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Call to Order
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Pursuant to RIGL 42-46-6(c), notice of this meeting has been posted on the Secretary
of State's website
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Public Comment
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Minutes
Historic District Commission minutes of May 7, 2018 and June 4, 2018
hdc_minutes_050718.docx
hdc_minutes_060418.docx
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Old Business
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5.a

Certificate of Appropriateness: Alterations/Minor Modifications request for a
rear yard shed located at 59 Washington Street, AP 117 Lot 239, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH)
117-239 060418 Shriner shed.doc

5.b

Certificate of Appropriateness: Site Improvements request for patio, walkway,
staircase and lattice improvements located at 115 West Main Street, AP 118 Lot
31, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)
118-31 060418 Waxman patio.doc

5.c

Alterations/Minor modifications: Application of Blue Hydrangea Homes, LLC,
159 Weybosset Street, Suite 3, Providence, RI 02903 to amend a May 7, 2018
approval for a new driveway on a single-family residential property located at
25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)

HDC alterations memo 070218.docx
May 7 Application materials.pdf
Photos 052518.pdf
117-132 050718 Ajaj driveway.doc
6

New Business
6.a

Alterations/Minor Modifications: Application of James Shriner, 59 Washington
Street, North Kingstown, RI 02852 for a fence removal and replacement of
windows, siding, pergola lattice and driveway materials on a single-family
residential property located at 59 Washington Street, AP 117 Lot 239, zoned
Village Residential Historic (VRH)

HDC alterations memo 070218.docx
Application.pdf
Window spec.pdf
Photos.pdf
printablemap.pdf
Cobbles.pdf
6.b

Site Improvements: Application of David & Teri D'Ovidio, 109 Main Street, North
Kingstown, RI 02852 for a proposed deck in the rear yard of a single-family
residential property located at 109 Main Street, AP 117 Lot 241, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH).
HDC deck memo 070218.docx
Application.pdf
Photos.pdf
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Plans.pdf
printablemap (1).pdf
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Informational Items and Announcements

8

Adjournment

THE TOWN OF NORTH KINGSTOWN WILL PROVIDE INTERPRETERS FOR THE DEAF AND HARD
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SAID MEETING BY CALLING 294-3331, EXT. 120.
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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 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
May 7, 2018
The North Kingstown Historic District Commission convened in the Municipal Offices Court
Room, 100 Fairway Dr., North Kingstown, RI
The following members were present:
Wayne Trissler (Alternate)
James Shriner
Andrew Correia
Sarah Goldberger
Ms. Hallock Cyr was excused.
Shaun Lacey, AICP, Principal Planner, was present as staff liaison.
New construction: Application of James Shriner, 59 Washington Street, North Kingstown,
RI 02852 for a proposed rear yard shed located at 59 Washington Street, AP 117 Lot 239,
zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)
Mr. Shriner said that Agenda Item #1 was being continued to next month due to procedural
issues. He called for a motion.
Mr. Correia moved. Ms. Golberger seconded. All voted aye.
Alterations/Minor modifications: Application of Blue Hydrangea Homes, LLC, 159
Weybosset Street, Suite 3, Providence, RI 02903 for driveway, patio and walkway
improvements, replacement of railings and stairs, and new air condensers located at 25
Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)

Mr. Omar Ajaj came forward representing Blue Hydrangea Homes, LLC. He told the
Commission that he is asking tonight for review of a series of cosmetic and mechanical
improvements at 25 Pleasant St.
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The plans include creating off-street parking, moving a fence, replacing the broken brick
walkway; replacing the front and rear railing; adding veneer to the existing front and rear
concrete stairs; create a rear patio; and adding air conditioning to the home.
The driveway proposal includes removal of overgrowth and a tree; the relocation of metal
fencing to the south side of the property; creating two off-street parking spaces utilizing pea
stone with a cobblestone edging; replacing the brick walkway with gray pavers.
The work to the front and rear stairs includes changing the layout and veneering with bluestone
capping and stone veneer sides and risers.
The current railings on the front and rear steps is metal; the plan is replacing that with wooden
railings painted white.
The plan includes the addition of a rear patio – the patio would be 900 sq. ft.
The air conditioning installation includes locating the units on the south side of the home;
landscaping will be put in around the units to mitigate the street view.
Mr. Shriner suggested discussing each portion of the plan separately.
The driveway:
Mr. Trissler asked about the tree that needs removal.
Mr. Ajaj said the tree is dying – he did have a landscaper in to see if it could be saved.
Mr. Shriner asked if the lot has the necessary depth to allow two cars.
Mr. Ajaj answered that he has brought a measurement plan with him. He passed it to
Commission members. There is 21’ across up to the walkway and 41’ of depth.
Mr. Shriner commented that the property is quite established (mature) as a streetscape.
Mr. Ajaj assured Mr. Shriner the front will not be entirely stone. He pointed out where
existing beds are and will remain (with some new shrubbery and plantings); the area now
is a bit overgrown – the idea is to make the beds more planned.
Mr. Shriner said that removing the entire green buffer between the house and the street
eliminates the property’s only streetscape. The plan is too much driveway in a too small
space. He suggests planning the driveway as one strip along the side property line.
Mr. Ajaj said that this property is actually the only property that does not have a
driveway. He said the area he is proposing these changes to does not serve any purpose
right now. If he were to put the driveway along the side property line, he will be
encroaching quite a bit on the neighbor.
Mr. Shriner said he is not opposed to establishing a driveway – he is opposed to the scale
of it.
Mr. Ajaj said he wished he had provided a site plan because there is landscaping planned
also – the end look will not be just driveway.
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Mr. Correia said he believes that this plan can be tastefully done if Mr. Ajaj were to scale
back the driveway dimension just s bit. He said he understands the need in this day and
age for off-street parking. He said he sees where a happy medium can’t be achieved.
Mr. Lacey wanted to note that the Town Ordinance does state the requirement of two offstreet parking spaces in residential zones. He said that the Ordinance also accommodates
driveways that measure 8’ for a single car; Mr. Ajaj could reduce the scale of the
driveway to 16’. As suggested by Mr. Shriner, a tandem driveway can also work;
actually, the majority of homes along Pleasant St. have them.
Mr. Correia said perhaps Mr. Ajaj could provide a site plan for review. He also said
perhaps Mr. Ajaj could plan a “garden-type” of driveway.
Mr. Shriner said the driveway is proposed at 23’ which will effectively replace any
greenspace at the house front.
With no further discussion on the driveway plan, Mr. Shriner opened the meeting to
public comment.
There was no public comment. Mr. Shriner moved to close the item to public comment.
Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye.
Mr. Shriner then offered a summary of this proposal’s discussion. The applicant will
return with a more professional layout showing the actual accommodation of the
driveway along with proposed landscaping.
Mr. Ajaj asked if he returns with a single stacked driveway plan along the side of the
yard, would this be something the Board would be willing to approve.
Mr. Shriner answered yes; that would keep some greenspace on the street.
Mr. Shriner moved that the Commission accept an amended approval by the applicant to
install a stacked (no wider than 11’) driveway down the right-hand side of the property
line. The applicant has agreed to maintain the material as proposed in the original
application; and, provide to the Board for filing purposes a formal drawing of the plan.
Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye.
Front and Rear Steps
Mr. Ajaj said that the step layouts will stay the same but changing the materials to
bluestone capping and bluestone (which will be gray) veneer siding.
Mr. Trissler asked if there is cobblestone under the bluestone; and, the thickness of the
veneer.
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Mr. Ajaj said no the plan is for all bluestone. The veneer will be approximately ½” thick.
The stone will be natural stone not manufactured stone.
Mr. Trissler asked for clarity on how the Commission looks at “veneering”.
Mr. Shriner responded that it is all over the historic district; it is a proper treatment; it is a
material common in the village; all-natural stone as opposed to old moldy concrete.
Mr. Shriner then moved to open the meeting to public comment. Mr. Correia seconded.
There was no public comment.
Mr. Shriner called a motion to close the item to public comment.
Mr. Correia moved. Mr. Trissler seconded.
Mr. Shriner then entertained a motion.
Mr. Correia moved to accept this portion of the application as presented. The materials
presented are appropriate and in keeping with the village character.
Mr. Shriner seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried.
Wood Railings
Mr. Ajaj said that presently the railings on the front and rear steps are iron and rotting.
The plan is to simply replace the railings with new wooden railings painted white.
Mr. Trissler asked what type wood Mr. Ajaj planned to use.
All Commission members agreed that although it is out of their purview, they strongly
recommend Mr. Ajaj switch that to cedar – it lasts much longer.
Mr. Shriner commented that the materials are in keeping, the scale is appropriate.
With no further comment from members, Mr. Shriner motioned to open the meeting to
public comment.
Mr. Trissler seconded.
Mr. Steve DiMarzo commented said it seems to be what is best for keeping within
Wickford.
Mr. Shriner moved to close the application to public comment.
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Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted aye.
With that, Mr. Shriner entertained a motion to accept the plan for wood railing
replacement.
Mr. Trissler moved that the stairways meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines;
they are planned as wood, with correctly spaced balusters. The design and scale are
keeping with the area. The metal railings and concrete were not original to the property.
This plan is an improvement in keeping with the Historic District.
Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried.
Patio
Mr. Ajaj told the Commission the plan is to install a patio with grey pavers. The
proposed size will be approximately 900 sq. ft. This is to provide the property with
some outside living area. The patio is at the rear of the home and is not visible from the
street. Mr. Ajaj presented the paver samples – 6”x6” and 6”x9”. Bluestone grey.
Mr. Trissler asked what will happen to the brick patio there now.
Mr. Ajaj said they are using that brick in the construction of the new brick walkways in
the front of the house.
Mr. Shriner asked why Mr. Ajaj wasn’t planning to use either bluestone or cobblestones.
Mr. Ajaj said that would be more expensive.
Mr. Shriner said that the Commission generally does not look favorably on the use of
pavers. The owners of these historic homes understand the care, materials and costs of
maintaining and repairing them – the cost measure does not stand up as a finding in an
approval. The minute pavers are allowed then the floodgates are open and historic nature
starts to go down. He added that there are a few things the Commission is not fond of –
replacement windows and pavers being two. He ended saying he personally does not feel
pavers are appropriate for the village.
Mr. Ajaj said he understands this completely, but the patio will be entirely out of street
view.
Mr. Shriner responded that the only time the Commission looks favorably on
unacceptable materials even out of view is when it comes under circumstances – like
allowing aluminum clad windows in a high velocity wind zone.
Mr. Shriner and Mr. Correia understood that cobblestone/bluestone is expensive, but they
agreed that they could not vote to OK it – it would set precedent.
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Mr. Trissler suggested perhaps keeping with the brick – this is something the
Commission would look favorably on.
Mr. Lacey commented that although pavers are a contemporary material, the patio will
not be seen from the street, this is the reason he recommended approval. He can see their
concern and will make a point of this with reference to future applications.
Mr. Ajaj said that to keep on track with his project, if he took note of the appropriate
materials – would the Commission be willing to conditionally approve the patio.
Bluestone, brick or fieldstone – he would like to see what would work design wise as
well as cost wise.
Mr. Shriner said no.
Mr. DiMarzo asked if he could comment. Mr. Shriner said that it is not the appropriate
time, but he would allow it. The gentleman said that there are different sized of brick – it
allows for original design – Mr. Ajaj would not have to stick to the classic 1898 pattern.
Mr. Shriner commented that the Commission did not want brick colored pavers.
Mr. Ajaj said that he would gladly change the patio material to brick.
Mr. Shriner asked for further comment of Commission members. There were none, so he
asked for a motion to open the application to public comment.
Mr. Correia moved. Mr. Trissler seconded.
There was no public comment.
Mr. Shriner moved to close the application to public comment.
seconded. All voted aye.

Ms. Goldberger

Mr. Shriner moved that the application be accepted as presented, the applicant has agreed
to substitute pavers with natural brick in keeping with the existing brick used both in the
front and back of the house.
Mr. Correia seconded; he also echoed that it is in keeping with the brick that is already on
the property and the material the applicant has agreed on is appropriate.
All voted aye. The motion carried.
A/C
Mr. Ajaj said that he wishes to install air conditioning to the home. The units were
planned to be placed at the south side of the home; however, now that the driveway is
approved as two-stacked, the units will have to be installed at the rear of the home. The
units will be placed behind the stairs – they will be totally out of view of the street.
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Mr. Shriner asked if Commission members had questions or comments.
There was none. Mr. Shriner then called for public comment.
Mr. Trissler seconded.
A gentleman asked the size of the unit.
Mr. Ajaj answered that there are two units; they are approximately 3’ by 4’. He added
that he will probably place some lattice work and plantings around them.
Mr. Correia moved to close the application to public comment. Mr. Shriner seconded.
All voted aye.
Mr. Shriner asked that the Commission/Planning staff be sent a new site plan showing the
new unit placement.
Mr. Ajaj said of course.
Mr. Shriner then moved to accept the proposal as amended by the agreement that the airconditioning units be moved to behind the ell on the south side of the property. The units
will be out of sight of the street and shielded by appropriate shrubbery. The airconditioning units will be out of view and have no impact on the look and/or feel of the
village.
Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye.
Mr. Lacey asked for clarification. Was it a condition of approval to require the screening
or was it by being appropriate? Mr. Shriner said that is was more by virtue – the units
will be unseen from the street – so the screening is a recommendation.

Informational Items and Announcements
Mr. Lacey asked for the Commission time to update them on some items happening within
Wickford.
Update of Brown Street Wickford Village Design Standards and Guidelines
Mr. Lacey said the steering committee has released a set of draft design guidelines; and,
also made a recommendation to the Town Council. The Planning Commission is due to
look and review the draft at their June 5 meeting; they will vote on whether to send a
positive or negative recommendation to the Town Council. Mr. Lacey also gave a
synopsis of the process, reasoning and general outline of the Design Guidelines
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Update of Wickford sewer project
Mr. Lacey told the Commission that the Town is working on a design for striping West
Main St.; the extension laterals will be completed within two weeks; the Wearing course
on West Main St. will happen the week of May 14; milling and paving of Brown St. will
begin the week of the 21st.
Rune Stone shelter proposal
Mr. Lacey said that although the Rune Stone is not within the Historic District, the Town
Manager has asked to update the Commission. The Town Historian, Tim Cranston is
working with a vendor to come up with a design for a shelter for the Rune Stone – the
concern being weather and vandals. The New England Antiquities Research Association
(NEARA) has graciously donated the money to accomplish this. Mr. Cranston has
provided a design that he, Town Manager Ralph Mollis, Public Works Director Phil
Bergeron and Mr. DiMarzo of the NEARA have come up with a general type of design
for the structure. The design concept will be presented to the Town Council soon; Mr.
Mollis is hoping to present the Historic District Commission’s thoughts as well.
Mr. Trissler commented that Plymouth Rock is covered with a great looking shelter.
After comments wondering why a rock would need shelter, Mr. DiMarzo came forward
again to give a brief history on the importance of the stone. The money to construct the
shelter has been donated to the Association; proving there are people who believe in its
authenticity.
He also told the Commission that research is still being done on the inscription’s
meaning; he said there is research to back this up. He said that he will send the formal
report on the stone and search for its meaning to distribute to the Commission.

Minutes
Mr. Shriner entertained a motion to accept the February 5, 2018 meeting minutes into record.
Mr. Trissler moved. Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye. The minutes are approved.
Adjournment
Mr. Shriner then called to adjourn. Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted aye. The meeting was
adjourned at 8:15PM.

Beth Gagnon-Glasberg
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Recording Secretary

13
9

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 HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION
June 4, 2018
The North Kingstown Historic District Commission convened in the Municipal Offices Court
Room, 100 Fairway Dr., North Kingstown, RI
The following members were present:
Wayne Trissler (Alternate)
Gail Hallock Cyr
James Shriner
Andrew Correia
Stacey Elliott
Ms. Goldberger was excused. Ms. Cyr was late.
Shaun Lacey, AICP, Principal Planner, was present as staff liaison.
Certificate of Appropriateness: 25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH). Alterations/Minor Modifications application - Request to
install two air condensing units on a single-family residential property.
Certificate of Appropriateness: 25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH). Alterations/Minor Modifications application – Request to
replace railings and stairs on a single-family residential property.
Certificate of Appropriateness: 25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH). Site Improvements application – Request to replace an existing
front yard walkway and install a new patio at the rear of a single-family residential
property.
Certificate of Appropriateness: 25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village
Residential Historic (VRH). Site Improvements application – Request to install a new
driveway on a single-family residential property.
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Mr. Shriner asked Commission members if they had any questions or comments about the
decision drafts for 25 Pleasant Street that were included in their agenda packets.
There was no comment or questions, so Mr. Shriner signed the certificates of appropriateness.
Mr. Shriner told the Commission he was switching the order of the agenda items. The
Waxman application would be heard first; the Porter application second and his own third.
Site Improvements: Application of Paul & Cynthia Waxman, 115 West Main Street, North
Kingstown, RI 02852 for patio, walkway, staircase and lattice improvements located at 115
West Main Street, AP 118 Lot 31, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH).
Mr. Phil Dyer came forward and was sworn in; he is representing Mr. and Mrs. Waxman for this
project.
Mr. Dyer told the Commission that the Waxman’s would like to add a patio to the rear of their
house. The patio would consist of approximately 340 sq. ft. of bluestone along with a fieldstone
wall surrounding it (20” high x 20” wide). They would also like to replace their concrete
walkways with Boston City Hall brick. There are existing wooden steps to the house; they
would like to replace them with fieldstone risers and bluestone treads. A lattice screen will be
added at right angles to the side of the house.
Mr. Trissler asked if these projects will be out of the public eye.
Mr. Dyer said yes – the driveway is not a part of this project (the site plan shows a changed
driveway profile); but at this time the plan also includes adding more plantings, putting these
improvements further out of public view.
Mr. Dyer informed the Commission that the wall is proposed as fieldstone, but some concrete
may be used to be sure the wall is secure; the concrete will not in any way be visible.
With no further questions from the Commission, Mr. Shriner asked to open the meeting to public
comment.
Mr. Correia motioned. Ms. Elliott seconded. All voted aye.
There was no public comment.
Mr. Correia moved to close the meeting to public comment. Ms. Elliott seconded. All voted
aye.
Mr. Shriner asked if someone cared to make a motion.
Mr. Correia moved to accept the application as presented. The proposed materials are
appropriate for the village. The brick will be a great improvement over the existing concrete
walkways. The patio will not be visible from the street.
15
2

Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted aye. The application was approved.
Site Improvements: Application of Robin Porter & Marsue Harris, 99 Main Street, North
Kingstown, RI 02852 to replace a fence located at 99 Main Street, AP 117 Lot 237, zoned
Village Residential Historic (VRH).
Ms. Cyr came in.
Mr. Robin Porter and Ms. Marsue Harris came forward and were sworn in.
Ms. Harris explained that they were before the Commission because a stop work order had been
issued for a fence they were replacing without the approval of this Commission. She apologized,
saying that she did not think approval was needed.
Ms. Harris said they have lived at the home for 30 years and have done extensive work to the
house and grounds. The property has more fencing than any other property in Wickford (7 runs).
The existing fence was replaced, rebuilt and re-designed about 10 years age. Vandalism and
time has caused harm to the fence. She said that there has been lots of patching through the
years.
Mr. Porter commented that the vandalism was probably caused by young folks waiting at a
school bus stop.
Ms. Harris continued saying that after exploring options for replacement and/or repairs, it was
determined a replacement was in order; to install a fence like the existing one would be entirely
too expensive and was in fact a faultily manufactured design. She and her husband went to
Walpole Woodwork to see about replacing the fence (as is); the estimate was $17,000.00-which
is entirely too much; she added that the people at Walpole Woodworkers also told her that the
design and type of existing fence invited water into the structure, which cause it to decay more
quickly, replacing the fence as is was out of reach for these reasons.
She and her husband did research on what type of fence would work for them as well as the
village. The proposed fence was the most reasonable choice.
Ms. Harris gave a description of their proposal; they would replace 100’ of their fence along
Main St. The replacement fence would be white cedar pickets with pressure treated wood posts.
The height of the new fence will be the same as the existing (44”). The caps and hardware
would remain the same. She said she has hired a contractor who is experienced and meticulous.
Ms. Harris provided several photos of similar existing fences in the District. She hopes to obtain
a blessing to continue with this project.
Ms. Harris said that the fence is much needed to keep the dogs in the yard.
Mr. Porter added that they need a fence to protect their dogs; he said there actually had been a
coyote attack on their property.
Ms. Cyr said that the situation is sad. She wishes the Porter’s had come to the Commission first.
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The Porter’s say it was not intentional. As they are aging they are becoming increasingly unable
to maintain and manage all aspects of the property upkeep. The added that they have always
abided by the rules and regulations of this Commission in the past; they just looked at this as a
replacement in kind.
Mr. Shriner noted this fence absolutely bears no resemblance with the fence being replaced. It is
not a like in kind project. He finds their presentation tonight as disingenuous.
Mr. Porter said that the guidelines speak of “like in kind” not resemblance.
Ms. Harris is not happy with the comment made by the chairman about being disingenuous.
They have been active and involved with all aspects of the town for all 40 years they have lived
here.
Mr. Shriner commented that he is not trying to make this situation personal but as bastions of the
Historic District Commission; you personally lectured me on the existence and importance of
this Commission when I moved into the community. He would think that the Porter’s would
have come to the Board to ascertain whether this proposal would be possible.
Ms. Harris wanted it noted that the chair’s comment just made it personal. We had good
intentions with our plan; Mr. Porter and I need not apologize to anyone for our participation in
this community for the last 40 years.
Ms. Cyr said she wanted to point out that this is not “likeness in kind”. The Secretary of the
Interior’s guidelines note recommended and not recommended repairs and replacements. She
read:
Recommended:
Repairing historic site features which have been damaged, are deteriorated, or
have missing components:
Re-establish the whole feature and to ensure retention or the integrity of the
historical materials. Repairs may include limited replacement in kind or with a
compatible substitute material of those extensively deteriorated or missing parts
of the site features when there are surviving prototypes, such as paving, railings,
or individual plants within a group (e.g., a hedge). Repairs should be physically
and visually compatible.
Not Recommended:
Removing materials and features that could be repaired or using improper repair
techniques.
Replacing an entire feature of the site (such as a fence, walkway, or drive) when
repair of materials and limited replacement of deteriorating or missing
components are feasible.
She continued:
Recommended:
Replacing in kind an entire feature or the site that is too deteriorated to repair (if
the overall form and detailing are still evident) using the physical evidence as a
model to reproduce the feature. Examples could include a walkway or a fountain,
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a land form, or plant material. If using the same kind of material is not feasible,
then a compatible substitute material may be considered.
Not Recommended:
Removing a character-defining feature of the site that is unrepairable and not
replacing it or replacing it with a new feature that does not match.
Using a substitute material for the replacement that does not convey the same
appearance of the surviving site feature or that is physically or ecologically
incompatible.
Ms. Harris asked Ms. Cyr if her interpretation of this is that the fence must be repaired or
replaced exactly as it is; or, not replaced at all.
Ms. Cyr answered yes. She said that the Porter’s fence is highly visible and, in her opinion, quite
unique and beautiful. It is a character defining feature of the street and village.
Mr. Shriner added that it says in the Secretary’s Guidelines introductory:
Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the
old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial evidence.
Mr. Shriner said that one of the village’s characteristics is that it has multiple of touches and
textures; however, there are already six fences along Main St. like the Porter’s, three which are
imperiled. This makes this proposal as precedent setting; if allowed, these fences will
homogenize the fences along the street.
Ms. Harris said that her choice of a picketed fence would fit within the village feel. She said
there have been many changes of all kinds in the village. If the other residences with these old
fences have been hesitant to make repairs, it is because of the expense to do so. She reminded
the Commission that they are senior citizens on a limited income. She said that Mr. Shriner is
making this personal because of something her husband said to him years ago about the
workings of the Historic District Commission.
Mr. Correia gets them back on track; he said there is an application for a fence before them; the
fence is partially up. He said that the fence being installed is an attractive wooden fence;
however, it is not a “like in kind” replacement. The Commission should deal with these facts.
The partially installed fence is an improvement over what was there; there a many types and
styles of fences surrounding this property-it would be beneficial to have uniformity. The
Historic District Commission understands that the application is late in coming but let’s look at
the facts and come to a reasonable resolution.
Ms. Cyr spoke about the pressure this (the installation that is already started) puts on the
Commission. She does not know what to do with this. An approval will set a precedent.
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Mr. Shriner pointed out that if the applicant had come to the Commission prior to the installation,
this style of fence would probably not have been accepted. If the Commission allows this
installation to continue the Commission will have to allow it when other residents come before
them to replace fences, in other words the horse will be out of the barn.
Ms. Harris mentions that replacements will be nicer and better than the failing damaged fences
they represent. An improvement.
Mr. Correia again brings up positives. The fence is made of cedar, it is an improvement over the
deteriorated one it is replacing.
Mr. Shriner granted that the proposed fence is better than the deteriorated one; it is however not
an improvement of what it could have been replaced with if the Commission had had the
opportunity to weigh in.
Mrs. Porter said that she believes that this proposal meets the law (requirements).
Ms. Cyr is mourning the loss of this one of a kind fence.
Mr. Porter talks about the steps he and his wife took to decide on this type of fence. It was a
decision they took very carefully. This proposed design is acceptable as to the village character.
Ms. Harris added that she and Mr. Porter in no means meant to offend any Commission members
or neighbors; they simply believed they were replacing a fence in kind. The design is
appropriate for village character and made of wood.
Mr. Correia commented that of course Mr. Porter and Ms. Harris weren’t trying to pull a fast one
– they live on Main St.; the fence is in full view.
Mr. Trissler asked if there are any remnants of the old fence left in place at this point.
Mr. Porter said that the old fence is still standing on one side of the property; the new is on the
other side.
Mr. Trissler suggested saving a portion of the old fence or if too damaged, replacing it with an
actual “in kind” scheme to serve as a prototype or example of what was, this could be used at a
time when there is need to replace the fence in the future. This would serve as a record or
history of the site.
Mr. Shriner said he feels if we lose this fence we will lose the historic value of three other fences
within 1 to 2 years.
Mrs. Porter tells Mr. Shriner he cannot look at this project based on what may happen with other
properties.
Mr. Shriner then called to open the meeting to public comment.
Ms. Cyr moved. Mr. Correia seconded.
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Mr. Bryson Hall commented that there are building products that could be used to make a longer
lasting fence. He used a special pine at a property he used to own at 30 Brown St.; the fence is
still standing after 30 years and shows no signs of rot.
Mr. Porter said the fence they are replacing is 40 years old. They did not find this special pine –
they found cedar – a recommended material for fences.
Mr. Hall said he just wanted to share his experience. He replaced the fence “in kind” due to its
uniqueness in the historic village.
Mr. Ted Green stood, he said he has been before Commission before - been approved, been
denied. He has asked the Commission to look at his fence and weigh in on replacing. He
replaced his side fence a little while ago; at the time, he asked the Commission for an informal
site visit to determine whether his plan for the replacement was in fact a “like in kind”. He said
that the Porter’s fence design (old) fits to the nature of the street. It is unfortunate to watch it
slowly whittle away. If the Commission allows the Porter’s to move forward with this project –
what does that say to residents like Mr. Hall who have put research, money and other resources
into protecting the integrity of Wickford. He said perhaps there is a compromise, perhaps some
leverage can be taken with replacement materials to retain history. The Porters should
investigate different solutions before deciding to move forward.
Mr. Shriner then asked for a motion to close the meeting to public
Ms. Cyr moved. Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted aye.
Ms. Harris asked to speak again. She repeated that she is as far financially into this as she can
go, if this proposal is refused there will be no fence. She said we are senior citizens, with limited
resources – is this how the Commission looks upon senior citizens?
Mr. Correia pointed out to the Commission there is a human factor here that needs consideration.
The fence is proposed wood (cedar) and will be an improvement. Is the plan an exact replica –
no; will it set a precedent – he does not know.
Mr. Shriner said that it will set precedent.
Mr. Correia asked what if fences come down and they don’t come back up. That is another
precedent that might be set. Village character will be lost with that also.
Mr. Trissler noted that if this is appealed it could be taken out of this Commission’s hand – the
Zoning Board may decide against what the Commission finds acceptable; it would be in the
Commission’s interest to meet in the middle. He raises the idea of compromise again. Saving
some of the fence could be agreeable.
Ms. Harris says that the entire fence is already built and stored in their garage. She sees nothing
salvageable about any part of the old fence.
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Mr. Green asked to speak again. He said that this will probably be approved on appeal but if the
Commission approves it, it will become a precedent.
Mr. Shriner said that this proposal in not in conformance with guidelines. It will set a precedent.
Ms. Harris said there have been plenty of changes made in Wickford through the years.
Mr. Porter said the Commission has left us no option but to go to the Zoning Board.
With that, Mr. Shriner called for a motion.
Ms. Cyr motioned to deny the new fence because this proposal does not follow the Secretary of
the Interior’s Guidelines and Standards; specifically: the proposed repairing and replacing the
fence “like in kind” does not use the physical evidence of the existing as a model to reproduce
the feature; it is proposed with a different shape, picket and style. This is a very prominent fence
on Main St. which helps define the character of Main St.; if this new fence is put in which differs
in that it has a square top and square pickets instead of the round, this character defining feature
is lost. She cited The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties “Building Site”; pages 140-141:
Recommended:
Evaluating the overall condition of materials and features to determine whether
more than protection and maintenance, such as repairs to site features, will be
necessary.
Repairing historic site features which have been damaged, are deteriorated, or
have missing components order reestablish the whole feature and to ensure
retention or the integrity of the historic materials. Repairs may include limited
replacement in kind or with a compatible substitute material of those extensively
deteriorated or missing parts of site features when there are surviving prototypes,
such as paving, railings, or individual plants within a group. Repair should be
physically and visually compatible.
Replacing in kind an entire feature of the site that is too deteriorated to repair (if
overall forn and detailing are still evident) using the physical evidence as a model
to reproduce the feature. Examples could include a walkway or a fountain, a land
form, or plant material. If using the same kind of material is not feasible, then a
compatible substitute material may be considered.
Not Recommended:
Failing to undertake adequate measures to ensure the protection of the site.
Removing materials and features that could be repaired or using improper repair
techniques.
Replacing an entire feature of the site (such as a fence, walkway, or drive) when
repair of materials and limited replacement o deteriorated, or missing components
are feasible.
Removing a character-defining feature of the site that us unrepairable and not
replacing it or replacing with a new feature that does not match.
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Using a substitute material for the replacement that does not convey the same
appearance of the surviving site feature or that is physically or ecologically
incompatible.
Adding conjectural landscape features to the site (such as period reproduction
light fixtures, fences, fountains, or vegetation) that are historically inappropriate,
thereby creating an inaccurate appearance of the site.
She also cited the Introduction to Standards – paragraph 6 (found on the North Kingstown
website):
The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation
The Standards (Department of Interior regulations, 36 CFR 67) pertain to historic
buildings of all materials, construction types, sizes, and occupancy
and encompass the exterior and the interior, related landscape features and the
building's site and environment as well as attached, adjacent, or related new
construction. The Standards are to be applied to specific rehabilitation projects in
a reasonable manner, taking into consideration economic and technical feasibility.
1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that
requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site
and environment.
2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The
removal of historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize
a property shall be avoided.
3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and
use. Changes that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or architectural elements from other buildings, shall not be
undertaken.
4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic
significance in their own right shall be retained and preserved.
5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property shall be preserved.
6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the
severity of deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new
feature shall match the old in design, color, texture, and other visual qualities and,
where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated
by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.
7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to
historic materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if
appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and
preserved. If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be
undertaken.
9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shall not
destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new work shall be
differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale,
and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its
environment.
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10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in
such a manner that if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the
historic property and its environment would be unimpaired.
Mr. Trissler seconded. Mr. Shriner, Ms. Cyr, Mr. Trissler and Ms. Elliot voted aye. Mr. Correia
voted nay. The application was denied with a vote of 4-1.
Mr. Lacey interjects at this point. He told the Porter’s their options: they are: they can replace
the fence in kind (material size and style); they can remove the fence and not replace it; they can
appeal the decision through the Zoning Board of Appeals.
New construction: Application of James Shriner, 59 Washington Street, North Kingstown,
RI 02852 for a proposed rear yard shed located at 59 Washington Street, AP 117 Lot 239,
zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH) (continued from May 7, 2018).
Mr. Shriner recused himself from the Commission for this agenda item. He is the applicant.
Mr. Shriner came forward and was sworn in. He said there is an existing 8’x10’ shed with an
attached pergola on his property that has deteriorated to the point it is not economically
repairable. He is looking to replace the shed with a virtually identical replacement saltbox
shaped shed from Nantucket Sheds; he would like to increase the size to 10’x12’ for additional
storage.
He said he currently has a two-car garage that you can’t fit a car in to which represents a flood
risk to the basement which he is going to eliminate.
He would also like to install an outdoor shower on the south end of the shed where the current
pergola is and will enclose it with vertical barn board to match the new shed and the existing
fence. The shower will be well shielded from the street side with a thick row of privet and other
growth in addition to the existing fence.
The shed and shower will be all wood construction including the shed window which has to be
special ordered as they are using composite windows with the standard product. The shed will
be aligned so the east side is a minimum of 10’ from the property line as is the existing shed. He
said he is having the property surveyed to ensure proper placement.
Ms. Cyr called to open the meeting to public comment. Mr. Correia moved. Mr. Trissler
seconded.
It was noted that there was no public in attendance to comment.
Mr. Correia moved to close the meeting to public comment. Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted
aye.
With no further discussion, Ms. Cyr called for a motion.
Mr. Trissler moved to accept the application as presented. The proposed shed matches the
existing shed in materials and design; and is mostly out of view. Improvements to the outdoor
shower, etc. are all not visible from the street.
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Mr. Correia seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried.

Adjournment
Mr. Shriner re-joined the meeting; he entertained a motion to adjourn.
Mr. Correia moved. Mr. Trissler seconded. All voted aye. The meeting was adjourned at
7:45PM.

Beth Gagnon-Glasberg
Recording Secretary

24
11

Historic District Commission Agenda Item
Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department:
Meeting Date: July 2, 2018

Agenda Action:
Certificate of Appropriateness: Alterations/Minor Modifications request for a rear yard shed located at 59 Washington
Street, AP 117 Lot 239, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)
Motion:
Approve

ATTACHMENTS
 117-239 060418 Shriner shed.doc
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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

Historic District Commission
Certificate of Appropriateness
Date: June 25, 2018
Meeting Date: June 4, 2018
This is to certify that at the North Kingstown Historic District Commission meeting held on June 4, 2018, the Commission
considered the following application:
Applicant/Owner:

Shriner, James & Susan
59 Washington St
N Kingstown, RI 02852

Subject Premises:
Plat: 117

59 Washington Street
Lot: 239

Requested Action: Site Improvements application – Request for patio, walkway, staircase and lattice improvements
along the rear and side of a single-family residential property
Members Voting on Application: Gail Hallock Cyr, Andrew Correia, Wayne Trissler and Stacey Elliott (approved
unanimously)
Documents and/or Other Materials Submitted in Support:
 Historic District Commission memorandum dated May 7, 2018
 Historic District Commission application dated April 17, 2018
 Letter of intent
 Photographs
 Site plan (for reference)
 Nantucket sheds brochure
 All written, recorded, and transcribed minutes of the June 4, 2018 meeting
Findings of Fact:
Based upon the information presented and the testimony given at the June 4, 2018 meeting the Historic District
Commission makes the following findings of fact:
1. The property owner(s) of 59 Washington Street has filed an application to construct a new shed on the property.
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2. There is an existing shed located along the southeast side of the property, approximately 10 feet away from the
east property line. The project would remove that existing shed and replace it with a new one that is
approximately eight feet in height and 120 square feet in total area.
3. The shed would include composition shingle roofing, vertical wood siding, a wood window and an outdoor
shower that would be screened with a wooden door.
4. As conditioned, the project is appropriate for the property and its surroundings, in that the proposal incorporates
high-quality materials and appropriate design measures that maintain the historic integrity of the structure and its
surroundings. Project approval is subject to the following condition:
 At the time of building permit submittal, the applicant shall provide a survey of the front yard setbacks of
structures along Bay Street to substantiate the desired setback of the shed.
The Historic District Commission hereby grants the above-described application with the submitted applications,
supplementary materials, and discussions at the HDC meetings. Construction shall be done in strict conformance
with the listed plans unless minor modifications are approved administratively by the Planning Department. This

approval is valid for one year (plus tolling).
Historic District Commission

_______________________________________________________________________________
James Shriner, Chair
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Historic District Commission Agenda Item
Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: July 2, 2018

Agenda Action:
Certificate of Appropriateness: Site Improvements request for patio, walkway, staircase and lattice improvements
located at 115 West Main Street, AP 118 Lot 31, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)
Motion:
Approve

ATTACHMENTS
 118-31 060418 Waxman patio.doc
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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

Historic District Commission
Certificate of Appropriateness
Date: June 25, 2018
Meeting Date: June 4, 2018
This is to certify that at the North Kingstown Historic District Commission meeting held on June 4, 2018, the Commission
considered the following application:
Applicant/Owner:

Waxman, Paul J & Cynthia W
115 W Main St
N Kingstown, RI 02852

Subject Premises:
Plat: 118

115 W Main Street
Lot: 31

Requested Action: Site Improvements application – Request for patio, walkway, staircase and lattice improvements
along the rear and side of a single-family residential property
Members Voting on Application: Jim Shriner, Gail Hallock Cyr, Andrew Correia, Wayne Trissler and Stacey Elliott
(approved unanimously)
Documents and/or Other Materials Submitted in Support:
 Historic District Commission memorandum dated June 4, 2018
 Historic District Commission application dated May 21, 2018
 Photographs
 Site plan
 All written, recorded, and transcribed minutes of the June 4, 2018 meeting
Findings of Fact:
Based upon the information presented and the testimony given at the June 4, 2018 meeting the Historic District
Commission makes the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant filed an application for a series of site improvements on the subject property. The improvements
include: a new patio with a perimeter wall; replacement of an existing walkway; the replacement of steps on an
exterior staircase; and new lattice work.
2. The project proposes to create a patio off of the rear of the house. The patio would be approximately 340 square
feet in area and consist of a bluestone surface surrounded by a 20-inch tall flagstone wall around the perimeter.
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An existing concrete walkway that extends away from the patio towards the front and rear of the property would
be replaced with a new brick surface.
3. The existing wood steps and risers located on an exterior staircase facing the rear yard are proposed to be
replaced. The new materials include flagstone risers with bluestone treads.
4. An eight-foot tall wood lattice is proposed along the side of the house. The lattice is cosmetic in nature and
intended to provide a privacy screen from views facing the front yard.
5. The project is appropriate for the property and its surroundings, in that the proposal incorporates high-quality
materials and appropriate design measures that maintain the historic integrity of the structure and its surroundings.
The Historic District Commission hereby grants the above-described application with the submitted applications,
supplementary materials, and discussions at the HDC meetings. Construction shall be done in strict conformance
with the listed plans unless minor modifications are approved administratively by the Planning Department. This

approval is valid for one year (plus tolling).
Historic District Commission

_______________________________________________________________________________
James Shriner, Chair
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Historic District Commission Agenda Item
Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: July 2, 2018

Agenda Action:
Alterations/Minor modifications: Application of Blue Hydrangea Homes, LLC, 159 Weybosset Street, Suite 3,
Providence, RI 02903 to amend a May 7, 2018 approval for a new driveway on a single-family residential property
located at 25 Pleasant Street, AP 117 Lot 132, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)

Motion:
Approve

ATTACHMENTS
 HDC alterations memo 070218.docx
 May 7 Application materials.pdf
 Photos 052518.pdf
 117-132 050718 Ajaj driveway.doc
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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:

Historic District Commission

From:

Shaun Lacey, AICP, Principal Planner

Date:

July 2, 2018

Subject:

25 Pleasant Street – Alterations/Minor modifications request to amend a May 7, 2018
approval for a new driveway on a single-family residential property

On May 7, 2018, the property owner(s) of 25 Pleasant Street presented an application before the Historic
District Commission to provide a new driveway within the front yard of the site in addition to other
cosmetic improvements throughout the property. Among the improvements presented was a request to
re-locate an existing wrought iron fence located along the front property line to the south (side) property
line as part of providing the new driveway in the front yard. Following a discussion, that request was
approved. Since then, work has begun on the property and the applicant has requested that the existing
fence be removed and discarded rather than re-installed along the south property line. The original
application, supporting documents and Certificate of Appropriateness from the May 7, 2018 meeting are
attached for reference.
Upon further examination of the existing fence, it has fallen under considerable disrepair and does not
appear to be wholly salvageable. Staff would therefore recommend the following:
 The iron fence may be removed. It is strongly recommended, however, that any salvageable
portions of the fence be repaired and re-installed along the south property line in accordance
with the Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 21, 2018.
Attachments:
1. Historic District Commission application dated April 23, 2018
2. Scope of work summary entitled “HDC Application Visuals”
3. Applicant correspondence and photographs received May 25, 2018
4. Certificate of Appropriateness dated May 21, 2018.
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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

Historic District Commission
Certificate of Appropriateness
Date: May 21, 2018
Meeting Date: May 7, 2018
This is to certify that at the North Kingstown Historic District Commission meeting held on May 7, 2018, the Commission
considered the following application:
Applicant/Owner:

Bertovic, Jasmin
12826 Butterfly Ln
Houston, TX 77024

Subject Premises:
Plat: 117

25 Pleasant Street
Lot: 132

Requested Action: Site Improvements application – Request to install a new driveway on a single-family residential
property
Members Voting on Application: Jim Shriner, Sarah Goldberger, Andrew Correia, Wayne Trissler and Stacey Elliott
Documents and/or Other Materials Submitted in Support:
 Historic District Commission memorandum dated May 7, 2018
 Historic District Commission application dated April 23, 2018
 Scope of work summary entitled “HDC Application Visuals”
 All written, recorded, and transcribed minutes of the May 7, 2018 meeting
Findings of Fact:
Based upon the information presented and the testimony given at the May 7, 2018 meeting the Historic District
Commission makes the following findings of fact:
1. The applicant filed an application to install a new driveway at the subject property.
2. The proposed driveway will be located in the front yard adjacent to the existing brick walkway and porch. An
existing tree and planting area would be removed and replaced with a two-vehicle wide parking area comprised of
pea stone with a cobblestone edge. The existing metal fence located along the front property line would be
relocated to the right side (south) property line.
3. As conditioned, the project is appropriate for the property and its surroundings, in that the driveway provides an
on-site parking area in-keeping with other homes in the vicinity and in character of the surrounding village. The
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proposed materials are visually-soft and common throughout the village. Project approval shall be subject to the
following condition:
 The applicant shall work with staff provide a tandem driveway not to exceed 11 feet in width along the
south side of the property. The driveway materials, which include pea stones with a cobblestone edge as
presented, shall be applied.
The Historic District Commission hereby grants the above-described application with the submitted applications,
supplementary materials, and discussions at the HDC meetings. Construction shall be done in strict conformance
with the listed plans unless minor modifications are approved administratively by the Planning Department. This

approval is valid for one year (plus tolling).
Historic District Commission

_______________________________________________________________________________
James Shriner, Chair
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Historic District Commission Agenda Item
Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: July 2, 2018

Agenda Action:
Alterations/Minor Modifications: Application of James Shriner, 59 Washington Street, North Kingstown, RI 02852 for
a fence removal and replacement of windows, siding, pergola lattice and driveway materials on a single-family residential
property located at 59 Washington Street, AP 117 Lot 239, zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH)

Motion:
Approve

ATTACHMENTS
 HDC alterations memo 070218.docx
 Application.pdf
 Window spec.pdf
 Photos.pdf
 printablemap.pdf
 Cobbles.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:

Historic District Commission

From:

Shaun Lacey, AICP, Principal Planner

Date:

July 2, 2018

Subject:

59 Washington Street – Alterations/Minor Modifications request to remove a fence and
to replace windows, siding, pergola lattice and driveway materials on a single-family
residential property

The property owner(s) of 59 Washington Street has filed an application for a series of cosmetic
improvements on the subject property. The improvements include: the replacement of windows, siding,
and pergola lattice; the removal of a fence; and a new driveway. The application and supporting
documents are attached for reference.
The project proposes to replace all the existing windows throughout the house with new windows of a
common type and style. All windows would consist of new Trimline double-hung wood construction
windows with wood grilles and trim. The existing storm windows would be removed. The aluminum siding
located along the gables of the house would also be removed and replaced with cedar clapboard siding.
The project also proposes to replace the existing diagonal lattice of the pergola located on the west side
of the house with new squared lattice of the same wood material and dimensions.
The existing crushed granite driveway would be replaced with reclaimed cobblestones to provide greater
definition. The width and depth of the driveway would remain substantially intact and maintain the
minimum of two on-site parking spaces for the property.
An existing wood picket fence is located along the north and east perimeter of the property. That fence
would be removed and replaced with landscaping as part of this application.
Staff supports the application in that the siding, lattice and driveway use natural materials in-keeping with
the character of the site and its surroundings. All wood new construction windows are used to maintain
the historic integrity of the house. Although the fence appears to be in good repair, its removal would not
adversely affect the historic integrity of the property. Staff therefore recommends approval subject to
positive findings of fact.
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Attachments:
1. Historic District Commission application dated June 19, 2018
2. Trimline wood windows specification sheet
3. Photographs
4. Site plan (for reference)
5. Medina cobblestones brochure
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North Kingstown, Rhode Island

June 27, 2018

1" = 159 ft
Property Information
Property ID
Location
Owner

117-239
59 WASHINGTON ST
STONE, DON W & CAROLE A
TRUSTEES

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT
North Kingstown, Rhode Island makes no claims and no
warranties, expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.
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Historic District Commission Agenda Item
Report
Submitted by: Shaun Lacey
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: July 2, 2018

Agenda Action:
Site Improvements: Application of David & Teri D'Ovidio, 109 Main Street, North Kingstown, RI 02852 for a
proposed deck in the rear yard of a single-family residential property located at 109 Main Street, AP 117 Lot 241,
zoned Village Residential Historic (VRH).
Motion:
Approve

ATTACHMENTS
 HDC deck memo 070218.docx
 Application.pdf
 Photos.pdf
 Plans.pdf
 printablemap (1).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

To:

Historic District Commission

From:

Shaun Lacey, AICP, Principal Planner

Date:

July 2, 2018

Subject:

109 Main Street – Site Improvements request to construct a new deck facing the rear
yard of a single-family residential property

The property owner of 109 Main Street has filed an application to construct a new deck facing the rear
yard of the property. The application and supporting materials are attached for reference.
The deck is proposed to be approximately 448 square feet in area and nine inches above ground. The deck
surface would remain flush to the door located on the back of the house and be designed around the edge
of the existing bulkhead. The deck frame would consist of pressure treated wood with concrete footings
while the floor boards would use natural wood such as cedar or fir. The edge of the deck would maintain
an appropriate setback to the rear yard property line (approximately 30 feet).
The project maintains the historic character of the property and its surroundings in that the deck provides
a low profile to the yard space and is integrated around the bulkhead. Although the deck uses pressuretreated wood for its frame, the floorboards will screen the frame with natural wood. Staff therefore
recommends approval subject to positive findings of fact.
Attachments:
1. Historic District Commission application dated June 25, 2018
2. Plans
3. Photographs
4. Site plan (for reference)
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North Kingstown, Rhode Island

June 27, 2018

1" = 129 ft
Property Information
Property ID
Location
Owner

117-241
109 MAIN ST
ROBILLARD, MARY ELIZABETH COOK

MAP FOR REFERENCE ONLY
NOT A LEGAL DOCUMENT
North Kingstown, Rhode Island makes no claims and no
warranties, expressed or implied, concerning the validity or
accuracy of the GIS data presented on this map.
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