to the individual property, property values in Wickford Village,
and the general health and safety of the area. Because property owners are legally responsible for providing ordinary
maintenance and repair, demolition by neglect should be avoided.
The term “Demolition by Neglect” refers to the gradual deterioration of a building when routine or major maintenance is not
performed. The types of deﬁciencies identiﬁed as “Demolition by Neglect” include any structural deﬁciency or a deﬁciency in a
building part which, if left unrepaired, could lead to deterioration of the building’s structural frame and potential failure or collapse.
A building is also identiﬁed as “Demolition by Neglect” if it is open to entry by vandals or vagrants.
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The owner of a building or structure within the Brown Street area should comply with all applicable codes, laws, and
regulations governing the maintenance of property. It is the intent of this section to preserve from deliberate or
inadvertent neglect the exterior features of buildings and structures designated as contributing or signiﬁcant and the
interior portions thereof when such maintenance is necessary to prevent deterioration and decay of the exterior. All
such buildings or structures should be preserved against such decay and deterioration and free from structural
defects through prompt corrections of any of the following:
a.

Building features which may fall and injure persons or property;

b.

Deteriorated or inadequate foundations, defective or deteriorating supports,
deteriorated walls or other vertical structural supports;

c.

Members of roofs, roof supports or other horizontal members which sag, split, or
buckle due to defective material or deterioration;

d.

Deteriorated or ineffective waterprooﬁng of exterior walls, roofs, foundations, or
ﬂoors, including broken windows or doors;

e.

Defective or insufﬁcient weather protection for exterior wall covering, including of
paint or other protective covering; or

f.

Deterioration of the building which renders it not properly watertight or structurally unsafe.

The process by which a building or structure is ofﬁcially cited for “Demolition by Neglect”
involves three steps. They are as follows:
a.

Initial identiﬁcation of such properties may be made by a review board member, Town Planning or Building
Department staff inspection, or by referral from someone in the area.

b.

The report of the building(s) with photos documenting the deteriorated conditions is presented at a public
meeting to the review board.

c.

If the board determines the building(s) qualifies for Demolition by Neglect, it may petition the North Kingstown Town Council
to follow through with notiﬁcation to the property owner and with code enforcement procedures to protect the building.
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Section 8:
GUIDELINES FOR THE ALTERATION OF NON-CONTRIBUTING BUILDINGS OR STRUCTURES
78

Non-contributing buildings and structures (or appurtenances) (as defined by the RIHPHC) within the Brown Street area should
not be altered in any manner that renders them less compatible or congruent with any aspects of such buildings, structures,
or appurtenances, and the surrounding historic district which the Town and the National Park Service has determined to
be of historical and architectural signiﬁcance. Projects should follow standards and guidelines #46-66 for site design,
additions, and new building construction.

Non-contributing (nonhistoric) buildings
35 Brown Street
59 Brown Street
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Nicole LaFontaine
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: June 5, 2018

Agenda Action:
Discussion, Review, and Potential Recommendation to Town Council: Amendments to the North Kingstown Zoning
Ordinance related to the Brown Street, Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines. Amendments relate to but
are not limited to Sections 21-93, 21-191, 21-284, 21-362, 21-363, and Article IV Table 2B,
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 Wickford Village Design Guidelines Memo for June 5 PC.docx
 Overlay Map 050218.pdf
 Sec._21_93WVCchangesdesignguidelines.doc
 Sec._21_191_WVDGOverlayproposed06052018.doc
 Sec._21_284DPRrelatedtodesignguidelines.doc
 WVCDOverlayDimensionalChanges060518.pdf
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852-5762
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax: (401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

To:

Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Date:

June 5, 2018

Subject:

Discussion and recommendations to the Town Council pertaining to the following:
 Adoption of an ordinance to establish a Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Overlay district;
 Adoption of a map entitled “Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay Map;”
 Adoption of the Brown Street Wickford Design Standards and Guidelines; and
 Adoption of amendments to Secs. 21-93, 21-191, 21-284 and Article IV, Table 2B
of the North Kingstown Code of Ordinances pertaining to the Wickford Village
Center district, Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district, development plan
review and dimensional regulations for business districts

Background
Through the assistance of a design consultant and the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee,
the Planning Department has released a set of design guidelines that would apply to 36 properties that
are connected to sewers along Brown Street and Phillips Street. The guidelines are intended to assist
property owners and developers in the careful design of new or substantially renovated buildings along
Wickford’s commercial corridor to ensure development remains in keeping with the character of the
surrounding village, while also acknowledging the necessary measures to remain compliant with Federal
Emergency Management (FEMA) regulations, given the location within the flood zone. The impetus
behind this effort originated from two primary land use issues:
1) the installation of sewers throughout portions of Wickford Village, which is anticipated to
introduce new development opportunities over the next several years; and
2) the ability for a property owner to obtain a demolition permit and remove a structure located
on Brown Street or Phillips Street without any public notification or plan for subsequent
replacement of the building(s).
This memo outlines the existing regulations applicable to the current Wickford Village Center (WVC)
zone and the proposed amendments for the inclusion of the proposed overlay zone. At present,
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demolition within the Historic District Commission (HDC) is reviewed, however when located outside the
established HDC, it is not. The introduction of this Overlay seeks to incorporate a similar demolition
review mechanism into the WVDG Overlay ordinance as proposed. It establishes development plan
review requirements for new and redevelopment projects located along Brown Street and Phillips
Street, located within the defined Overlay. The memo concludes with a summary of the Wickford Design
Guidelines Steering Committee’s recommendations to the Planning Commission and Town Council. The
recommendations before the Commission are the result of several public meetings that took place
between the Steering Committee, the design consultant, staff and the public between October of 2017
and April of 2018. The Planning Commission in their review is asked to either support or make any
alterations to the recommendations that they see appropriate to the proposed guidelines and
ordinances, if necessary, prior to the ordinances going before the Town Council for adoption.
Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines & Committee Formation
In February of 2017, the State of Rhode Island Historic Preservation and Heritage Commission awarded
the town with a $10,000 grant to develop a set of design guidelines for Brown Street and Phillips Street.
The town subsequently hired a design consultant and appointed the Steering Committee to help draft
the design guidelines. The document is intended to provide guidance for all potential redevelopment
scenarios, which includes demolition, construction of new buildings, additions and cosmetic
improvements to historic and non-historic properties. The guidelines function as a stand-alone
document that is supported and correlated with the town’s zoning ordinance as amended. Since much
of Wickford Village is located within a flood zone, the guidelines also provide suggestions pertaining to
how a historic property may comply with the FEMA regulations without compromising its integrity as a
historically-contributing building to the village. A copy of the draft design guidelines are attached for
review.
The Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee is a seven-member ad hoc committee appointed by
the Town Council to assist staff and the design consultant with the general direction of the project, the
deliverables and the scheduling of meetings. The committee is comprised of Wickford Village merchants
and residents, who also represent the Wickford Economic Development Advisory Board, Wickford Plan
Committee and Historic District Commission. The Steering Committee held seven public meetings, along
with two community-wide public forums, between October 12, 2017 and April 5, 2018 to provide
recommendations to the Planning Commission and Town Council as it related to the content of the
design guidelines and the review process to support the guidelines.
Demolition & Existing HDC Review (History)
Wickford Village was added to the National Registry of Historic Places in 1974. Subsequent to its
inclusion to the National Registry, the town enacted a local historic zoning ordinance in 1990 that
established the Historic District Commission (HDC) and delineated historic district boundaries
throughout the village. By code, alterations to structures or properties located within the local historic
district boundaries, including demolition requests, require review and approval by the HDC prior to the
issuance of any building permit. The local historic zoning boundaries extend to only a portion of the
entire village and do not apply to Brown Street or Phillips Street. Therefore, alterations to structures or
removal of structures along Brown Street, Phillips Street and other areas outside of the local historic
district boundaries are not subject to HDC review, or demolition review, and are only subject to the
regulations prescribed by the zoning ordinance and applicable building regulations.
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Existing WVC Zoning
The village corridor, primarily found along Brown Street, West Main Street, and a small portion of
Phillips Street and Main Street, is supported by a zoning district categorized as Wickford Village Center
(WVC). The WVC zone classification encourages a variety of appropriately-scaled commercial, residential
and mixed-use activities in character with the historic nature of the village. The WVC ordinance restricts
the size of new buildings to ensure that redevelopment within Wickford maintains an appropriate scale
and intensity. Any new building or associated use larger than 5,000 square feet in floor area, for
example, requires a special use permit while the footprint of any new structure may not exceed 10,000
square feet. Similarly, building height is limited to three stories and 35 feet to reflect a compatible
relationship with other buildings found throughout Wickford. Any redevelopment of properties or
structures within the WVC zone is subject to administrative (staff-level) review unless the nature of the
development application requires a special use permit or variance, thereby requiring a public hearing
prior to approval, before the Zoning Board of Review (ZBR).
Much of the WVC zone and the surrounding areas is in a flood zone, requiring new or substantiallyrenovated structures to raise the foundation above the base flood elevation. An important
consideration in future redevelopment scenarios facing Wickford Village is compliance with the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) flood zone regulations. The anticipated effect from complying
with those regulations would result in taller buildings that may appear abrupt in appearance compared
to other structures that have not yet experienced significant redevelopment and subsequent
compliance with the current flood zone regulations. This consideration further affects the number of
historic structures located throughout the village, in that the consequences of raising a historic building
to comply with the flood plain regulations may have a detrimental effect to its integrity.
Recommendations from the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee for PC Consideration
At its April 5, 2018 meeting, the Wickford Design Guidelines Steering Committee recommended that an
Overlay District be created called the “Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay District” .
The Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district (Sec. 21-191) was recommended by the Steering
Committee to balance the interests of historic preservation with economic growth. Rather than
expanding the local historic zoning boundaries to include those properties connected to sewers on
Brown Street and Phillips Street, an overlay district was developed to allow for a design review process
for substantive redevelopment projects to local businesses. The review process would be subject to
development plan review, while the design guidelines would be administered by the same members
who serve the Historic District Commission, but who would act as the Design Review Committee. The
benefit of such a review process is to allow a peer-reviewed development process that is sensitive to the
historic nature of the village but is tailored to the specific needs of the business community.
Enumerated below is a full list of the recommendations that came from the April 05, 2018 Wickford
Design Guidelines Steering Committee for PC Consideration in their review for a recommendation to the
Town Council, who will be responsible for the adoption.
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A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt the Brown Street Wickford Village
Design Standards and Guidelines (4th draft) as presented;
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt a map entitled “Wickford Design
Guidelines Overlap Map, as presented. These 36 properties are connected to sewers and are
zoned Wickford Village Center. The provisions contained within Secs. 21-93, 21-191, 21-284 and
Article IV, Table 2B of the zoning ordinance would apply to those 36 properties.
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt an ordinance which: 1) establishes an
overlay district comprised of the properties included in the overlay map; 2) is to be governed by
the Brown Street Wickford Design Standards and Guidelines; and 3) creates a design review
process that establishes a design review committee comprised of the same members that serve
the Historic District Commission to administer the design guidelines;
A positive recommendation to the Town Council to adopt an amendment to the zoning
ordinance (Article IV: Dimensional Regulations: Table 2B: Business Districts) which includes a
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay (WVDG). This overlay zone, establishes a reduced
building height from that of the WVC zone, of any structure located within the overlay district to
22 feet pursuant to the State building height definition; and
To adopt an amendment to the Wickford Village Center zoning district to require a special use
permit for any building in excess of 4,000 square feet, (from existing 5,000 square feet) and not
to exceed 7,000 square feet in total building footprint (reduction from 10,000 square feet). This
would apply to both, WVC and WVDG Overlay properties.

Summary
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the Steering Committee’s recommendations.
Upon its review, the Planning Commission must provide an advisory recommendation to the Town
Council to support the Steering Committee’s recommendations or to provide its own
recommendation(s) to the Town Council.
Attachments:
1. Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines (4th draft)
2. Map entitled “Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay Map”
3. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-93. – Wickford Village Center district.
4. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-191. – Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay district.
5. Draft amendment to Sec. 21-284. – Development plan review.
6. Draft amendment to Article IV, Table 2B. Business Districts
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Sec. 21-93. - Wickford Village Center district.
(a)

(b)

Purpose and intent. The purpose of this zoning district is to encourage small-scale business and
residential uses consistent with the historic and pedestrian-scale characteristics that exist and are
desired to be retained and which are unique to Wickford Village.
General provisions.
(1)

In the Wickford Village district any use or structure in excess of 5,000 4,000 square feet gross
floor area shall require a special use permit, and no structure shall have a footprint exceeding
7,000 10,000 square feet.

(2)

Outdoor displays of merchandise or goods are permitted subject to the following requirements:
a.

The total area of such displays shall not exceed five percent of the total floor area of the
business establishment;

b.

The outdoor display must be on the same lot as the establishment and behind the front
face of the building;

c.

No outdoor displays are permitted in the public right of way;

d.

All outdoor display must be brought inside by the end of each business day, with the
exception of plants and landscaping materials;

e.

Outdoor display shall not obstruct building exits or fire lanes.

(3)

Subsections (2)a. and (2)b. above shall not apply during special village-wide festivals or events
during specified times of the year, when designated as such by the town council.

(4)

Any vending machine or other mechanical device for the distribution of goods directly to a
consumer without the intervention of any cashier or other employee outside or visible from
outside the building is prohibited.

(5) Properties located within the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay district, as identified in
Sections 21-362 and 21-363, shall adhere to the provisions contained in Section 21-191 entitled
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay district.

(Ord. No. 02-20, § 2, 11-18-2002)
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*EDITOR’S NOTE: This is a new proposed section of the zoning ordinance.

Sec. 21-191. - Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay district.
(a) Purpose and intent. The purpose of this zoning overlay district is to encourage compatible
redevelopment in context with the historic and pedestrian-scale characteristics that exist
and are desired to be retained and which are unique to Wickford Village.

(b) Overlay district.
(1) For the purpose of Section 21-191, the boundaries of the overlay district are established
and hereby adopted as shown on the map entitled "Wickford Design Guidelines Overlay
Map," dated XXXXX filed at the office of the town clerk. Such map is made part of this
article.
(2) Those properties included in the overlay district shall be subject to the use provisions of
the Wickford Village Center (WVC) zoning district and dimensional provisions pertaining to
the Wickford Village Center Design Guidelines Overlay district, as outlined in Sections 2193, Article III and Article IV of the zoning ordinance, unless otherwise stated within this
chapter.
(3) The Brown Street Wickford Design Guidelines and Standards dated XXXXX are hereby
adopted and incorporated by reference. The document shall govern any alteration, repair,
removal, or demolition affecting the exterior appearance of a structure or any new
construction /reconstruction on any property within the Wickford Village Design
Guidelines Overlay district.
(4) Any alteration, repair, removal, or demolition affecting the exterior appearance of a
structure or any new construction/reconstruction on any property within the Wickford
Village Design Guidelines Overlay district must undergo development plan review prior to
obtaining a building permit, either by the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee or
the Planning Director/designee as determined within this section.
(c) Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee.
(1) Established: In order to carry out the purposes of this article, there is established a
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee which, along with the Planning Director,
shall be charged with carrying out the purposes of this article.
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(2) Membership and appointment. The committee shall be appointed by the Town
Council and shall consist of the members of the Historic District Commission who shall sit
as the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee.
(3) Election of officers; rules of procedure. The committee shall organize annually by
electing from its membership a chair and secretary and may adopt rules of procedure
deemed necessary in discharging its duties.
(4) Terms of membership. Members shall be appointed for staggered terms of three
years.

(d) Application, review, decision, and appeal procedures. Procedures for the application,
review, and decisions in order to carry out the purposes of this article by the Wickford
Village Design Guidelines Committee shall be as follows:
(1)Approval body.
a. Administrative approval required. The following shall require development
plan approval by the Planning Director or his designee including:
i. Any cosmetic improvement including but not limited to: window
replacements, siding, reroofing, mechanical equipment, and in-kind
repairs or replacements of building materials; and
ii. Site improvements such as patios, walkways, and fences.
b. Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee approval required. Any
alteration, repair, removal, or demolition affecting the exterior appearance of
a structure or any new construction /reconstruction on any property which
exceeds the provisions as described in Sec. 21-191(d)(1)(a) of this section
shall require development plan review and approval by the Wickford Village
Design Guidelines Committee. In addition, the Planning Director/designee
has the authority to refer applications that meet 21-191(d)(1)(a) for
administrative review to the committee for good cause.
(2)Approval procedures.
a. Applicants for development plan review will follow the procedures and
submission requirements set out in the subdivision and land development
regulations, appendix A of this Code, as amended, with the exception of
voluntary demolition applications, which shall follow the provisions of Section
21-191(e) .
b. Application/inspection fee: No application shall be considered complete unless
accompanied by the required application fee. If applicable, an inspection fee
shall be paid by the applicant as a condition of approval of a development plan.
The fee shall be an amount based on the value of improvements as determined
by the town engineer.
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c. Expiration of development plan review approval. A development plan review
granted pursuant to this chapter shall be valid for a period of one year from the
date of filing of the decision, during which time application for a building permit
shall be made. The approving agency may grant up to an additional year as a
condition of approval, when such is requested in writing.
d. Appeals. An appeal to a decision by the committee or administrative officer with
regard to development plan review approval may be taken by an aggrieved
party to the planning commission in accordance with section 21-284. An appeal
to a decision by the planning commission with regard to development plan
review approval may be taken by an aggrieved party to the zoning board of
review in accordance with section 21-17.
e. Inspections. Upon the request of the building official, the engineering
department shall inspect all site work required as part of the development plan
review approval and shall report its findings to the building official.

(3)Required findings.
a. In granting development plan approval, the Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Committee or the Planning Director/designee shall require evidence to the
satisfaction of the following standards be entered into the record of the
proceedings:
i. The requested action will not alter the general character of the
surrounding area or impair the intent or purpose of this chapter or the
comprehensive plan upon which this chapter is based.
ii. The grant of the approval will not pose a threat to the drinking water
supply.
iii. The use will not disrupt the neighborhood or the privacy of abutting
landowners by noise, light, glare or air pollutants.
iv. Sewage and waste disposal into the ground and the surface water
drainage from the proposed use will be handled on site.
v. The traffic generated by the proposed use will not cause congestion or
introduce a traffic hazard to the circulation pattern of the area.
vi. Accessory signs, off-street parking and loading areas and outdoor lights
are designed and located in a manner which complements the character
of the neighborhood.
b. In granting development plan approval, the Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Committee or Planning Director/designee, as appropriate, may apply such
special conditions that may, in the committee’s or director’s opinion, be required
to promote the intent and purposes of this chapter. Failure to abide by any
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special conditions attached to a grant shall constitute a zoning violation. Those
special conditions shall be based on competent credible evidence on the record,
shall be incorporated into the decision, and may include but are not limited to
provisions for the following:
i. Minimizing adverse impact of the development upon adjacent land,
including the type, intensity, design and performance of activities;
ii.

Controlling the sequence of development, including when it must be
commenced and completed;

iii.

Controlling the duration of use or development and the time within
which any temporary structure must be removed;

iv.

Ensuring satisfactory installation and maintenance of required public
improvements;

v.

Designating the exact location and nature of development;

vi.

Establishing detailed records by submission of drawings, maps, plats or
specifications;

vii.

Requiring the merger of lots included in the development plan review
application; and

viii.

Vehicular, bicycle and pedestrian connections where feasible and
appropriate.

c. If the proposed development may generate 100 or more additional peak hour
trips, based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook,
or if the department of planning and development determines that a safety or
capacity deficiency exists, a traffic impact analysis prepared by a registered
professional engineer shall be submitted by the applicant of existing conditions
and future conditions with the proposed development.
d. Other such material as deemed appropriate by the committee or administrative
officer, including but not limited to wetland mitigation analysis, water supply
analysis (domestic and fire), nitrate loading analysis, environmental impact
analysis and municipal service impact analysis may be required. The
determination of additional studies by the administrative officer or committee
shall be made prior to the issuance of a certificate of completion.
e. The committee or administrative officer is authorized to require an applicant to
pay a consultant fee for the reasonable costs and expenses, in an amount not to
exceed actual costs incurred by the town, for specific expert engineering and
other consultant services deemed necessary by the committee or administrative
officer to come to a final decision on the application.
f. The committee or the administrative officer is authorized to require an applicant
to pay a consultant fee for the reasonable costs and expenses, in an amount not
to exceed actual costs incurred by the town, for architectural review of plans as
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deemed necessary by the committee or administrative officer to come to a final
decision on the application. Such architectural review shall be limited to a
determination as to plan consistency and conformance with the design
guidelines contained within this section. Applicants are advised to meet with the
planning department to discuss the design guidelines prior to submitting plans.
(e) Voluntary demolition. The town is committed to preserving the historically and culturally
significant built environment and neighborhood architectural identities located within the
Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay District. Therefore, a demolition permit is
required prior to the demolition of any structure located within the Wickford Village Design
Guidelines Overlay District. Administration of this section shall be as follows:
(1)

Application/inspection fee. No application shall be considered complete unless
accompanied by the required application fee. If applicable, an inspection fee shall be
paid by the applicant as a condition of approval of a development plan. The fee shall
be an amount based on the value of improvements as determined by the town
engineer. The demolition permit application may be processed simultaneously with
any required development plan review, variance and/or special use permit application.

(2)

Application materials. The completed demolition permit review application shall
include the following:
a.

Development plan review application and non-refundable fee;

b.

Demolition staging plan;

c.

Site plan identifying all existing structures;

d.

Plans and elevations for the proposed reuse of the property in accordance with
the Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines;

e.

Stormwater management plans and specifications made in conformance with the
town’s stormwater management regulations; and

f.

Site restoration plans and specifications (only applicable if commencement of
construction of a new structure is not planned within sixty (60) days after
completed demolition).

(3) Review standards and findings. The Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee
shall review all demolition permit applications in accordance with this chapter and
ordinances of the town, together with the following findings:
a.

The granting of the permit is not detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of
the community.

b.

The proposed demolition of the structure is consistent with the goals and policies
of the comprehensive plan.

c.

The proposed demolition does not create land with constraints to development.

d.

The proposed demolition does no harm to the character of the immediate
neighborhood or area of the town.
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e.

If an application is submitted for demolition affecting the appearance of a
structure or its appurtenances which the Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Committee deems so valuable to the town, state, or nation that the loss thereof
will be a great loss to the town, state, or nation, the committee shall endeavor to
work out with the owner an economically feasible plan for the preservation of
such structure. Unless the committee is satisfied that the retention of such
structure constitutes a hazard to public safety, which hazard cannot be eliminated
by economic means available to the owner, including sale of the structure to any
purchaser willing to preserve such structure, or unless the committee votes to
approve of the proposed reuse of the property, the committee shall file with the
building inspector its rejection of such application for demolition.

f.

If any structure is deemed so valuable for the period of architecture it represents
and important to the neighborhood within which it exists, the Wickford Village
Design Guidelines Committee may file with the building inspector its approval of
demolition if:
1. Preservation of such structure is a deterrent to a major improvement
program which will be of substantial benefit to the community;
2. Preservation of such structure would cause undue or unreasonable financial
hardship to the owner, taking into account the financial resources available to
the owner including sale of the structure to any purchaser willing to preserve
such structure; or
3. Preservation of such structure would not be in the interest of the majority of
the community.

g.

When considering an application to demolish or remove a structure of historic
value, the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee shall assist the owner in
identifying and evaluating alternatives to demolition, including the sale of the
structure in its present site. In addition to any other criteria, the committee also
shall consider whether there is a reasonable likelihood that some person or group
other than the current owner is willing to purchase, move, and preserve such
structure and whether the owner has made continuing, bona fide and reasonable
efforts to sell the structure to any purchaser willing to move and preserve such
structure.

h.

In circumstances where Wickford Village Design Guidelines Committee review
may overlap with historic reviews of the state historic preservation commission, it
shall be the obligation of the committee to arrange a coordinated review process
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with the state agency. This coordinated review shall be arranged within the time
limitations established through the local committee’s rules of procedure for its
own review of an application. The purpose of the coordinated review shall be to
minimize the potential for conflicting opinions on matters related to historic
preservation on the part of the local and state authorities. The committee shall
solicit the written comments of the state historic preservation commission.
(4) Recommended conference. Prior to the issuance of a demolition permit, a conference
is recommended between the building official and the demolition contractor to
review the requirements and conditions for demolition.
(5) Conditions and restrictions. The committee and administrative officer may impose
such conditions and restrictions upon the issuance of the demolition permit as may
be necessary to achieve conformance to the requirement findings.
(6) Construction standards. Upon approval, any demolition shall be done in accordance
with the provisions of the building code in force at the time, the requirements of the
codified ordinances, and any additional requirements or conditions of the
committee. The applicant shall also be required to submit to the town proof of
disconnection of utilities prior to commencing demolition of the building. Demolition
practices shall also adhere to the following standards:
a.

General. Demolition permit applications are conditioned upon approval of any
state-mandated requirements in place at the time of the completed applications.

b.

Particulate control. Airborne particles shall be controlled at all demolition sites.

c.

Fencing. Fencing shall be installed around the entire perimeter of any excavated
area greater than 24-inches below grade in depth.

d.

Restoration. If construction of a new development has not commenced within
sixty (60) days of demolition, the property must be restored to a safe condition.

c.

Noise. Upon issuance of a demolition permit by the building official, demolition
activity shall only take place Monday through Friday, 8:00 am to 5:00 pm.

(f) General Requirements
(1) Building height. No structure located within the Wickford Village Design Guidelines
Overlay district shall exceed 22 feet in height. For a vacant parcel of land, building
height shall be measured from the average, existing-grade elevation where the
foundation of the structure is proposed. For an existing structure, building height shall
be measured from average grade taken from the outermost four (4) corners of the
existing foundation. In all cases, building height shall be measured to the top of the
highest point of the existing or proposed roof or structure. This distance shall exclude
spires, chimneys, flag poles, and the like. For any property or structure located in a
special flood hazard area, as shown on the official FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs), building height shall be measured from base flood elevation, and where
Draft for 6/5/18 PC Meeting, Page 7 of 8
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freeboard, as defined in this section, is being utilized or proposed, such freeboard
area, not to exceed five feet (5'), shall be excluded from the building height
calculation.
(2) Building area and footprint. In the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay district,
any use or structure in excess of 4,000 square feet gross floor area shall require a
special use permit, and no structure shall have a footprint exceeding 7,000 square
feet.
(3) Signs. Signs located within the Wickford Village Design Guidelines Overlay district shall
be subject to the provisions contained within Article X of this chapter.

(g) Interpretation. The committee or administrative officer, as appropriate, shall be
responsible for deciding the meaning and intent of any section of this article which may be
unclear or in dispute.
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EDITOR’s NOTE: AMENDMENT PROPOSED SPECIFIC TO 21-284(B); therefore, the 21-284(C) through 21284(E) of the section has not been included for your review. If you wish for a full copy, please contact
the Planning Department.

Sec. 21-284. - Development plan review.
A.

Purpose. The purpose of the development plan review is to insure compliance with the
comprehensive plan and protect the health, safety, convenience and general welfare of the
inhabitants of the town by providing a review of plans for uses and structures which may have
significant impacts on traffic, municipal and public services and utilities, environmental quality,
community economics and public health.

B.

Approval required. Procedures for approval are as follows, except as provided for in Section 21-191:
(1)

Administrative approval required. Any construction of a structure, group of structures,
alteration, improvement or change of use of a building or property which does not meet the
criteria for planning commission review shall require development plan approval by the director
of planning and development including:
(a) Any structure or group of structures proposed for commercial or industrial use containing
less than 50,000 square feet of total floor area under the same ownership or contiguous
lots;
(b) Any structure or group of structures proposed for a mixed use development less than
100,000 square feet of total floor area under the same ownership or contiguous lots; and

(2)

Planning commission approval required. Any construction of a structure, group of structures,
any alteration or improvement or change of use of property for commercial or industrial use as
described in B.(1)(a) of this section which is located in a groundwater recharge and wellhead
overlay district shall require development plan review and approval by the planning commission.

(3)

Activities exempt. The administrative officer may determine that developments that meet the
following criteria are exempt from the requirements of the development plan review, except
where the approval of the zoning board of review is required or for multifamily developments or
developments in a groundwater recharge or wellhead area where planning commission
approval is required:

(4)

(a)

Alterations or enlargements, individually or collectively, of an existing structure where the
expansion or change is less than 25 percent of the original footprint as of the date of
passage of this ordinance or 2,500 square feet from the original footprint, whichever is
less; and

(b)

A change or expansion in use where an increase in required parking results in the addition
of no more than five spaces.

Quonset Business Park. Pursuant to section 21-100(c) of the zoning ordinance, development
proposals in the QBP are not subject to development plan review but shall be reviewed under
the procedures and standards located in the Quonset Business Park Development Package
(September 2005, amended in September 2008, and as subsequently amended) consistent
with the memorandum of agreement (dated December 15, 2010, and as subsequently
amended).

106

Article IV: Dimensional Regulations

TABLE 2B. BUSINESS DISTRICTS
STANDARD DIMENSIONAL REGULATIONS FOR BUSINESS DISTRICTS

-

NB

GB

PB

PR

WJ

WB

HB

WVC

WVDGO

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

MIN

MAX

Lot area

4,000 sf

—

20,000 sf

—

5 acres

—

5,000 sf

—

5,000 sf

—

40,000 sf

—

20,000 sf

—

4,500 sf

—

4,500
sf

-

Lot width

40'

—

200'

—

400'

—

40'

—

40'

—

150'

—

200'

—

40'

—

40’

-

Lot frontage

40'

—

200'

—

400'

—

40'(12)

—

40'(12)

—

150'

—

200'

—

40'

—

40’

-

Front

(1)

—

25'

—

25'

—

10'(7)

20'(13)

10'(7)

60'

25'

—

50'

—

(1)

—

(1)

-

Side

(2)

—

15'

—

65'

—

0'

—

0'

—

25'

—

25'

—

(4)

—

(4)

-

Corner side

(1)

—

25'

—

25'

—

0'

—

0'

—

25'

—

50'

—

(1)

—

(1)

-

Rear

30'

—

25'

—

50'

—

0'

—

0'

—

25'

—

25'

—

30'

—

30’

-

From residential
district

30'

—

50'

—

65'

—

20'(8)

—

20'(8)

—

30'(8)

—

40'

—

50'

—

50’

-

Building stories

1

3

1

3

1

4

1(9)

3(6)

1

3(6)

—

2

—

—

—

3

-

3

Building height

15'

35'

15'

35'

25'

50'

16'(9)

38'(6)

—

38'(6)

—

40'

—

35'

—

35'

-

22’(14)

—

50,000
sf

—

50,000 sf
(10), (11)

—

10,000 sf
7,000
sf(15)

-

—

10,000
sf

7,000
sf (15)

Building setbacks:

Ground floor area

—

(3)

—

20,000 sf (10)

—

50,000 sf

—

50,000 sf
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Building width

—

2.5 ×
bld. hgt.

Building depth

—

3.5 ×
bld. hgt.

—

—

—

—

—

3.5 × bldg.
hgt.

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

3.5 × bldg
hgt.

Impervious lot
coverage

—

90%

—

90%

—

80%

—

90%

—

90%

—

90%

—

90%

—

90%

—

—

—

—

—

2.5 × bldg.
hgt.

—

—

—

—

—

—

—

2.5 × bldg
hgt.

-

2.5x
bldg.
hgt

-

3.5x
bldg.
hgt.

-

90%

NOTES:
(1)

See subsection 21-87(b).

(2)

Zero feet if attached; 15 feet if not attached.

(3)

For land parcels comprised of five to 15 acres, the maximum size of any one building footprint shall not exceed the lesser of 50,000 square feet or 25 percent of the area of land suitable for development. For land parcels comprised of
in excess of 15 acres, the maximum size of any one building footprint shall not exceed the lesser of 85,000 square feet or ten percent of the area of land suitable for development, nor shall there be more than one building in excess of
50,000 square feet in any single master plan or site plan in a planned business district.

(4)

Zero feet if attached; ten feet if not attached.

(5)

Reserved.

(6)

Where density bonuses are allowed by the Planning Commission for the inclusion of affordable housing or the use of Transfer of Development Rights, building stories may be increased to four and building height may be increased to 50
feet.

(7)

Where lots do not front Post Road, Ten Rod Road, Quaker Lane or another arterial road within the PR or Wickford Junction District as applicable, the minimum front yard setback may be zero (0) so long as pedestrian access remains
uninterrupted across the front of commercial and mixed use building(s). However, it is the intent of the Wickford Junction District to preserve setbacks along Ten Rod Road that will allow for the contiguous travel of pedestrians and or
bicyclists across property frontage to the maximum extent practicable. It is also the intent of this district to create a consistent or near-consistent setback of buildings along Ten Rod Road in order to enhance the pedestrian experience.
The Planning Commission shall consider these long-term objectives as part of its review of setbacks along this corridor.

(8)

Minimum of 20 feet or equal to the height of the building, whichever is greater.

(9)

Single story buildings may be allowed so long as no more than 5,000 square feet of floor space is contained within the single story area. The minimum height of the single story structure shall be 16 feet.

(10)

Ground floor area per commercial operation.

(11)

Any proposal that received Master Plan approval for a commercial operation that exceeds this maximum in advance of the adoption of this provision shall be considered "conforming" with regard to this standard.

(12)

As part of the master planning of an entire development project, the Planning Commission may reduce the frontage requirement for newly created lots within the district to zero (0) in instances where this frontage reduction would
promote better site design and buildings are sited in a manner that is consistent with the goals of the district.

(13)

Applicants will not be required to meet these maximum setback requirements on those lots impacted by easements. The planning commission, as part of their review process may increase the maximum setback for buildings on lots in
the PR district that are impacted by an easement that otherwise cannot comply with the PR setback requirements.

(14) See Section 21-191(f)
(15) Any use or structure in excess of 4,000 gross floor area shall require a special use permit and no structure shall have a footprint exceeding 7,000 square feet.
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
80 Boston Neck Road
North Kingstown, RI 02852-5762
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax:
(401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

NORTH KINGSTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
April 3, 2018

The North Kingstown Planning Commission convened at Beechwood Senior Center, 44
Beach St., North Kingstown, RI
The following members were present:
Gardner Palmer, Jr. – Chairman
Paul Dion
Tracey McCue
Patrick Roach
James Grundy
Patricia Nickles
Also in attendance were Planning Director Nicole LaFontaine, Principal Planner Shaun
Lacey and Town Solicitor Matt Callaghan.
Pre-application: Application of Turning Point Energy LLC, 999 18th Street, Suite
3000, Denver, CO 80202 for a proposed freestanding solar facility located at
Shermantown Road and Tower Hill Road, AP 8 Lot 5, AP 8 Lot 6, AP 28 Lot 6, AP
11 Lot 2, AP 12 Lot 1, AP 12 Lot 2 and AP 24 Lot 1 (Postponed from March 20,
2018)
After solving over-room capacity issues, Mr. Palmer opened the meeting.
Mr. Palmer told those in attendance that this agenda item for a proposed freestanding
solar facility located at Shermantown Road and Tower Hill Road. The item is being
heard as a pre-application, which is a conceptual conference with the Commission to
gage their thoughts and suggestions prior to moving forward with a formal application.
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Mr. Adam Beal, representing Turning Point Energy, LLC came forward. He told the
Commission they would like to continue the pre-application. The applicants held a
meeting for those interested last night (April 2); an amended plan was presented at this
meeting; the applicant would like to return at a later date an amended pre-application.
Mr. Palmer wanted to be sure if the application was continued the present public could be
notified. Ms. LaFontaine supplied different ways that the public could be notified about
any future meeting concerning this matter.
Mr. Dion asked if the applicant is talking about a significantly changed plan – should it
be considered a new plan. He asked when the plan was amended.
Mr. Beal answered that change has been made recently after interaction with the public.
He did not know how to answer the scope of the changes.
Mr. Grundy wanted to know why continue? He told Mr. Beal the application for this
plan should be canceled and the applicants should just return with a new plan. The
process should start clean.
Mr. Beal said the plan submitted to the Planning Department office and the proposal now
in place involves the same parcels; same access points.
Mr. Grundy asked Mr. Callaghan when a project is considered a different plan.
Mr. Callaghan said the options (continuing, proceeding or starting fresh) are all
acceptable. At some point the project plan may have to be treated as a new project.
Mr. Dion asked if a continuation is granted, is it then considered to be vested.
Mr. Callaghan answered that the applicant is before the Commission for a pre-application
conference. A pre-application offers no vesting; it is simply the chance for an applicant
to present a proposal and get feedback on the Commission’s view. However, Mr.
Callaghan said there may be some legal cause to the applicant being allowed to
submitting a proposal/asking for a continuance/returning with a new plan.
Mr. Dion asked about the Commission’s ability to formally motion to either accept or
deny the continuance.
Discussion followed on if a motion can procedurally happen; or if it is even necessary.
Mr. Roach and Ms. Nickles were of the opinion that a vote is not needed for a preapplication; it was not something the Commission had done before or even considered
before. The pre-application review is simply a discussion of the proposal – there are no
vested interests.
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Mr. Dion and Mr. Grundy agreed that the applicant had held a meeting and presentation
the night before for interested public - the presentation plan was significantly different
from what had been included in the Commission’s materials. They considered it a new
plan and as such felt this new plan should be submitted to the Planning Department for
staff review then presented to the Commission for review as a preapplication/application.
Mr. Callaghan stated that the Commission could act either way. He said he did not think
voting on a continuance was an appealable type of action. He asked the applicant what
he would prefer.
Mr. Beal said he would like to continue the pre-application to a date uncertain.
Mr. Dion said he was confused; if this is pre-application, why is the applicant insistent on
continuing rather than submitting a new plan. There is nothing to continue.
Mr. Palmer said that there is a difference between a pre-application and a formal
application. The Commission is not looking at a formal application. He said that after
tonight, the process allows the applicant to move forward with either plan. He doesn’t
think a vote makes any difference.
Mr. Palmer asked Commission members if they wanted to vote on approving or denying
the continuance.
The majority of members chose to make a motion. Mr. Callaghan agreed.
With that, Mr. Grundy moved to deny the continuance. The applicant can submit a new
plan and move forward or not.
Ms. McCue seconded. Mr. Roach, Ms. Nickles, Mr. Grundy, Ms. McCue and Mr. Dion
voted aye. Mr. Palmer voted nay. The motion carried 5-1.
After the vote to deny, Mr. Palmer asked the applicant if he would like to move forward
tonight with a presentation and discussion of the submitted proposal.
Mr. Beal said he was not prepared to do that.
Mr. Palmer stated that because there was no proposal presented; there was nothing to
comment on. He asked for a motion to adjourn.
Adjournment
Mr. Dion moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The meeting was adjourned at
8:25PM
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Mr. Palmer explained to the public that at this point the applicant can submit this plan or
a new plan for pre-application or a formal application but as of now the proposal is out of
the Commission’s hands; it is entirely in the applicant’s hands.
Ms. LaFontaine announced that the Planning Commission meeting scheduled for next
week, April 10 was to re-address the solar ordinance. The meeting will take place at the
NK high school. The meeting represents the solar ordinance as relative to the entire
town.
Public comment will be an agenda item.

Beth Gagnon-Glasberg
Recording Secretary
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Town of North Kingstown, Rhode Island
80 Boston Neck Road
North Kingstown, RI 02852-5762
Phone: (401) 294-3331
Fax:
(401) 885-7373
Web: www.northkingstown.org

NORTH KINGSTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
April 10, 2018

The North Kingstown Planning Commission convened at North Kingstown High School,
150 Fairway Dr., North Kingstown, RI
The following members were present:
Gardner Palmer, Jr. – Chairman
Paul Dion
Tracey McCue
Patrick Roach
James Grundy
Patricia Nickles
Also in attendance were Planning Director Nicole LaFontaine, Principal Planner Shaun
Lacey and Town Solicitor Matt Callaghan.
Discussion/Recommendation to Town Council: Amendments to the North
Kingstown Zoning Ordinance, specifically Section 21-22 Definitions, Article III
Land Use Table, and Section 21-323 related to Solar Energy Systems (amendments
focused on freestanding systems)
Before turning the floor over to Planning Staff, Mr. Palmer asked for a few minutes in
order to give context to what he has seen in regard to a solar project proposal of Turning
Point Energy on letters, emails, social media and such.
He told the public that the Planning Commission does not enact ordinance – that is up to
the Town Council – this Commission’s charge is to offer recommendation (either positive
or negative) to ordinances the Town Council has under consideration. The Town has
Planning tools used to create uses in particular zones from the least restrictive to the most
restrictive. A use may be allowed by right (as a principal or an accessory use, least
1
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restrictive); allowed with a Special Use Permit (which may or may not include
performance standards; (somewhat restrictive to more restrictive); or, a total prohibition
(most restrictive).
He turned to some misconceptions he has seen and heard: 1. Turning Point Energy is
requesting a zone change (from residential to commercial) – they are not – TPE is using
the ordinance put into place by the Town Council January 2018 which allows solar use in
a residential zone with the approval of a Special Use Permit (which includes performance
standards), the property is not up for re-zoning; 2. That the Planning Commission and/or
Town Council enacted the Solar Ordinance for a particular applicant – this is absolutely
not true – the Planning Commission bases a draft ordinance on information that is
available to them – decision not intended to harm or benefit a developer; 3. There was
comment that the Special Use Permit designation for residential zones was slipped into
the ordinance late in the process – untrue – this designation is included in a version dated
as far back as August 2017, there was no deception on the part of this Commission or the
Town Council as has been expressed; 4. Many a comment has been seen recommending
putting this solar project on this parcel or that parcel instead of the Shermantown Rd.
parcel – the Planning Commission cannot dictate on what parcels of land a project must
be sited.
Mr. Palmer said this Solar Ordinance as written and adopted has not had a chance to
work; no formal application has been submitted to the Town so we don’t know whether
the Ordinance as enacted would work. He said that the Turning Point proposal (as
initially conceived or re-conceived) may not survive the Development Plan Review or the
Special Use Permit processes; if it did then it might be a very different plan than initially
conceived. The Planning Commission has a duty to review projects as and when they are
presented, we take that obligation very seriously.
With that, he asked the Planning staff to give a general overview of the proposed revision
of the Ordinance.
Mr. Lacey addressed the Commission and public. He said the Town Council has asked
the Planning Commission to re-visit the solar ordinance adopted in January. The
Council has directed staff to make amendments that would prohibit commercial-scaled
freestanding solar systems in residential zones. The current ordinance allows
freestanding solar energy systems within single family and multi-family zones as
accessory uses or with a special use permit based on the size and nature of the project.
He said staff has drafted an amendment that would prohibit commercial-scaled solar
projects in single family and multi-family residential zones but would allow freestanding
solar systems that are ancillary to the residential nature of a property as accessory uses.
Part of the proposed amendment is a new definition for free-standing solar systems. This
definition aligns with the State’s net metering and small scaled renewable energy growth
programs which cap the amount of solar energy to be generated and used on-site to
125%. This assures that the arrays will only serve the primary nature of the lot – with
only a fraction of the surplus energy generated may be sold back to the grid. The
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provision deters anyone wishing to provide additional solar panels over what is necessary
to serve the energy needs of the property.
He said that a minor change was drafted for roof mounted systems to help staff
administer those applications more easily. The Ordinance as is requires screening to all
related equipment used with a system – home roof-top systems are generally tied into
existing electrical meters, which may already face street and be in view.
Mr. Palmer asked if Commission members had questions or discussion points.
Mr. Dion questioned the 125% limit on the amount of energy that can be produced.
Discussion points were made to one of the early drafts having a 120% limit; whether the
proposed 125% usage limit was rolling (e.g. a homeowner decided to change from gas
heat to electric, the generated energy/percentage amount would increase); the limit relates
to the amount of energy produced, not the amount capable of producing.
Mr. Dion remembered earlier discussion involving the panels – future technology could
evolve which would make panels stronger and more productive while the same array
remains. The percentage number would stunt the advances of the technology.
Mr. Lacey responded that he proposed 125% in the draft amendment because it would
match the State’s metering and incentive requirements.
Most members were not in favor of placing a percentage number within the ordinance.
At earlier meetings on the topic the Commission found number usage as arbitrary.
Mr. Roach said that the number usage is subjective; perhaps the ordinance language
should just reference the State’s metering system.
Mr. Dion remembered earlier discussion involving the panels – future technology could
evolve which would make panels stronger and more productive while the same array
remains. The percentage number would stunt the advances of the technology.
Mr. Palmer said that the 125% is a number the State is using (100% of the energy used on
site, 25% credit on an energy bill); this does not mean this is all the system is capable of
producing. There is no way to be sure that a resident is capping production at 125% - this
would be almost impossible to enforce – why include it.
Mr. Dion also agreed with Mr. Palmer that the ordinance as written is untested. He said
flat out prohibiting freestanding systems in residential zones would actually cause a large
reduction in all the positive aspects gained through renewable energy.
Mr. Grundy asked if there was a process in place (with prohibiting freestanding systems
in residential zones) that would prohibit someone from applying for re-zoning of
residential property to a zone that permits it.
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Mr. Lacey responded yes; re-zoning is a mechanism in place that could be used in that
situation. He doesn’t believe this is an option Planning staff or Planning Commission
would direct an applicant.
Mr. Grundy said he had a particular parcel in mind. There is a landfill on Dry Bridge Rd.
zoned residential which could prove more beneficial for all after a re-zone for use as a
solar field.
Ms. LaFontaine added caution to that – Re-zoning property requests are granted only
under the ability to meet many criteria – first, that the requested re-zone matches the
surrounding areas, (e.g. many, probably most residential properties could not become
business properties because they are surrounded only by residentially zoned pieces).
Mr. Grundy said that provides proof to his point – there are very stringent requirements
and a vigorous process to get through.
With no further discussion, Mr. Palmer opened the floor to the public.
Public Comment
Ms. Debra Linnell came forward. She asked the Commission if they could answer why
so many municipalities are struggling with this issue. She read an article which addresses
the places that should be used for renewable power in RI – brownfields, land fields,
parking lots and other such undeveloped lands; other States in New England have already
incentivized the use of those lands. Vermont has banned renewable projects in
agricultural and land that supports wildlife. New Jersey which ranks 5th in the country
for the amount of solar installations has a much greater percentage of those installations
on land with already existing residential, commercial and industrial uses. She said she
would like to see different municipalities in RI working together to come to some
resolution on the allowance of these systems.
Mr. Lou Abbenante spoke next. He thinks the Commission should not make the existing
ordinance more restrictive. He said the use of Special Use Permits and Development
Standards give the governing bodies more leverage to control the scope of proposals. He
thinks we (Town) could utilize the placement of green solar as a tool to maintain open
space. He said the TPE proposal was going to leave a majority of that land as open (in
pituitary). This “tool” would preserve wetland areas and maintain wildlife habitats.
Ms. Nancy Pottish came forward. She had two things she wanted to say. First, she
questioned the drafted amendment use of 125% usage in residential properties – what
about farms – if solar was utilized on her farm most of the produced energy would be
used by the farm over just the house.
Ms. Nickles asked to address Ms. Pottish’s question. The ordinance uses the term
“principal use” not residential use. The principal use of your property is a farm –
therefore the usage percentage would be determined by the farm energy needs.
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Secondly, Ms. Pottish said leaving it to obtaining a Special Use Permit is hard on people
who will have to abut these huge commercial ventures because of lack of communication
or notification.
Mr. Jamie Bourassa spoke next. He wants Town Officials to be careful with definitions.
Interpretation is important.
Melanie Mendoza addressed the problems that may arise with bringing in heavy
equipment and construction destruction to sensitive areas.
Mr. Douglas Doe came forward. He is a resident of Cranston; a large solar installation is
located near his home. He said that every square inch of land beyond the buffer zone was
destroyed. There was over two months of blasting; there was rock crushing going on at
all hours; numbers of large trucks leaving the property daily. Site work took six months.
This devastation was far worse than any new subdivision would cause. No preservation
measures were taken at all. The City of Cranston looked down on the impact a
subdivision caused on city funds; as if the fact of school-age children was a bad thing.
This project has been in progress for over two years and is still not done. He talked about
the guidelines the State of RI is working on – he urged both the State and the Town to
work to save conservation lands.
Mr. Ross Pearsall came forward. He asked the Commission to consider projects by size
over percentages. He said both the ordinance and the amendment are confusing. The
Commission should work to make the entire Zoning Ordinance more relatable to the
public.
Ms. Lisa Zingarelli spoke next. She and her husband were the first family to buy at
Westmoreland Farms. The area is beautiful. The subdivision was developed with plenty
of open space around the perimeter of all the properties. She said she would not be
directly affected by the TPE project visually. This State is small but beautiful and full of
nature; it depends heavily on tourism. She asked the Commission to not bow to trends
and quick fixes. Commercial/industrial and parking lots should be looked at for these
large installations.
Mr. Mark Zingarelli followed. He said that respected the Commission, he understands
the members volunteer for this work. He knows it is a big task to write ordinances but it
has to be done right. The ordinance should be written and adopted in an accurate
manner; future Commissions/Boards should be confident of the dependability of
ordinance language in any made decisions. He said that after looking at other RI Town
solar ordinances, one thing they addressed was abandonment – the NK ordinance does
not. What happens 15-20 years from now; we have nothing that makes these companies
accountable for de-commissioning.
Mr. Paul Povlock came forward. He is the president of the Westmoreland Homeowner’s
Association. He said that the association is very much in favor of the use of renewable
energy; however, technical requirements must be done correctly. Precise planning must
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be done before the problem jailbreaks issues that are beyond the neighborhoods and
town.
Mr. Richard Sellers said he is hearing his neighbors telling the Commission that they are
in favor of solar energy; however, it must be done right. He addressed the Statewide
guidelines under development; they will be a good tool for Towns and Cities to use in
locating these projects away from out natural resources. Projects of this scale should be
directed to properties more amenable to this use. If the Town does not hold the line there
will be a flood of these projects. He finished telling the Commission that the Town
should not turn away from solar energy use; North Kingstown residents are aware of the
consequences of the use of fossil fuels.
Ms. Gidget Loomis came forward. She told the Commission she is the chairperson of the
North Kingstown Land Conservancy. She said the Conservancy is in favor of amending
this ordinance; particularly the Open Space and Public Land Uses. She said we do not
need the impact freestanding systems will have on open space. She asked if there is
conflict with the Conservation Development ordinance already in place; the Commission
should consider this. She questioned whether allowing these systems on public property
meant the Town would sell land assets. She said the Conservancy hoped there would be
language protecting soils, addressing herbicides. She pointed out that there is a “use” in
the Land Table already under Utilities called “Electric and Steam Power Generation”
which prohibits this use in residential zones.
Mr. Tim Wasco spoke next. He said he agrees with Ms. Loomis that systems should not
be allowed in open spaces. He said the Town should be encouraging the State to finish
statewide guidelines. He said the amendment draft use of percentages is too ambiguous.
He finished saying that within limits solar energy should be enthusiastically supported.
He asked the Commission to keep the requirement of a special use permit for these
installations.
Mr. Keith Healey came forward. He thanked the Commission for their hard work and
volunteerism. He said he had watched all Commission/Council recorded proceedings for
adoption of the solar ordinance. He believes there were mistakes made in this ordinance.
He attended a meeting held last night by the Turning Point group. He wanted to make
two points. Firstly, in 2006 a survey was done of NK citizens asking what their number
one priority was when it came to the Town’s land use; the majority was the retention of
open space-immediately followed by steering development in existing development
spaces. Large scale solar energy installation should be kept to “brownfields”. Secondly,
he has heard the categories “Small scale” and “Large scale” commercial uses mentioned
frequently. He looked at commercial definitions within the ordinance and found that they
are lacking. The Commission should take a re-look at amending some definitions. The
Comprehensive Plan tells that the development of “green” energy sources should be done
in appropriate spaces and calls for the protection of woodlands (both of these can be
accomplished); the Comprehensive Plan also talks about “green” industries being an
industrial piece not a commercial use.
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Mr. Maurice Cusick told the Commission that he is a lawyer. He said he talked with
approximately 400 people during these proceedings; most against large solar
installations. He told the Commission that Town Council members said they were misled
when discussion of this ordinance occurred; the Council has now remanded the ordinance
back to this Commission with direction to prohibit these free-standing systems in
residential zones. He informed the Commission that litigation has already begun. The
Cruickshank and Fleming families are looking simply for financial gain. The language as
written is ambiguous. There are too many loopholes within this ordinance.
Mr. Paul DeMarco came to the podium next. He said he thinks that the drafted
amendment is a step in the right direction but the whole ordinance is already full of
procedural defects. When he viewed the September Town Council meeting recording,
the Council was obviously confused; they didn’t know what they were voting for. One
member has since said that he never intended to have any commercial operation in a
residential neighborhood; he said he didn’t read it thoroughly enough.
Mr. Matthew Ventura came forward. He said his main request of the Commission is
clarity; clarity of where these installations should be allowed and where they should not.
Residential use in residential zones and commercial uses in a commercial zone is the way
to go. His family loves this area. He talked about the problem in Richmond with water
runoff from a recently installed system.
Mr. Rick Quinlan spoke next. He spoke on behalf of his homeowner’s association on
Fieldstone Lane. He said he and his neighbors love their area, love the Town and love
the greenery. He also talked about the problem in Richmond with water runoff from a
recently installed system.
Mr. Steven Deutsch came forward. He said meteorology has been a hobby of his since he
was a child. Some physicists say we may have only a couple of hundred years left with
the speed of climate change. He said he feels for the abutters; he understands their
emotions. He said he also understands that the solar company presenting this project will
dedicate the sensitive areas of this property as open space; he thinks that is the way to go.
Once the system is in it is inert; wildlife can walk around it; greenery can grow. It is the
initial construction that will need to be controlled and monitored.
Ms. Suzanna Gardner came forward. She lives in South Kingstown. She owns a farm
which abuts this land. She believes the Town should look to preserving its green space.
She understands that the property was recently sold – the Town should have bought it for
preservation. People are stewards of the land.
Ms. Pamela Reed came forward. She has friends who are avid naturalists; they said if
this TPE project moves forward it would be a travesty. The Town needs to step it up and
pay attention to what we’re destroying. She is also worried about the use of herbicides.
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Clayton Peimer spoke next. He said he and his wife just recently moved here from New
York; they came here in retirement to be near their grandchildren. He said they picked
North Kingstown for all the reasons mentioned tonight. The part of New York they lived
in was close to a place called “Love Canal” the Town should take lessons from that as it
pertains to this project and the nearness to residences. Please heavily consider
consequences.
Mr. Larry Ehrhardt came forward. He talked about the lack of standards within the
ordinance. The state needs to come up with a set of standards that towns and cities could
use as guidelines. He urged the Commission to carry on with this amendment. People
are concerned that the Zoning Board is the panel that will deal with these projects and
they have not been a part of this conversation. He echoed Ms. Loomis’ earlier remark
about this use in open space zones; this cannot happen – the space must remain open.
Fr. Tom Afendoulis came to the podium. He told the Commission he has roof panels on
his home. He is a supporter of solar generation but is also a fan of God’s green earth. He
talked about being left with a solar field in his backyard; de-commissioning has not been
addressed. He asked why the residents were not notified about the drafting of this
ordinance. He and his sons saw an eagle near the property. He asked what we are doing
to our air; to the animals; to our children. Rhode Island is beautiful. Put the field
somewhere else.
Mr. Tom Sgouros came forward. He lives on Boston Neck Rd. He spoke about the fact
that these abutters are concerned about a solar field but he is concerned with water taking
over his property. This town has many low-lying properties and because of this we owe
it to all to be leaders in protecting our valuable resources. He believes the statute in place
allows a process that serves to allow projects that we can be proud of. No one other than
Turning Point has come forward with a plan to keep that property open. He said the use
of percentages (125%) may conflict with some regulations the State already has in place.
Mr. Anthony Baro told the Commission he is a developer. His understanding is that there
is an ordinance that puts in place a process that allows the Town to review and
approve/disapprove projects. The Town’s Commissions/Boards are representatives of all
stakeholders. He owns a lot in Town that has very little usable value – he would like the
opportunity to install a small solar panel field on that property to help with taxes and
upkeep of the land.
Ms. Michelle Fonseca came to the podium next. She said that this issue is a statewide
issue. There is a bill pending that sets standards on where these developments can
happen. There is a map of haphazard ordinances and statutes on this matter for different
towns/cities. She thinks this ordinance needs to be looked at again. She read
Massachusetts restrictions of green land for use by these systems. She said the
Commission should look at what others have done – what has worked and what has not.
She finished saying hopefully the Town and adopts something the General Assembly and
RI Natural Resources can be proud of.
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Mr. Robert Ballou spoke next. He is concerned with all the natural environmental costs
brought up by his neighbors tonight; however, the vacant residentially zoned properties
are open for development – most types of development will clear cut trees and displace
wildlife. He works in environmental protection. A total prohibition of these systems is
not the way to go; perhaps a small scale system would work well at the TPE property.
He said that perhaps Pre-Applications should be a part of the process along with the Land
Development Plan review and requirement of a Special Use Permit from the Zoning
Board.
Mr. Paul Plotkin came forward. He told the Commission solar panels are manufactured
using dangerous chemicals. The matter of de-commissioning these systems is not
addressed in the ordinance – it must be – these systems are huge pieces of glass, they
leave considerable electronic waste.
Ms. Elaine O’Neil came forward. She said she is the trustee for the Cruickshank trust
(the property owner of the TPE proposal). She said that her family has owned this
property for over 50 years. She then read a statement. The statement addressed the fact
that her family has paid taxes to the Town of North Kingstown for over 50 years on a
piece of land which neither needs nor uses public services. It is a private parcel; it is not
open space. She said the Cruickshanks live less than a mile from this property, clearing
up a notion out there that the property owners live out of state. She said before her
father’s passing, he received many offers – for golf courses, various residential
developments, as well as URI and the Town’s offer to purchase. The property was
owned as an investment; in order to benefit Mr. Cruickshank’s children and
grandchildren. She said her family has researched Turning Point Energy, the equipment
they install (panels and systems), and the environmental impact; all answers pointed to
the company as a responsible and reputable entity. Turning Point Energy is offering to
deed 400 acres of the property to preservation. She assured all in attendance that the
property will be sold and likely developed, trees will have to be cleared. She concluded
stating that she can remember when the surrounding subdivisions were once open treed
lands, prior to the development plans proceeding through a process like this. She added
that the Commission should hear the proposed project with the present State law and
Town ordinance.
Mr. Healey came forward again. He talked about the insignificant process of obtaining a
Special Use Permit. He said in watching the Commission’s stream of October 3,
Commission members discussed the simplicity of obtaining a SUP, especially for larger
companies.
Mr. Palmer wanted to clarify that the discussion Mr. Healey was talking about was
strictly the financial burden - larger companies will find the permit fees less burdensome
than a homeowner; there are many other criteria for relief.
Mr. Jim Lofferhan, who represents the Cruickshanks asked to speak. He said he
appreciated the Commission’s courtesy of allowing public comment. He wanted to
address the fact that during Special Use Permit review public comment is required and
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welcomed by Board members. He said a lot of time went into developing this ordinance,
staff time, Commission time, Council time (all places where public comment is heard) the ordinance should not be amended. The Turning Point Energy project should be
vested. Turning Point Energy is assuring that a majority of the property will be
protected. He asked the Commission to allow this proposal to move forward through the
present process.
With no further comment, Mr. Palmer called for a motion to close the meeting to public
comment.
Mr. Grundy moved. Mr. Dion seconded. All voted aye.
Mr. Palmer called for a brief recess.
After re-convening, Mr. Palmer said that due to the hour this will not be finished tonight.
He asked for Commission comment on the proposed amended ordinance.
Mr. Grundy commented that the Planning Department September 25, 2017 memo to the
Town Council explained the process, time and thought the Planning Commission put into
this ordinance. He read:
The Planning Commission was not comfortable eliminating all special use
permits. The commission is mostly concerned about the effect of a solar system
on abutting residential properties. In North Kingstown, the divide of residential
and nonresidential is not always well delineated and there are many instances
where commercial properties are “peppered” into neighborhoods. In addition, the
Planning Commission felt it was better to be more restrictive at first but to watch
what unfolds and revisit or amend the ordinance in the future.
The Planning Commission ultimately recommends that freestanding solar could
be allowed by right in industrial zones (General Industrial, Light Industrial, and
Waterfront Industrial). The members felt that buffer requirements and standards
that exist between industrial and residential properties are strong and need to be
met for any development in these zones, which assists in protecting residents from
impacts. For instance, in accordance with the town’s landscaping ordinance,
where a property is zoned or used for an industrial use abuts a property zoned for
residential, educational, or religious use, a vegetated buffer of 50’ in width shall
be installed and maintained on the industrial use.
Mr. Grundy said he had minor change requests, he thought the Commission could work
through the recommendation tonight.
Mr. Dion spoke next. He told those in attendance the State plan was devised after this
Town adopted this ordinance. The State put incentives in place before establishing any
sort of guidelines. The State Law allows the selling of energy to National Grid under
timed contracts opened the door to development. Turning Point Energy has submitted a
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plan through the back door, proposing a project on a particular property; whereas, the
State should have in place guidelines which direct the solar companies to where they can
develop. The State has been the reason put we are hearing about all these circumstances
Cities and Towns have been dealing with. He said like it or not, in order for the State to
meet established energy goals, there is going to have to be large projects. In reference to
the Cruickshank property – Mr. Dion said that this is private property; they have the right
and opportunity to develop their land. Mr. Dion also wanted to note that when the
proposal of enacting a solar ordinance was first introduced to the Planning Commission,
there was zero input on direction from the Town Council. He said it is unfair of the
Council to clear the slate and remand this back to the Commission. He also noted that all
out prohibition will have ramifications – the public should be cognizant of this. The
Special Use Permit process allows the Commission to vet things, this means case by case
reviewed for decision on compatibility with area or the tenor of the community. Mr.
Dion addressed the notion that this project will be developed on wetlands – no
development of any kind is allowed on wetlands. He concluded defending the
Commission by stating members were under constraints from many different entities.
Mr. Roach said he had two comments. One, the Special Use Permit vs. Prohibited should
not be decided in five minutes. Many comment and information has been received which
should be digested a bit before forming a recommendation. The Commission spent many
hours coming up with the established ordinance; to take five minutes to overturn all the
work that went into the ordinance seems short-sighted. He then said that if it comes
down to it, he thinks the existing ordinance should stand. His second comment was that
if a recommendation to stand by the present ordinance was sent to the Town Council they
have the authorization to reject it and prohibit the systems in residential zones.
Ms. Nickles commented on the insertion of wording addressing freestanding systems
proposed as a principal use – this is the first time she has seen it in the ordinance.
Mr. Lacey said it was inserted between the first and second read before the Town
Council.
Ms. Nickles said that strikes her as quite a substantial change which the Council should
have remanded back to the Planning Commission. She agreed with fellow members that
she is happy with the ordinance as it stands now; she talked about family farms as an
example. She does have a problem with the wordage in the existing ordinance which
talks to “appropriately scaled” systems, perhaps the Commission should have stronger
means to establish what is appropriately scaled and what is inappropriately scaled.
Ms. MCue said she keeps hearing from the public the confusion of the ordinance; she
agrees with this. The ordinance should perhaps be re-worked with particular attention to
scale, zones, financial responsibilities and de-commissioning. Clarity is needed.
Ms. Nickles added that environmental constraints are not addressed in the present
ordinance; that should be addressed.
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Mr. Palmer said he believes the SUP construct is the way to go with this. A total
prohibition may prevent flexibility that residents may want or need. He is confident the
Boards and Commissions tasked with reviewing these projects are completely capable.
He believes all the concerns addressed here tonight can be addressed through the
permitting process; but, also the comments may warrant some discussion of other
performance standards. Mr. Palmer said he is not sure he is comfortable making a
recommendation tonight.
Mr. Callaghan spoke up pointing out there are positive aspects to the ordinance as
written; this recommendation is simply for changes to the Land Use Table. He said the
Town Council has charged the Commission with reviewing their (the Council’s)
requested amendment(s) then recommending a yes or no. to their suggestions. This is not
hard. The Council is expecting a decision one way or the other – but Commission
members should be able to get this done tonight. He said the Commission can choose to
re-examine the ordinance language at a future time but tonight this particular ordinance is
before them for recommendation. The Town Council wants to hear a first read on this
next Monday – then put it up for a public hearing.
Mr. Grundy asked to discuss four suggested changes he has: 1. Section 1. Article I.
Purposes and Administration definition language of freestanding accessory solar system
should be shortened to “a freestanding solar energy system that is incidental and
subordinate to the principal use(s) of a parcel” striking out the remainder of the drafted
change. 2. Section 2. Article III. Land Use Table, #14 – the Land Use classifications of
all residential zones should be Special Use Permit (S), not changed to No (N). 3. The
Special Use Permit classification should be changed to No (N) – open space should
remain open space. 4. Section 3. Article XII – Section 21-323(c), the drafted change
which added “to the extent possible” at the end of (3) should be eliminated, should end
with “shall be screened from street view.”; and, (d) the drafted change stating “be
prohibited” should be changed back to “require a special use permit.” in order to bring it
into complicity with the change requested to the Land Use Table.
Mr. Grundy said that is not the end-all; the Commission should re-examine topics, e.g.
de-commissioning and fencing.
Mr. Palmer asked about Section 3. Article XII. – Section 21-323(d). The language
saying “any exceptions to the development standards shall require a Special Use
Permit.”; he wants to know if this encompasses a situation where the development
standards can’t be met or is it meant to include any kind of waiver request where an
applicant doesn’t want to meet the standards and opts to go for a Special Use Permit.
Mr. Lacey answered the intent was for both of those situations.
Mr. Palmer asked if anyone was willing to put forth a motion.
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Mr. Grundy moved to send the ordinance with the recommendation as amended he made
tonight; and the elimination of language referring to “125%” (in two places). Mr. Grundy
added that the recommendation be sent with a giant asterisk: “That is our
recommendation based on what was asked; but the Commission would like the
opportunity to re-visit the ordinance in its entirety.”
Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried.
Mr. Palmer said that the Commission is sending a recommendation to the Town Council
to implement a solar ordinance amended here tonight. The recommendation is sent with
a strong request that the Commission be given the opportunity to re-visit the ordinance as
a whole in order to improve it.
Adjournment
Mr. Dion then motioned to adjourn. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The meeting
was adjourned at 10:45PM.

Beth Gagnon-Glasberg
Recording Secretary
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