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Agenda

1

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

3

General Business
3.a

Master Plan Public Informational Meeting: Application of WDIC LLC c/o Robert
DeBlois for WDIC Plat, a 78-lot major subdivision located at Assessor's Plat 109
Lot 2, off Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place, in the Post Road (PR) zone and a
Groundwater Two (GW2) overlay zone (continued from 4-2-19, 5-7-19, 6-4-19,
8-6-19 and 9-17-19)
Memo to PC WDIC 11 19 19.pdf
Reynolds Farm Comments Circulation.pdf
Letter to Nicole LaFontaine_Affordable Units.pdf
Water Department Comments WDIC Oct 2019.pdf
Sewer Comments WDIC Oct 2019.pdf
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0388-110-MSTR-REFR-OPLN-20190924 NRS Habitat Report.pdf
100719 masterplan comments.pdf
0388-110-MSTR-REFR-OPLN-20190924 Tree Resource Report.pdf
0388-110-MSTR-SBMP-OPLN-20190925.pdf
3.b

Preapplication: Gordon Development Company, LLC for Dusty Hollow, a
proposed 6 lot major conservation subdivision located at Assessor's Plat 9 Lots
6, 10 & 77 (Shermantown Road) and zoned Very Low Density Residential (VLDR).
Dusty Hollow staff comments.pdf
Dusty Hollow application.pdf
Dusty Hollow Narrative.pdf
Dusty Hollow Plans.pdf
Dusty Hollow Aerial.pdf

3.c

Recommendation to the Town Council for Zoning Designation: Application of
Greenwich Capital Partners, LLC for a proposed zoning designation of Village
Residential (VR) for land identified on RI DOT Plat No. 2946 and further
identified in Book 3200 Page 195 located on Assessor's Plat 149.
School St. Map Amendment application.pdf
School Street designation memo to PC 11 19 19.pdf
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5

Minutes
4.a

October 1, 2019
pc_minutes_100119 done draft.docx

4.b

October 15, 2019
pc_minutes_101519 done draft.docx

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: Nicole LaFontaine
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: November 19, 2019

Agenda Action:
Master Plan Public Informational Meeting: Application of WDIC LLC c/o Robert DeBlois for WDIC Plat, a 78-lot
major subdivision located at Assessor's Plat 109 Lot 2, off Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place, in the Post Road (PR)
zone and a Groundwater Two (GW2) overlay zone (continued from 4-2-19, 5-7-19, 6-4-19, 8-6-19 and 9-17-19)
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 Memo to PC WDIC 11 19 19.pdf
 Reynolds Farm Comments Circulation.pdf
 Letter to Nicole LaFontaine_Affordable Units.pdf
 Water Department Comments WDIC Oct 2019.pdf
 Sewer Comments WDIC Oct 2019.pdf
 0388-110-MSTR-REFR-OPLN-20190924 NRS Habitat Report.pdf
 100719 masterplan comments.pdf
 0388-110-MSTR-REFR-OPLN-20190924 Tree Resource Report.pdf
 0388-110-MSTR-SBMP-OPLN-20190925.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:

Planning Commission

From:

Planning Department

Date:

November 19, 2019

Subject:

Continued Master Plan – WDIC Plat, AP 109 Lot 2

The WDIC parcel currently exists as Assessor’s Plat 109 Lot 2, known by the property record card
as located on All American Way. The property is also located at the end of the not-yetconstructed Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place. The subject parcel is zoned Post Road (PR). The
subject parcel is approximately 31.5 acres where 21 acres are suitable for development. The site
abuts Phase II of Reynolds Farm to the south and property owned by the Quonset Development
Corporation (QDC) to the north. The property is also located within a groundwater protection
overlay district.
WDIC LLC’s master plan informational meeting has been continued from the last appearance on
September 17, 2019. At this meeting, the applicants’ experts testified at the meeting. Scott
Rabideau, wetland biologist, and Marc Tremblay, certified forester, discussed the response of the
applicant to the concerns of the Planning Commission; however, no supplementary
documentation was received or reviewed by the Planning Commission.
During the September meeting, the experts discussed the beech trees located on the property
and discussed potential wildlife (existing and proposed) at the site. Modifications to the master
plan were discussed to address the experts’ analyses.
The Planning Commission continued the hearing for the applicant to submit a new,
comprehensive master plan set and submit written reports of the two experts.
The applicants have since submitted such information which was also reviewed by the Technical
Review Committee in October. The amended plan sets aside 16.41 acres of open space, or about
51% of the entire parcel. The Post Road zone does not have any minimum or maximum
requirements for open space and this is a conventional subdivision, not a conservation
subdivision. This amendment proposes to move the open space from the middle of the north
side of Taylor Place to the north side of Road A in an effort to preserve the vegetation. A pocket
park for active open space is proposed within the proposed development. This space has been
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programmed for trails, play areas, and seating. A pedestrian pathway will be integrated into the
passive open space which is identified at the western edge of the proposed development. The
pedestrian access to the passive area is proposed between the drainage areas at the end of the
Seawynds Drive culdesac. The park space and the open space will be owned by the homeowners.
Maintenance of the park, open space, and sidewalks will be the responsibility of the
homeowners’ association. The HOA will be responsible for shoveling snow on the sidewalks and
the above-ground drainage.
The amended plan continues to depict 78 lots. Approximately 10% of the proposed dwellings are
deemed affordable at a total of 8 units. The specifics of the location of the units are required at
the preliminary stage of development. Please note that the applicant’s attorney has submitted
a letter requesting to review alternative methods of offsetting the costs of affordable units and
indicates in such letter that as zoned, the property can hold a base density of 84 units plus the
potential density bonus of 8 units for the affordable units. The applicant does not want to
increase the number of units at the property but wishes to discuss any potential alternatives prior
to the preliminary plan stage.
The applicant has indicated during the master plan hearing process that while three bedrooms
per unit was used in the fiscal impact analysis for conservative calculations, the proposed
development will meet the required average density of 2.25 bedrooms per unit. During the first
meetings on the master plan, the Planning Commission requested additional information
regarding to a dwelling unit to fit into the configuration of Lot 35. On the amended plan, the
same lot is now Lot 34. The structures within the development will need to adhere to the Post
Road design guidelines. Each residence is proposed to provide its own two-car garage and
driveway. The garages will be required to be located behind the main façade of the house as the
development must conform to the Post Road design guidelines.
Earlier meetings included discussion related to the adjacent uses which may cause noxious odor
and noise concerns for future residents. The Planning Commission had asked that the design of
the development and open space be modified to lessen the impact of such industrial operations
on the proposed lots nearest the conflicting uses. The testimony at the last meeting indicated
that the northern area of the property was ideal as a potential wildlife corridor. The Planning
Commission also wished to ensure there was communication to buyers related to the existing
commercial entities through the homeowners’ documentation, purchase and sales agreements,
deeds, and/or other relative recorded documentation.
The subject parcel is located within the water service area and the applicant has performed water
modeling which requires Town Council approval. At the October TRC meeting, the Water
Department reiterated the concern that without sewers, the density at this location is not viable
as this is within the groundwater overlay. If the master plan were approved as presented and
the applicant does not receive sewer or water approval, the applicant would need to apply with
an amended master plan and would not be able to move forward to preliminary stages of review.
The applicant has requested that the subject parcel will be added to the sewer district. The
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October TRC comments include the need for the applicant to provide a capacity analysis prior to
preliminary application.
The project will be connected to Post Road via Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place, which are not
yet constructed but have been approved as part of the second phase of Reynolds Farm. They are
public roads which will be extended north to provide a 22-foot-wide paved road with 1’ berms.
A number of guest parking spaces have been delineated throughout the development. At earlier
master plan meeting, the Planning Commission requested that there be no on street parking
outside of the guest parking spaces. The main access point from Post Road to the WDIC Plat is
located across from the Wickford Veterinary Associates building. A second access point is located
at the intersection of Morningside Drive/Camp Avenue. There were circulation concerns at the
October TRC: the Fire Department expressed concerns with the sole route out of the
development being over the Reynolds Farm bridge between Phases 1 and 2 (over the wetlands).
It is important to note that this concern was not raised by the previous Fire Marshal and the
applicant moved forward with design of the development following his considerations. The
applicant has also discussed emergency access with abutting property owners to the north but
has not been successful with acquiring any potential access. There are wetlands located in the
vicinity plus the abutting properties are privately owned. The applicant has discussed this issue
with the Quonset Development Corporation and staff understands that QDC has been reviewing
the potential as well, for an emergency access could benefit the park, too.
The Planning Commission directed staff to incorporate the following conditions prior to the
applicant’s request to continue the hearing and provide additional information:
• Approval of the master plan is conditional upon connection to the town’s sewer system
and proof that the owner of the subject property begins to pay sewer assessments. For
construction of sewers, the developer will retain an on-site individual or firm acceptable
to the town engineer to make the necessary inspections as required by her office.
• The applicant must obtain Town Council water approval prior to preliminary application
submission.
• The final bedroom count shall not exceed the 2.25 bedrooms per unit average of the
Post Road zoning district.
• The applicant must submit confirmation in writing that new pump station shall be sized
and capable of accepting all new units (of both the Reynolds Farm and WDIC Plat
developments). The written confirmation shall be presented prior to preliminary
application.
• All roads shall be no parking on both sides. Signs shall be posted and should be depicted
on the preliminary application plans.
• Snow storage locations and locations of mail delivery shall be shown on the preliminary
plans.
• Nitrate analysis per water department to be presented with the preliminary application.
• Draft legal documents shall be submitted at the preliminary application stage. The HOA
documents shall include stormwater systems and sidewalks as HOA responsibilities.
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The draft legal documents submitted at preliminary shall also show proximity to
industrial uses which currently include but are not limited to a 24-hour a day asphalt
plant and 24-hour a day wood processing plant. These documents shall be crafted to be
signed and acknowledged at every sale or transfer. The drafts are to be submitted at
preliminary plan submission and the town solicitor shall assist in the approval of final
wording.
The existing proposed bus stops within the Reynolds Farm development shall be
analyzed to ensure the adequacy for all potential school children. The analysis shall be
submitted with the preliminary plan application and shall include written confirmation
that the school department has been consulted by the applicant.
All lighting shall be dark sky compliant.
The LOS results shall be recalculated as weighted instead of straight averages and
resubmitted with the preliminary plan application.
Each lot have not less than 6 off-road parking spots (including 2 in garage if applicable).
A note to this effect shall be depicted on plans, starting with the submitted preliminary
application, and should also be identified in the legal documents.
A proposed/anticipated blasting schedule is to be submitted with preliminary
application
Surveys of the natural habitat, including but not limited to corridor pathways, wildlife
species, specimen vegetation, determination of growth typology within the subject
parcel, and identification of the location of beech trees throughout the property shall be
submitted with the preliminary plan submission. Any changes to the design of the
project due to these studies shall be reflected at this submission stage. (the applicant
seems to have addressed this condition)
The applicant shall analyze enhanced buffers near the industrial uses and submit
documentation related to buffering options reviewed at the preliminary application
submission.
Draft construction phasing and recording phasing shall be submitted at the preliminary
application submission. Any changes to either phasing plan shall require planning
commission approval.
Draft cost estimate information shall be submitted at preliminary application submission
to correlate with the construction phasing.
Certificates of occupancy for units within the WDIC Plat cannot be granted until
Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place are constructed and accepted by the town at the 90%
bond level.
Water mains must be located within the public right of way and not below the sidewalk
area.
Any additional impervious proposed in the future (patio, deck, driveway, pool, shed, etc.)
must meet and control runoff on each individual site.
Detailed plot plans must be submitted for each building permit. All structures shall be
designed to meet the Post Road standards. The building design shall be administratively
approved by the Planning Director at building permit issuance.
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Final landscape design of the active open space area shall be coordinated with the
Planning Department prior to issuance of any certificates of occupancy. Any revisions will
require approval from the Planning Director.
Items 1-18 request as part of the conditions of this decision shall be furnished at the
preliminary application submission. The application will not be deemed complete
unless these items have been submitted.

The Planning Commission is required to make findings on the subdivision standards, while the
master plan requires a written decision. Prior to granting approval, the Commission must make
the following findings:
1. The subdivision is consistent with the requirements of the North Kingstown
Comprehensive Plan and/or shall satisfactorily address the issues where there may be
inconsistencies.
2. Each lot in the subdivision conforms to the standards and provisions of the North
Kingstown Zoning Ordinance.
3. There will be no significant negative environmental impacts from the proposed
development as shown on the final plan, with all required conditions for approval.
4. The subdivision, as proposed, will not result in the creation of individual lots with such
physical constraints to development that building on those lots according to pertinent
regulations and building standards would be impractical.
5. Proposed subdivision lots have adequate and permanent physical access to a public
street.
6. The subdivision provides for safe circulation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic; for
adequate surface water runoff; for suitable building sites; and for the preservation of
natural, historical, or cultural features that contribute to the attractiveness of the
community.
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Nicole LaFontaine
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicole LaFontaine
Tuesday, October 1, 2019 6:41 PM
James Grundy
RE: Reynolds Farm Email #2

Jim,
The traffic pattern proposed and approved has the traffic circulating to the Camp Ave/Morningside light. Our office is
aware of three aspects of this situation and are working with the Town Manager, Police Department, and DOT on –
1. Driftwood, the private road adjacent to the apartment complex, ends up being a main thoroughfare for the
apartment complex and new residents are concerned.
2. There is a current cease and desist in place but ON HOLD for AR Builders because the PAP requires a small island
be constructed to direct traffic to no left turn. I spoke with DOT this week and they are amenable to the hold as
they also know of this situation and are working to understand/rectify.
3. All Reynolds Farm traffic will travel through Morningside to the light. This does put the Morningside residents at
a “traffic disadvantage” – not just for volume but it seems they are seeing issues with speed as well.
This can be included as backup for the WDIC item and it certainly is a topic that should be thoroughly vetted for that
project.
Thanks,
Nicole
From: James Grundy <jrg9898@verizon.net>
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 7:21 AM
To: Nicole LaFontaine <NLaFontaine@northkingstown.org>
Subject: Reynolds Farm Email #2
Nicole,
Could we please make both of these emails part of the record on any future meetings relating to segments of Reynolds
Farm. Speaking with the Council president last night I'm wondering if we need to look at traffic plans for this area
differently. Every developer comes in and says their house will cause an insignificant increase, but if this were one single
project, would a traffic engineer endorse the current roadway system in Reynolds Farm and are we overloading some of
these new roads? I was recused for most of Reynolds so I don't know how the design was approached, but I'd bet the
Traffic people handled it on individual basis's as it made their reports more favorable for the applicants. We have WDIC
coming back soon and this should be addressed before we increase what might be a stressed roadway system.
Thanks,
Jim
-----Original Message----From: Rep. Casimiro, Juile A. <rep-casimiro@rilegislature.gov>
To: Alviti Jr., Peter (DOT) <peter.alviti@dot.ri.gov>; Pope, Nicole (DOT) <Nicole.Pope@dot.ri.gov>
Cc: Ralph Mollis <RMollis@northkingstown.org>; Greg Mancini <GMancini@northkingstown.org>; James Grundy
<jrg9898@verizon.net>
Sent: Sat, Sep 28, 2019 2:15 pm
Subject: Post Road

The problems and potential dangers of Post Road continue. I know you are having a workshop on Monday
evening, but I have another commitment.
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Today I canvassed Reynolds Farm which will, when completed, house over 700 residences. The residents I
spoke with today all had the same complaints. I am sharing them here as I feel they are extremely valid and
need to be addressed before someone is injured or worse.
The intersection of Post and Mulberry desperately needs a traffic light. The apartments there generate a
boatload of traffic and, for some reason, residents are told they can't make left hand turns, forcing many to
speed through other sections of the neighborhood.
The intersection of Post and Morningside desperately needs a left turn signal when approaching from the
North. I had great difficulty turning onto Morningside today and families with little children are very
concerned for their safety.
I am happy to meet with anyone from RIDOT to discuss these issues on site. But, with the lack of support we
have been getting from RIDOT, I expect these issues to bubble to the top immediately. They are not big asks.
Thank you!
Julie Casimiro
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Nicole LaFontaine
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tim Cranston
Thursday, October 3, 2019 3:59 PM
Nicole LaFontaine; Donald Peck; Kim Wiegand
RE: WDIC revised master plan submission

From the water department perspective, the over riding issue is whether this development is to be included in the sewer
district. I completely concur with retired Director Susan Licardi that we really can not effectively review this proposal
until a final determination is made on that. The affect on development density that this decision implies is critical.
From: Nicole LaFontaine <NLaFontaine@northkingstown.org>
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 3:47 PM
To: Deborah Garneau <DGarneau@northkingstown.org>; Donald Barrington (Sgt.) <DBarrington@northkingstown.org>;
Donald Peck <DPeck@northkingstown.org>; Greg Pariseault <GPariseault@northkingstown.org>; 'John Horan'
<john_horan@nksd.net>; John MacCoy (LT.) <JMacCoy@northkingstown.org>; Kim Wiegand
<KWiegand@northkingstown.org>; Tim Cranston <GCranston@northkingstown.org>
Cc: Maura Harrington <MHarrington@northkingstown.org>; Sean Henry <SHenry@northkingstown.org>; Beth Gagnon
Glasberg <BGagnonGlasberg@northkingstown.org>
Subject: WDIC revised master plan submission
Good afternoon,
Please find digital files for a revised submission of the master plan for WDIC LLC (the property north of Reynolds
Farm). The applicant has revised the layout of the project as you will see in the plan set. If you wish for a paper copy
please let me know or if you would like to refamiliarize yourself with the original submission let me know as I can get
you the earlier files again.
This group of attachments includes:
Habitat Assessment Report by Natural Resources Services, Inc. dated September 25, 2019
Tree Resource Assessment by Land Management Services dated September 23, 2019
Plan set for WDIC Plat Master Plan Submission, Assessor’s Lot 109 Lot 2, in 4 pages dated 7-20-18/10-5-18/12-3-18/9-2419
This item will be on the October 9th TRC agenda and is scheduled for the November 19th Planning Commission agenda.
As always, we would like written comments from all departments on this item.
Thank you!
Nicole
Nicole LaFontaine, AICP

Director of Planning and Development
North Kingstown Planning Department
North Kingstown Municipal Offices
100 Fairway Drive
North Kingstown, RI 02852
www.northkingstown.org
nlafontaine@northkingstown.org
Phone: 401-268-1571
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Nicole LaFontaine
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kim Wiegand
Wednesday, October 16, 2019 9:06 AM
Nicole LaFontaine
Maura Harrington; Adam White; Joel Burke
RE: WDIC master plan comments

I think that there is no point going to preliminary plans without accepting the lot into the system, including the capacity
analysis.
Joel, what are your thoughts?
Kim
From: Nicole LaFontaine <NLaFontaine@northkingstown.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 1:24 PM
To: Kim Wiegand <KWiegand@northkingstown.org>
Cc: Maura Harrington <MHarrington@northkingstown.org>; Adam White <awhite@northkingstown.org>
Subject: RE: WDIC master plan comments
Kim, when do you and Joel plan on requiring the sewer capacity information? I would assume at this point you would
want to determine the capacity and accepting/not accepting the property for sewer prior to the preliminary stage?
From: Kim Wiegand <KWiegand@northkingstown.org>
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 12:30 PM
To: Nicole LaFontaine <NLaFontaine@northkingstown.org>
Cc: Maura Harrington <MHarrington@northkingstown.org>; Adam White <awhite@northkingstown.org>
Subject: WDIC master plan comments
Attached please find comments from Engineering.

N. Kim Wiegand, P.E.

Town Engineer
Dept. of Public Works
2050 Davisville Road
North Kingstown, RI 02852
401-268-1563 or 1500 ext. 640
kwiegand@northkingstown.org
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Natural Resource Services, Inc.
Habitat Assessment Report
________________________________________________
A.P. 109, Lot 2
North Kingstown, Rhode Island

Prepared for:
Robert DeBlois
WDIC, LLC
109 Airport Road
Warwick, RI 02889
Prepared by:

__________________________
Scott P. Rabideau, PWS
Principal
September 25, 2019
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Introduction
Natural Resource Services, Inc. (NRS) was retained by Robert DeBlois of WDIC, LLC to
perform a wildlife habitat assessment over 31.5 acres of forested land identified by the Town of
North Kingstown as A.P. 109, Lot 2. The parcel is located immediately south of the All American
Way cul-de-sac.
The purpose for the habitat assessment is to provide technical information on wildlife and
wildlife habitat values for the subject property to the North Kingstown Planning Commission. The
Commission had issued a findings of fact during a master plan review of a proposed 78 unit
residential subdivision in May of 2019. This findings of fact included a statement which read:
“The Planning Commission is concerned there is significant habitat loss for
numerous species of animals and find that the applicant should supply a
wildlife species survey and identify corridor pathways as part of the
preliminary plan submission.”
This field survey and report has been prepared to address this comment from the Planning
Commmission.
Assessment Methodology
The habitat assessment performed adheres to the standards of the Rhode Island Ecological
Communities Classification System (Enser, 2011). This protocol was developed by Richard Enser
in collaboration with the Rhode Island Natural History Survey, RI Department of Environmental
Management (DEM), University of Rhode Island (URI), and The Nature Conservancy (TNC).
The on-site data collected focused on plant and wildlife species present as well as their
distribution and density within the property. This data was used to develop our list of habitat types
and overall valuation of each. During our field survey, NRS staff also utilized direct site
inspections to identify and characterize any unique or otherwise important habitat features which
occurred outside of the habitat assessment data points.
NRS established a total of seven (7) habitat assessment plots which were concentrated in
the northern portion of the project area. Three of the seven plots were placed off-site to ensure
appropriate information was obtained on juxtaposed habitats. All of the data obtained from the
habitat assessment plots has been collated and presented in chart form in the Appendix of this
report. Figure 1 depicts the location of the NRS data plots and identified habitat types. The field
work for this habitat assessment was performed by NRS Staff Biologist Carolyn Decker on July
31, 2019 between the hours of 9:00 am – 3:00 pm. NRS Principal Biologist Scott Rabideau
assisted with the work and did a follow-up inspection on September 17, 2019.
Existing Conditions
The property is a 31.5 acre undeveloped parcel. The entire site, and all adjacent land,
maintains a forested canopy. A residential subdivision is under construction southeast of the
17
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parcel. It is our understanding that this subdivision development will be enlarged and directly abut
this property’s southern boundary.
There is a small wooded swamp, approximately 6 - 7 acres in size, located off-site to the
northeast. A large wooded swamp, referred to on the USGS Topographic Survey map as “Black
Swamp”, extends along the entirety of the lot’s western border. A rough calculation from the
state’s GIS database has the area of the adjacent swamp at 195 acres.
The Black Swamp is large and diverse in terms of its vegetation and structure. The wetland
has areas dominated by forest and other sections dominated by dense shrub. There is abundant
woody debris and rotting logs throughout. Mound and pool microtopography is also present
throughout, indicating a semi-permanently flooded hydrology.
The eastern wetland is much smaller and monotypic (i.e. Red maple wooded swamp). It
does have a shallow, hummocky microtopography which likely supports a seasonally flooded
hydrologic regime. The shrub layer within the wetland is extremely dense with abundant woody
debris.
The upland habitat between the two wooded swamps is a mixed oak/pine forest. The
upland is dominated by oak species (Red, Scarlet and White oak). Individual stands of American
beech occur throughout the site.
The understory within the upland areas transitions from extremely dense shrub, nearest
each swamp, to bare ground, under the beech trees. The majority of the understory is dominated
by huckleberry shrubs of moderate density.
No distinct wildlife travel corridors were observed within the upland areas. Deer paths do
meander within and between each habitat type but in no particular orientation. At present, the
wildlife utilizing the property can move freely between the two swamps.
Wildlife Observed and Habitat Values
The NRS habitat assessment occurred over a two day period during daylight hours. The
seasonal timing and observation hours limited the direct observation of wildlife. The direct
observation data was supplemented by identifying physical evidence (tracks, scat, burrows,
cavities, etc.) or other unique physical traits (calls). Over the two day period the follow wildlife
were observed:
Birds – Canada geese, Wild turkey, Red tailed hawk, Blue-jay, Black capped chickadee, Whitebreasted nuthatch, Gray catbird, Eastern wood pewee, American robin, Tufted titmouse,
Veery, Red-eyed vireo, Northern flicker
Herptiles – Red-backed salamander, Bull frog, Gray tree frog
Mammals – White tailed deer, Raccoon, Coyote, Gray squirrel, Mice
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Invertebrates – Ants, Yellow-jackets, Spiders, Slugs, Millipedes, Dragonflies, Damselflies,
Mosquitoes, Bumblebees, Cicadas, Butterflies, Moths
Multiple conditions are present throughout the property which contribute to the overall
wildlife habitat value. Numerous cavities are present within snags and live trees. The overall
stoniness of the ground contributes to potential nesting and escape cover areas. As previously
mentioned, there is extremely dense shrub habitat adjacent to each swamp. This provides excellent
nesting, feeding and escape cover for birds and mammals, along with abundant mast and berry
production.
It is our determination that each swamp and its immediately adjacent upland habitat provide
the highest value wildlife habitat within the property. Habitat values are somewhat reduced as the
transition occurs to oak/pine forest with the huckleberry understory. The lowest value habitat
occurs within the random beech stands throughout the property.
Development Recommendations
NRS received a copy of the master plan subdivision layout from DiPrete Engineering.
Figure 2 is an aerial image of the property with the NRS habitat types applied. The master plan
subdivision layout for the 78 residential units has also been added to this graphic.
As shown, the layout for the subdivision allows for an undisturbed corridor in the
northern portion of the property. This area occurs at the closest point between the eastern swamp
and the Black Swamp. It is our opinion that a 150 – 200 foot undisturbed vegetated corridor in
this location would provide unfettered access for wildlife travel between the two regulated
wetlands. Further, based on the data obtained from our habitat assessment plots, this location has
a well formed canopy and a dense, diverse understory. These traits lend credence to the decision
to preserve this portion of the property in perpetuity as a wildlife corridor.
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NRS File No. 19-310
HABITAT ASSESSMENT FIELD DATA

All American Way, A.P. 109, Lot 2
North Kingstown, RI

Site Visit: 7/31/19

Habitat Assessment Point
(sample)

Species Common Name

Species Scientific Name

Weather: sunny ~90F

Tree
Species
% Cover

Shrub/
Sapling
Species
% Cover

Emergent/
Fern
Species
% Cover

Vine

Herb

Species
% Cover

Species
% Cover

Relative Abundance
within Sample Layer
(Species as % of
Physiognomic Layer)

Relative Abundance
within Sample Total
(Species as %
of all Layers)

How To Interpret this Datasheet:
At each habitat assessment (HA) point, plant species percent cover is categorized by physiognomic layer (e.g. tree, vine) organized from most to least. Relative abundance by layer is given at each HA point per
species as a percentage of the respective layer (color coded). Total percent cover of each layer is given below the layer lists. Relative abundance of the HA point as a whole is given in the far right column. Total
percent cover of all species in the HA point is given as a whole number below the relative abundance within sample total list. Qualititative information denotes observations made at each HA point.
HA # (EXAMPLE)
RIECC Habitat Community
(Regulatory Classification)

Tree 1
Tree 2
Vine 1
Herb 1
Herb 2

Genus species
Genus species
Genus species
Genus species
Genus species

Layer Total % Cover
Notes: qualitative information
HA1
Forested Swamp
(Swamp)

HA2
Forested Swamp
(Swamp)

25
25
20

25

Red Maple
White Pine
Sweet Pepperbush
Winterberry
High Bush Blueberry
Maleberry
Swamp Loosestrife
Cinnamon Fern
Soft Rush
Greenbrier
Eastern Black Nightshade
Skunk Cabbage
Sphagnum Moss
Red Maple
White Pine
Black Tupelo
Yellow Birch
Sweet Pepperbush
Cinnamon Fern
New York Fern
Greenbrier
Skunk Cabbage
Eastern Spicy Wintergreen
Partridge Berry

Acer rubrum
Pinus strobus
Clethra alnifolia
Ilex verticillata
Vaccinium corymbosum
Lyonia ligustrina
Decodon verticillatus
Osmundastrum cinnamomeum
Juncus effusus
Smilax rotundifolia
Solanum ptychanthum
Symplocarpus foetidus
Sphagnum sp.
Acer rubrum
Pinus strobus
Nyssa sylvatica
Betula alleghaniensis
Clethra alnifolia
Osmundastrum cinnamomeum
Thelypteris noveboracensis
Smilax rotundifolia
Symplocarpus foetidus
Gaultheria procumbens
Mitchella repens

25

20

15
20
35

80
10
25
15
10
10
5
5
10
20
25
10
5
40
25
15
10
50
15
10
10
10
5
5

25/50=50%
25/50=50%
20/20=100%
15/35=43%
20/35=57%

25/105=24%
25/105=24%
20/105=19%
15/105=15%
20/105=19%
105

89%
11%
38%
23%
15%
15%
8%
33%
67%
100%
63%
25%
13%
44%
28%
17%
11%
100%
60%
40%
100%
50%
25%
25%

35%
4%
11%
7%
4%
4%
2%
2%
4%
9%
11%
4%
2%
21%
13%
8%
5%
26%
8%
5%
5%
5%
3%
3%
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HA3
Mixed Oak/White Pine Forest
(Non-Jurisdictional Upland)

HA4
Mixed Oak/White Pine Forest
(50 ft. Perimeter Wetland)

HA5
Forested Swamp
(Swamp)

HA6
Mixed Oak/White Pine Forest
(Non-Jurisdictional Upland)

HA7
Forested Swamp
(Swamp)

Black Oak
Red Oak
White Pine
Red Maple
Black Tupelo
Black Huckleberry
Lady Fern
Eastern Hay Scented Fern
Cinnamon Fern
Greenbrier
Wild Strawberry
Princess Pine
Canada Mayflower
Starflower
Pennsylvania Sedge
Poverty Grass
Goldenrod
Indian Cucumber
Red Oak
Sweet Birch
Red Maple
White Pine
Sweet Pepperbush
Eastern Hay Scented Fern
Canada Mayflower
Pennsylvania Sedge
Red Maple
Sweet Birch
Red Oak
Sweet Pepperbush
Winterberry
High Bush Blueberry
Cinnamon Fern
Greenbrier
Sphagnum Moss
Red Oak
White Oak
White Pine
American Beech
Low Bush Blueberry
Black Huckleberry
Red Maple
Greenbrier
Pipsissewa
Red Maple
Yellow Birch
Black Tupelo
Sweet Pepperbush
Winterberry
High Bush Blueberry
Cinnamon Fern
Sphagnum Moss
Skunk Cabbage

Quercus velutina
Quercus rubra
Pinus strobus
Acer rubrum
Nyssa sylvatica
Gaylussacia baccata
Athyrium filix-femina
Dennstaedtia punctilobula
Osmundastrum cinnamomeum
Smilax rotundifolia
Fragaria vesca
Dendrolycopodium obscurum
Maianthemum canadense
Trientalis borealis
Carex pensylvanica
Danthonia spicata
Solidago sp.
Medeola sp.
Quercus rubra
Betula lenta
Acer rubrum
Pinus strobus
Clethra alnifolia
Dennstaedtia punctilobula
Maianthemum canadense
Carex pensylvanica
Acer rubrum
Betula lenta
Quercus rubra
Clethra alnifolia
Ilex verticillata
Vaccinium corymbosum
Osmundastrum cinnamomeum
Smilax rotundifolia
Sphagnum sp.
Quercus rubra
Quercus alba
Pinus strobus
Fagus grandifolia
Vaccinium angustifolium
Gaylussacia baccata
Acer rubrum
Smilax rotundifolia
Chimaphila umbellata
Acer rubrum
Betula alleghaniensis
Nyssa sylvatica
Clethra alnifolia
Ilex verticillata
Vaccinium corymbosum
Osmundastrum cinnamomeum
Sphagnum sp.
Symplocarpus foetidus

20
20
20
20
5
15
15
15
10
5
5
10
5
5
5
5
5
5
30
30
20
15
70
30
10
5
70
15
10
85
15
10
10
10
15
20
20
20
20
25
10
10
5
5
60
20
10
40
40
10
10
70
15

24%
24%
24%
24%
6%
100%
38%
38%
25%
50%
50%
25%
13%
13%
13%
13%
13%
13%
32%
32%
21%
16%
100%
100%
67%
33%
74%
16%
11%
77%
14%
9%
100%
100%
100%
25%
25%
25%
25%
56%
22%
22%
100%
100%
67%
22%
11%
44%
44%
11%
100%
82%
18%

11%
11%
11%
11%
3%
8%
8%
8%
5%
3%
3%
5%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
14%
14%
10%
7%
33%
14%
2%
2%
29%
6%
4%
35%
6%
4%
4%
4%
6%
15%
15%
15%
15%
19%
7%
7%
4%
4%
22%
7%
4%
15%
15%
4%
4%
25%
5%
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TOWN OF

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

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
TO:

NICOLE LANFONTAINE, AICP, DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

FROM:

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

SUBJECT:

WDIC
AP 109 LOT 2
MASTER PLAN REVIEW

DATE:

10/7/19

COPIES:

J. BURKE, A. WHITE (VIA EMAIL), FILE

Engineering has reviewed the revised master plan set, the Habitat Assessment Report prepared by
Natural Resource Services, Inc. September 25, 2019 and the Tree Resource Assessment prepared by
Land Management Services dated September 23, 2010 for the above-proposed subdivision. Below are
comments from Engineering which are not much changed from the previous review. Engineering has no
comments on the Habitat Assessment Report or the Tree Resource Assessment.
Site plan
There are some changes to the locations of the lots around the same roadways as reviewed previously.
As before, the proposed roads are 22’ wide with 1’ berms with parking for four vehicles in the
driveways. and “bump-outs” for additional vehicles along the roads. There must be no parking
delineated on the roads. These must be conditions for approval. Areas for snow storage will need to be
delineated.
There are open spaces for passive recreation only. The HOA will need to be responsible for the
maintenance of these areas.
Traffic
The proposed development would be accessed from Reynolds Farm Phase 2 and through Phase 1. The
access points are from two proposed public roads in an approved, but not yet constructed subdivision.
The roads in Phase 2 were specifically planned to allow access to this property. The Phase 2 road
connections and infrastructure must be installed and approved by the town for construction of WDIC.
However, the limited access across the wetlands between phase 1 and phase 2 of Reynolds Farm is a
critical concern. The subdivision would connect ultimately to Post Road through Reynolds Farm via a
single point: Seawynds Drive. An additional access, emergency or otherwise, to Post Road or
Morningside Drive is strongly recommended for approval of this project.
25
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In addition, a traffic report is required analyzing the impact at the Post Road with intersections from
Reynolds Farm. This project needs to get confirmation from RIDOT that no PAP is required with traffic
impact on Post Road.
Storm water management
The development will require approval from RIDEM Wetlands. The master plans show storm water
management at the lower end of the site, above the wetlands. As more detailed plans are developed, it is
recommended that more areas for water quality mitigation be incorporated in the design, consistent with
the RI Storm Water Design and Installation Standards Manual. This could include the centers of cul de
sacs and the open space areas.
The prior narrative report and notes on the current plan set state that phased construction will be used.
Temporary erosion control measures and plans will be required for the phases.
Utilities
While sewers do not reach the site at this time and the site is not within the Post Road sewer district, it
could be anticipated that public sewers might be available in the future through the sewers planned for
Reynolds Farm phase 2. The pump station that is proposed for phase 2 would need to be able to accept
the flow. An analysis of the capacity of the existing sewer lines from the development all the way to
Camp Avenue pump station will be required. The Sewer Division will require the capacity analysis to
include the full built out proposed for Reynolds Farm with a time line for the generation of flows.
As this is not currently in the sewer district, the sewer assessments will depend on certain conditions,
including whether QDC requires that the town upgrade the QDC sewer system and treatment facility.
Availability is ultimately subject to RIDEM and QDC’s conditions and approval.
Public water would be available through Reynolds Farm phase 2. There is no water service to this lot
until the connections from phase 2 are installed.
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LAND MANAGEMENT SERVICES
303 Courthouse Lane, Pascoag, RI 02859
401-568-3410
mstremb@cox.net

September 23, 2019
Tree Resource Assessment
WDIC Plat, AP 109, Lot 2, North Kingstown, RI
Rear of Seawynds Drive and Taylor Place
Purpose:
The proposed development project at the subject site is in the midst of a Master Plan review
process, whereby the North Kingstown Planning Commission issued Findings of Fact on May 7,
2019 that refers to a “large spanse of beech trees”, and the Commission found that the applicant
should identify any specimen trees, along with the presence of second growth and old growth.
This report provides a review of the property’s wooded site conditions and provides input on the
identification of any potential areas for protection as requested by the NK Planning Commission.
Existing Conditions:
A site visit was conducted on Wednesday, September 11, 2019 with DiPrete Project Manager
Eric Prive. The upland areas of the subject property were reviewed to determine existing
conditions of this natural woodland that has developed on this site since farm abandonment.
Particular attention was given to observing the presence and condition of the mature trees that
may be interpreted as “specimen trees” and/or “old-growth” trees. There was no inventory
conducted of the stand’s species and composition, and the following information is a result of my
initial visit and professional judgement.
The upland oak forest is comprised of a mix of oak and beech, along with a mix of other
hardwoods in various stages of stem development. There are some scattered mature overstory
oak and beech trees, a mix of intermediate and co-dominant hardwoods, and small patches of
younger, developing trees in the gaps that are naturally created through tree mortality from
lighting, wind, and insect/disease vectors.
Species present include upland oaks (Quercus spp.), with Scarlet, Black, and White oaks,
American beech (Fagus grandifolia), Red maple (Acer rubrum), Black birch (Betula nigra), and
some Hickory (Carya spp.). The proportion of the oaks is predominant, which is typical of
upland hardwood stands. Several of the oaks present have attained large sawtimber size classes,
which is typical of the age of RI forests (80 to 120 years). The presence of A. beech on this
woodlot is higher than the average found in RI forests, although still a secondary species. As is
the case with all size distribution models, relatively few of the beech trees are found in the large
sawtimber size classes, with most stems in the smaller diameter classes.

1

27

Tree Resource Assessment, WDIC Plat

Page Two

Noted during the walk was a small area, less than one (1) acre in size, where 3-4 sizable beech
trees were found, along with a couple of large diameter oaks. As is typical under beech trees, the
understory in this patch is open and devoid of shrubs due to the allelopathic nature of beech root
systems, producing an almost-parklike setting.
Beech-Bark-Disease:
American beech is highly susceptible to the insect/fungal disease complex known as Beech Bark
Disease (BBD). Please refer to the USFS fact sheet on this disease for specific information on its
phenology and the impact it has on beech trees. Many of the beech trees we observed in this
woodlot were affected by BBD, with some standing dead stems, partially girdled stems, and
some lightly infected stems, which are the various stages of the progress of this disease.
The particular group of beech trees we observed referenced above did not indicate any advanced
presence of BBD. With the insect and fungal pathogens present in these woods, as they are
throughout Rhode Island, the chances of these trees being infected in the future are high.
Genetic resistance to a particular disease is typical of all plant species, meaning that these trees
could remain uninfected, or at least survive infection, for a number of years. Other stress factors
on these trees may weaken its ability to resist BBD eventually.
Specimen Trees:
The definition of a specimen tree is rather ambiguous, in that it refers to a tree of note within a
particular landscape. It is a subjective term that can be influenced by the landscape itself and
people’s interaction with that landscape. Beauty is in the eye of the beholder.
The cluster of beech and oak referenced above may be considered as a patch of specimen trees in
relation to the balance of this particular woodlot, with an aesthetic appeal and a bit of historic
value, since there are initials carved into at least one of the trees.
Relative to other mature Beech trees in Rhode Island, those in this cluster referenced above are
not unusual, and would not even approach the size and stature of the top ten Champion beech
trees that RI Tree Council maintains. Relative to the beech trees that are truly specimen trees
that have been documented, and/or that I’ve observed in other woodlots or urban landscapes, the
trees on this property would not rise to that level of distinction.
Conclusions:
The project plans as originally submitted include an active recreation site in the northern portion
of the project. An option was presented to shift that open space to a more passive recreation site
where the above-referenced cluster of large diameter beech and oak were noted. Protection of
this cluster from construction equipment during the development of the project will be required
to avoid any soil compaction and or mechanical damages to these trees. Establishment of
walking trails within this cluster for use by residents will require access by low-impact
equipment and utilization of protection methods to avoid soil compaction and root disturbances.
28
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Tree Resource Assessment, WDIC Plat

Page Three

The choice is between an active recreation site where open space conditions can be controlled
with plantings and other improvements, versus a naturally-wooded space with a mature canopy
that is at risk of loss due to Beech Bark Disease. Initially the mature beech site will have an
aesthetic appeal to the residents, but in the long term the more manageable conditions provided
by the active recreation site may be preferable. The prospect of these beech trees eventually
being infected by the BBD is relatively high. A future scenario is of an open space site with
infected trees that are gradually dying, and the safety and maintenance issues that presents.

Prepared By: Marc J. Tremblay, CF
MA Forester Lic #239, CT Certified Forester #F-517, RI Lic. Arborist #104
Certification: I hereby attest that the above Tree Resource Assessment report and
recommendations prepared for the proposed WDIC Plat has been prepared according to the
appropriate standards and practices, and the information provided is as accurate as current
forestry practices allow.

Marc J. Tremblay, CF
Attachments:
 Beech Bark Disease Pest Alert – USDA Forest Service Pub #NA–PR–03–12
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United States
Department of Agriculture
Forest Service
Northeastern Area
State and Private Forestry
NA–PR–03–12
March 2012

Beech Bark Disease
Beech bark disease (BBD) has been deforming and killing
American beech (Fagus grandifolia) trees in the Eastern
United States since the 1930s. A beech scale insect
(Cryptococcus fagisuga) first attacks tree bark, creating
a wound that provides an entryway for two different
fungi (Neonectria coccinea var. faginata and Neonectria
galligena) to invade the tree. The fungus grows and kills
the living tissue under the outer bark, resulting in cankers
that can eventually girdle and kill a tree. Trees that
survive may become disfigured.

The Fungus
The fungi produce fruiting bodies that are tiny, bright red,
and lemon shaped in clusters on the bark (figure 4). The
mature spores are released in the fall if there’s enough
moisture. Tarry spots (dead tissue that oozes reddish
brown fluid) is also an early symptom that trees are
infected with Neonectria species (figure 5).

Beech scale was accidentally introduced into Nova
Scotia in 1890 on ornamental beech trees imported from
Europe. By the early 1930s, the scale and the Neonectria
fungus were found throughout the Maritime Provinces
in Eastern Canada and in localized areas of Maine.
Since then, BBD has affected New England, New York,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia (figure 1).
Localized infestations have been found in Virginia, North
Carolina, Tennessee, Ohio, Michigan, and Ontario.

The Beech Scale
Beech scales are yellow, soft-bodied insects that are
0.5-1.0 mm long as adults (figure 2). They feed only on
American and European (Fagus sylvatica) beech trees.
The beech scale has one generation per year. Adults
lay eggs on the bark in midsummer and then die. Eggs
hatch from late summer until early winter. The immature
insects, called first-stage nymphs, have functional
antennae and legs and can move to new locations.
Nymphs are also spread by wind, birds, and humans that
move firewood that harbors nymphs. When a nymph
finds a suitable host tree, it starts feeding. First-stage
nymphs develop into legless second-stage nymphs that
don’t move. They secrete the “white wax” that eventually
covers their bodies through adulthood (figure 3). The
second-stage nymphs overwinter and molt into adults the
following spring.

Figure 1.—Distribution map of beech bark disease as of 2009.

Figure 2.—The scale insect.

Trees newly infested with scale have small spots or
patches of white wax on the trunk, usually on rough bark
surfaces. As the scale population builds, large branches
and the entire trunk of the tree may become covered
with white wax.

Figure 3.—White waxy covering.
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Figure 4.—Fungal fruiting bodies.

Figure 5.—Tarry spots on the bark.

Additional Symptoms
On some dying trees, the leaves do not fully form, which
makes the tree crowns look thin. The leaves stay on
the trees, but become yellowish as summer progresses.
Another symptom of BBD is the distinct orange color
when the outer bark is cut away where Neonectria is
actively invading the bark. Other symptoms include
noticeable cracking of the bark on the tree trunk;
cankers; and deformed, defective wood. Other insects
and fungi quickly invade the wood killed by beech bark
disease. This weakens the tree and makes it more likely
to break during wind events, which is called “beech
snap” (figure 6).

Three Phases of BBD
•

•
•

Advancing Front: Trees are infested with beech scale
but not yet infected by Neonectria. Beech scale
can be present for several years before Neonectria
infection occurs.
Killing Front: Beech scale populations are high,
Neonectria infection is abundant, and tree mortality
is heavy.
Aftermath Forest: These areas have experienced the
first wave of beech mortality. They typically have
smaller beech scale populations. Residual beech
trees are mostly defective and declining. Smaller
beech trees usually sprout from the roots and can
form dense thickets that are highly susceptible to the
disease. Larger trees that remain and appear to have
escaped BBD are thought to be resistant to BBD.

Control and Management
Some scale insects may die due to weather conditions,
but it is generally not enough to reduce the impacts
of this disease. There are few controls for beech bark
disease. One important control method is preventing
the movement of nursery stock or other materials that
may harbor the beech scale insect. Insecticides, oils,
and mechanical controls can be used on high-value
ornamental trees, but they are labor intensive and not
always successful.
Controlling BBD in a forest setting is costly. Using
biological controls—the ladybird beetle (Chilocorus
stigma) that preys on the beech scale insect and a
fungus (Nematogonum ferrugineum) that parasitizes the
Neonectria fungus—is not a realistic option because their
impacts are limited and they have not been shown to
effectively control BBD.

USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.
Federal Recycling Program
Printed on recycled paper.

Figure 6.—Beech snap.

Using silvicultural methods to manage tree species
composition, size, age, and vigor may reduce the
development of BBD in a forest. It is important to
use harvesting methods that minimize root injury of
susceptible trees to reduce root sprouting. Retaining
beech trees that are free of the scale and/or fungal
infection in a forest provides a source of BBD-resistant
seeds and sprouts, which helps increase the proportion
of healthy, resistant beech trees.
Another developing approach to restoring and
regenerating American beech is to identify, graft,
and propagate BBD-resistant trees and develop seed
orchards and enhanced seed productions areas from
these resistant trees. These seed and tree sources can
potentially be used to increase the proportion of healthy,
resistant beech in a forest.
Using a combination of silvicultural methods and
resistant seed stock may allow healthy American beech
to remain a valuable component of North American
forests throughout its natural range.
Photographs:
Figure 2: Joseph O’Brien, USDA Forest Service, Bugwood.org
Figure 3: Karen Felton, USDA Forest Service
Figure 4: Andrej Kunca, National Forest Centre - Slovakia,
Bugwood.org
Figure 5: Joseph O’Brien, USDA Forest Service, Bugwood.org
Figure 6: Joseph O’Brien, USDA Forest Service, Bugwood.org

Published by:
USDA Forest Service
Northeastern Area
State and Private Forestry
11 Campus Boulevard
Newtown Square, PA 19073
www.na.fs.fed.us
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Nicole LaFontaine
Submitting Department: Planning and Development/Zoning
Meeting Date: November 19, 2019

Agenda Action:
Preapplication: Gordon Development Company, LLC for Dusty Hollow, a proposed 6 lot major conservation
subdivision located at Assessor's Plat 9 Lots 6, 10 & 77 (Shermantown Road) and zoned Very Low Density
Residential (VLDR).
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 Dusty Hollow staff comments.pdf
 Dusty Hollow application.pdf
 Dusty Hollow Narrative.pdf
 Dusty Hollow Plans.pdf
 Dusty Hollow Aerial.pdf
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Nicole LaFontaine
Submitting Department:
Meeting Date: November 19, 2019

Agenda Action:
Recommendation to the Town Council for Zoning Designation: Application of Greenwich Capital Partners, LLC for a
proposed zoning designation of Village Residential (VR) for land identified on RI DOT Plat No. 2946 and further
identified in Book 3200 Page 195 located on Assessor's Plat 149.

Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
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 School Street designation memo to PC 11 19 19.pdf
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Beth Gagnon Glasberg
Submitting Department: Planning and Development
Meeting Date: November 19, 2019

Agenda Action:
October 1, 2019
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 pc_minutes_100119 done draft.docx
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The North Kingstown Planning Commission convened at North Kingstown High School, 150 Fairway
Dr., North Kingstown, RI

October 1, 2019
The following members were present:
Tracey McCue
James Grundy, Chairperson
Patricia Nickles
Robert Jackson
Paul Dion
Patrick Roach
Also, in attendance were Planning Director Nicole LaFontaine, Supervising Planner Maura Harrington,
and Town Solicitor Matt Callaghan.
Mr. Grundy welcomed all to the October 1, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.
Further Discussion and Decision: Preliminary Application of Matthew & Kara Richardson of 1
Hemsley Place Exeter, RI 02822 for a two-lot minor subdivision entitled ‘Tilted Barn Brewery’
located at Assessor’s Plat 102 Lot 010, zoned Village Residential (VR) and within a Groundwater
Two (GW2) overlay zone (continued from 9-17-19 PC meeting)
Mr. Grundy said that this item has been continued from the September 17, 2019 Planning Commission for
the purpose of ratification of the decision draft. He asked if members had any comments, questions, or
changes to the draft.
Mr. Roach had two minor corrections.
With no further comment, Mr. Grundy called for a motion to approve the decision with the two
grammatical amendments.
Mr. Dion moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The decision was ratified 6-0.
Minor Modification to the Final Decision: (Condition #6) for Wickford Harbor Estates, LLC, for
the major conservation subdivision known as Harbor View (Wickford Harbor Estates) being
Assessor's Plat 119 Lots 11, 28, and 51 located on Post Road in a Neighborhood Residential (NR)
zone.
Mr. Grundy said that there are two items regarding the Harbor View project on the agenda; the items
would be heard separately.
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He said a letter was sent from attorney Stephen Kenyon representing Mr. Tony Fiore of Wickford Harbor
Estates, LLC requesting to have three affordable units sold at 120% of AMI. This is a change to
condition #6 on page 4 of 4 of the decision dated September 27, 2018.
He asked Ms. LaFontaine if this was to make it consistent with the State Law and the interpretation as the
Commission treated the Wickford Woods project.
Ms. LaFontaine answered that this is exactly like the Wickford Woods project that came before the
Commission within the last year. The Ordinance was changed to allow the sale units to go to 120% AMI.
The decision for the Wickford Harbor Estates specifically says up to 80%, as in the past, this causes an
issue when it comes to getting a buyer for some of these properties. The developer has requested to
modify his decision and come into compliance with the new Ordinance.
There was some discussion on what Mr. Fiore’s affordable units will sell for. There was no firm price,
there are many factors that play into the price point. That decision is made by RI Housing; not the
developer.
Mr. Grundy asked if anyone wanted to make a motion.
Mr. Roach moved that the Commission modify the Wickford Harbor Estates Final Decision to change
condition #6 to read the affordable units will be sold to a household having an income of no more than
120% of the Area Median Income (AMI) as required by Article XXII of the North Kingstown Zoning
Ordinance (Inclusionary Zoning). He also stated that all of the findings of the original decision are
unchanged by this.
Mr. Dion seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 6-0.
Minor Modification to the Final Approval and Final Plans: Wickford Harbor Estates, LLC, for the
major conservation subdivision known as Harbor View (Wickford Harbor Estates) being Assessor's
Plat 119 Lots 11, 28, and 51 located on Post Road in a Neighborhood Residential (NR) zone.
Modification relates to drainage plans due to unforeseen site conditions.
Ms. LaFontaine told the Commission that she received a request from Tony Fiore, the developer of the
Harbor View development on Post Rd. She said the construction infrastructure has been impacted by
unforeseen site conditions requiring amendments to the drainage plans; the Town Engineer and the Town
Inspector have consulted on these amendments. The amendments are minor in nature but require the
installation of impervious clay dams (check dams), as the blasting and removal of ledge on site has
created a steady flow of groundwater. The groundwater is especially concerning as it has followed the
trenching and installation of the water main, which causes the pipes out of the sand bedding and
eventually undermines the road.
She said this installation of clay dams has already been done (with Town Engineer and Town Inspector
consult).
The plans have been modified to include the installation of the dams as they have been working through
the site in order to alleviate the issue as soon as possible and continue to move the construction to a point
where the property can be stabilized.
The installation of the clay dams must be within the Town right-of-way, but the Homeowner’s
Association will be responsible the upkeep and maintenance.
Ms. LaFontaine said that the Town Engineer, Kim Wiegand is acceptable to the plans and details.
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Mr. Grundy noted that this would normally be an insignificant field change; the difference here is that the
Homeowner’s Association documents are going to be modified; the Association is accepting the liability
as opposed to the Town.
Mr. Roach asked if the Homeowner’s Association would be responsible for repairing the Town Road if
this system didn’t work.
Ms. LaFontaine and Mr. Fiore both agreed, this should be investigated further.
Mr. Fiore said that when the Water Department was at the site and saw the water was taking stone and
flowing, they got nervous, but that was prior to the drainage being tied in. As soon as the drainage system
was tied in a lot of these problems went away.
Mr. Roach said that there should be a whole new plan package updated with the submitted sheet. He also
asked if the Town is keeping track of these systems to be sure they are being operated and maintained
correctly.
Ms. LaFontaine responded that there is a staff member who as part of his job makes sure drainage
systems are maintained. He is doing a good job of it.
With no further comment, Mr. Grundy entertained a motion for approve the minor modification to the
Final Approval and Final Plans of Wickford Harbor Estates, LLC. for the major conservation subdivision
known as Harbor View (Wickford Harbor Estates) being Assessor’s Plat 119 Lots 11, 28, and 51 located
on Post Road in a Neighborhood Residential (NR) zone. The modification relates to drainage plans due to
unforeseen site conditions. One condition of this approval would be the submission of a compiled
complete plan package which would include the submitted page “Water Trench Dam Locations, Harbor
View, North Kingstown, Rhode Island, dated 9/4/19.
He added that all other portion of the decision will remain intact.
Mr. Dion moved. Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 6-0.
Community Development Block Grant 2019 Rolling Application for Housing Rehabilitation Setaside Program: Certification Proposed Activity is Not in Conflict with North Kingstown
Comprehensive Community Plan Or Local Development Ordinances/Regulations
Ms. Harrington took the helm for this agenda item. She said the Town is interested in applying for
CDBG funds for housing rehabilitation. This is different than the competitive application the
Commission looked at in April.
She said the process is the same as the competitive application in that it requires 2 public meetings. She
said a public hearing had been heard in Richmond in September; the second will be in front of the Town
Council in October. The role of the Planning Commission in this process is that they must certify that the
activities proposed are not in conflict with the general policies set forth in the Comprehensive Plan.
She said in terms of certifying the activities, staff has incorporated some policies and actions from the
Comprehensive Plan for Commission reference.
She finished up reminding the Commission they simply must make a statement that the activities are not
in conflict with the general policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
Mr. Roach mentioned the oddness of the wording “find that there is no inconsistency with the Comp
Plan”; why not “find that this is consistent with the Comp Plan”.
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Post Road Workshop Feedback and Follow up
Ms. LaFontaine thanked the Commission for taking time to attend and speak at the Post Road Workshop
the Town Council held last night.
Town Councilman Dick Welch commented that he would have liked the Zoning Board of Review to
attend the Workshop also.
Ms. LaFontaine said she would be sure to include them next time.
Mr. Roach wanted to comment that there was mention last night of this Commission’s full schedule. He
thinks it would be worthwhile to look at processes used in reviewing projects and maybe streamline some
to free the schedule up. He also said he can understand the frustration of applicants with continuances – it
does seem projects come before the Commission time and time again.
Mr. Grundy said he doesn’t think there is a way around the continuances. He suggested a policy that
allows an applicant just one extension, if after that without good cause the application would be
withdrawn.
Mr. Callaghan said that he hears reviews all over the State, North Kingstown is actually very good about
moving things along. He added that if we make the stipulation that applications be withdrawn, it just
means the applicant starts again, pays again, is staff reviewed and must be heard all over again – which
would add to the full schedule. He believes the developer’s frustration comes from being prepared to be
heard and having to wait for a matter that has been continued from a previous meeting.
Mr. Dion said this Commission does not commonly do that. Most continuances come are requested by
the applicant.
Mr. Grundy said another situation is when one applicant is denied a spot on an agenda because of
anticipated lengthy matters being heard on that date, only to have one of the scheduled applicants come in
the day of the meeting and request a continuance.
All agreed with that.
Ms. McCue noted that some applicants who request a continuance expect to be put onto the next agenda.
Mr. Callaghan said he thought that the Commission could require that if the applicant is not sure they will
be ready to continue to a date certain, they will be removed until the Commission’s agenda is freed up.
There was discussion about a recent proposal where the applicant requested continuance after continuance
then discovered that nothing had been happening behind the scenes.
Mr. Callaghan said that this Commission does offer the opportunity for an applicant to review and
comment on decisions drafted for ratification – perhaps this should be ended.
Ms. Nickles said that one thing brought up at the Town Council meeting was making more things handled
administratively – she thinks this is a good idea.
Ms. LaFontaine and Mr. Callaghan agreed.
Mr. Roach noted Mr. Dion’s thoughts from a previous meeting that it be made clear during the checklist
process (checklists more flow chart) the flow of the review would depend on the circumstance.
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Mr. Roach also reminded the Commission and staff his question of whether the “fiscal impact” is
necessary as a criterion for Commission approval.
Mr. Dion asked if a Planning Commission Consent Agenda could be started.
Mr. Callaghan said that adds a layer of review for development proposals. This is developer’s biggest
complaint about the review process.
Mr. Roach brought up Bond Releases and Construction Cost Estimates – could they be handled be the
Town Engineer?
Mr. Dion said that Bonds coming before the Commission is a check that they are being done correctly
with no suspicion of fraud.
Mr. Grundy asked about the Groundwater requirement. Projects must come before this Board simply
because they are in the Groundwater; it seems to him under some circumstances that these could be done
administratively (or the Groundwater Committee could be more involved).
Ms. LaFontaine said that the Groundwater Committee is working on revising the Groundwater Ordinance.
She reminded the Commission that any revised ordinance must come before this Commission before
approaching the Town Council for amendment.
Mr. Grundy then brought up Technical Review Committee meetings. He considers the open public TRC
meetings hinder staff from discussing and reviewing projects candidly. It would make those meetings
more efficient if only staff was allowed.
Ms. McCue made comment on what a great job staff, along with Mr. Grundy did at the Town Council
meeting. It was obvious a lot of hard work went into preparing for it. She mentioned staff highlighted
the good things happening on Post Rd., and the need for work-force housing.
Mr. Dion wanted to point out that there is very little to see as far as Town action. He said writing and
amending ordinances gets little to no notice from the public, but if pedestrian crosswalks were created,
signage warning about pedestrians in crosswalks – these are tangible things people can see. Frustration
with Post Road begins with the public not seeing materials changes. He believes the public finds the
Town passive. The new sidewalk at O’Reilly’s Auto Parts looks great and is a start at inviting pedestrians
to Post Rd. use – but it was O’Reilly’s who installed the sidewalk; not by any action of the Town; same
with Coal Fired Pizza. He suggested some sort of “beautification” award, which would come with
bragging rights (by way of signage). He talked about some of the ugly and unkempt properties along Post
Rd. – but the Town does nothing in way of initiative or action by the Town.
Ms. McCue suggested “spotlighting” businesses.
Ms. Harrington said that due to staff numbers, the Enforcement Officers only respond to complaints that
come into their office – there is no time or manpower to police the Town.
Mr. Dion added that he knows people that live in the north side of Town believe the Town just doesn’t
care. The Town needs to be more proactive.
Ms. McCue said the “bad” properties are overshadowing the “good” properties.
Mr. Roach mentioned the idea of installing (flashing) lighting at crosswalks. Drivers in this area along
Post Rd. do not expect crossing pedestrians.
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Mr. Callaghan said that the Town needs to re-address the “Post Road Guidelines”. They pose too much
regulation for owners/developers to weave through.
Ms. LaFontaine said that the Town needs to look toward focusing and promoting businesses that
counterpart Quonset.
Mr. Dion said that Post Rd. should be re-orientated to the people who live around it.
Mr. Grundy noted that brick and mortar retail buildings are dinosaurs.
Mr. Roach asked if the Town should reverse the “Post Road Guidelines”.
Ms. LaFontaine said the Town should relax, not reverse, the Guidelines. She sees the biggest problem is
the process not the goals.
Mr. Grundy talked about the possibility of a targeted redevelopment zone; within this zone, review and
approvals would be one step shopping. This would expedite matters.
Ms. McCue said sewer installation would help up in the north side.
Mr. Rickey Thompson was present. He commented that he has talked with residents and business owners
along Post Rd.; the prevailing thoughts and feelings were of apathy. He said there are angry people also.
He hopes that there is a “domino effect” with some of these new nicely developed properties inspiring
other owners.
Minutes

July 2, 2019
Mr. Grundy asked if members had any changes to make to the July 2, 2019 meeting minutes draft.
Minor edits were made.
Mr. Grundy called for a motion to approve the July 2, 2019 Planning Commission meeting minutes as
amended.
Mr. Dion moved. Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye.
The minutes were accepted into the record.
September 3, 2019
Mr. Grundy then asked if members had any changes to make to the September 3, 2019 meeting minutes
draft.
Minor edits were made.
Mr. Grundy called for a motion to approve the September 3, 2019 Planning Commission meeting minutes
as amended.
Mr. Jackson moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye.
The minutes were accepted into the record.
September 17, 2019
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And lastly, Mr. Grundy asked if members had any changes to make to the September 17, 2019 meeting
minutes draft.
Some minor edits were made.
Mr. Grundy called for a motion to approve the September 17, 2019 Planning Commission meeting
minutes as amended.
Mr. Dion moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye.
The minutes were accepted into the record.
Adjournment
With no further business, Mr. Grundy moved to adjourn.
Mr. Dion seconded. All voted aye. The meeting was adjourned at 9:35.
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Planning Commission Agenda Item Report
Submitted by: Beth Gagnon Glasberg
Submitting Department: Planning and Development
Meeting Date: November 19, 2019

Agenda Action:
October 15, 2019
Motion:

ATTACHMENTS
 pc_minutes_101519 done draft.docx
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The North Kingstown Planning Commission convened at North Kingstown High School, 150 Fairway
Dr., North Kingstown, RI

October 15, 2019
The following members were present:
Tracey McCue
James Grundy, Chairperson
Patricia Nickles
Robert Jackson
Patrick Roach
Paul Dion was excused.
Also, in attendance were Supervising Planner Maura Harrington, and Town Solicitors Matt Callaghan and
James Callaghan.
Mr. Grundy welcomed all to the October 15, 2019 Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Grundy welcomed all to the October 15, 2019 Planning Commission meeting. He stated that there
would be a change in the order of agenda items – Item 3b would be heard before 3a; and, items 3e & 3f
would be heard before items 3c & 3d.
Extension Request: Development Plan Approval of Dry Bridge Solar, LLC, 260 West Exchange
Street, Providence, RI 02903 for a 50-megawatt freestanding solar energy system located at 471 Dry
Bridge Road, AP 81 Lot 2 and AP 105 Lot 2, zoned Light Industrial (LI)
Mr. Grundy recused himself from this matter, he is an abutter.
Mr. Roach took the Chair, he asked the Town Solicitor if three Commission members were enough for a
vote.
For an extension request, Mr. James Callaghan said it was.
Ms. Harrington said the developer of the 50 M W freestanding solar project on Dry Bridge Rd. is seeking
an extension to their approval, which was recorded November 6, 2018. Per Ordinance, the granted
approval is valid for one year but can be extended by the Planning Commission.
The developer, Mr. Frank Epps is present.
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Without Commission comment, Mr. Roach called for a motion to grant an extension.
Mr. Jackson moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All vote aye. The extension was granted.
Request to Combine Preapplication and Preliminary Stages: Application of North End Realty, LLC
for a 2-lot minor subdivision known as Duck Cove Plat located at Assessors Plat 26 Lot 33 also
known as 70 Duck Cove Road in a Village Residential (VR) zone
Ms. Harrington told the Commission that the applicant North End Realty, LLC would like to request that
their Pre-Application and Preliminary Application can be combined. This is a minor subdivision. She
noted that this is a simple straight-forward application.
Mr. Roach asked if the application was being heard tonight.
Ms. Harrington said no, the applicant is asking to combine his Pre-application and Preliminary plan
review(s). The project review itself will be heard at a future meeting.
Mr. Grundy asked about Duck Cove Rd. compared to Duck Cove St.
Mr. John Shekarchi introduced himself as the attorney for North End Realty, LLC owned by Mr. Ronald
Chofay.
Mr. Chofay responded to Mr. Grundy’s question. Duck Cove Rd. is a Town road. Duck Cove St. is a
right of way to reach his properties.
Mr. Roach noted that purpose of Pre-application is to avoid possible issues that may come up at
Preliminary Plan review. The risk is the applicant’s onus.
Mr. Shekarchi said that is understood.
With that done, Mr. Grundy entertained a motion to grant the request to combine Preapplication/Preliminary Plan for North End Realty, LLC for a two-lot minor subdivision known as Duck
Cove Plat.
Mr. Jackson made that motion. Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 4-0.
Request to Combine Preapplication and Preliminary Stages: Application of North End Realty, LLC for a
2-lot minor subdivision known as Duck Cove Plat located at Assessors Plat 26 Lot 33 also known as 70
Duck Cove Road in a Village Residential (VR) zone
Ms. Harrington told the Commission that the applicant North End Realty, LLC would like to request that
their Pre-Application and Preliminary Application can be combined. This is a minor subdivision. She
noted that this is a simple straight-forward application.
Mr. Roach asked if the application was being heard tonight.
Ms. Harrington said no, the applicant is asking to combine his Pre-application and Preliminary plan
review(s). The project review itself will be heard at a future meeting.
Mr. Grundy asked about Duck Cove Rd. compared to Duck Cove St.
Mr. John Shekarchi introduced himself as the attorney for North End Realty, LLC owned by Mr. Ronald
Chofay.
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Mr. Chofay responded to Mr. Grundy’s question. Duck Cove Rd. is a Town road. Duck Cove St. is a
right of way to reach his properties.
Mr. Roach noted that purpose of Pre-application is to avoid possible issues that may come up at
Preliminary Plan review. The risk is the applicant’s onus.
Mr. Shekarchi said that is understood.
With that done, Mr. Grundy entertained a motion to grant the request to combine Preapplication/Preliminary Plan for North End Realty, LLC for a two-lot minor subdivision known as Duck
Cove Plat.
Mr. Jackson made that motion. Mr. Roach seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 4-0.
Development Plan Review: Application of Sybil & Stephen Pierce, 495 Gilbert Stuart Rd,
Saunderstown, North Kingstown, RI 02874 for Development Plan Review for a Farm Brewery
located at 495 Gilbert Stuart Road, Assessor’s Plat 39-13 zoned Rural Residential (RR) and located
in the Groundwater One (GW1).
Mr. Grundy said that the Commission would hear both the Development Plan Review and the
Recommendation to the Zoning Board together.
Ms. Harrington told the Commission that the property known as “Sunrose Farm” consists of 5 lots
totaling 12.25 acres. This proposal is for Assessor’s Plat 39 Lot 13 only; this lot includes the farm
residence and a barn/shed. The 240 sq. ft. barn/shed is the proposed to house the brewery.
The Town adopted a “Farm Brewery, Farm Wineries and Farm Distilleries” Ordinance in August of this
year. The Pierce’s at present have acquired a Federal license to operate a farm brewery but have not
received a State license -in order to acquire the State approval a letter from the Town saying the zoning
requirements are being met.
Ms. Harrington said that the application is before them as Development Plan Review because the property
is within the Groundwater Overlay and the Scenic Overlay. Recommendation is also needed for the
required Special Use Permit from the Zoning Board of Review.
Ms. Harrington said the applicants at present are growing hops and would like to open their brewery next
spring. The proposal is for a small-scale accessory use on an existing operating farm. No external
changes will take place. Ms. Harrington also pointed out that the Town has purchased the development
rights to a greater percentage of the farm lots; therefore, any expansion would be prohibitive.
She told Commission members the Pierce’s have submitted a narrative addressing the required standards
that must be met within the Ordinance.
-

Accessory Use – the Pierce’s reside on the property; the brewery is accessory to
residential use.

-

Retail Space - the existing building is 20’x12’, or 240 sq. ft. There will be no sales made
outside of this building.

-

Signage – the Pierce’s have an existing sign that is within the Ordinance size and height
code.
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-

Parking – parking will be off a 30’ wide private pave road. Parking is in a turf area using
a one-way entrance and exit approximately 8875 sq. ft. which at 180 sq. ft. per car equals
49 cars. Based on State sales regulations and the Pierce’s brewing capacity, an estimated
12 cars per week is well below the formulated 49 cars.

-

Lighting – there is an existing door light – no additional lighting as hours of operation are
during daylight hours.

-

Setback – the existing building to be used is not located within any setbacks. There will
be no noise created with the brewery operation.

-

Screening – there will be no outdoor storage of any kind associated with the brewery.
There will be no waste, spent grains are recycled as chicken feed.

-

Storage – all storage will be inside for containers. Grains are purchased and used for
each brewing session.

-

Fencing – none required.

-

Hours of operation – will be Friday 4-8 PM and Saturday 12-4 PM.

Ms. Harrington concluded her presentation telling the Commission that as always, they must consider
criteria noted in Ordinance 21-284 and 21-186. Suggested conditions are:
-

Development Plan Review approval is subject to obtaining a Special Use Permit from the
Zoning Board of Review.

-

Any expansion would require review by the Planning Commission.

Mr. Roach asked if there is a total number of 5 lots that encompass the farm; and as stated the brewery is
located on just one of those lots, what will happen if one of the other lots is sold.
Ms. Harrington reminded him that the Town has bought the Development Rights to the other lots. Any
sale and/or development of those lots would have to remain agricultural.
Mr. Steve Pierce asked to speak to this point. He said that this land and farm has been in his family for
200 years; he feels he is the steward of the property more than the owner.
Mr. Pierce added that Ms. Harrington was very thorough with her report and presentation. He thanked
her.
Mr. Grundy brought up the possibility of placing a condition on approval that acreage associated with this
approval had to remain greater that the minimum requirement of the Ordinance. If there is five acres
associated with the brewing operation, however it is chosen to be configured, it would meet the
requirement of the Ordinance.
Mr. James Callaghan said that he would have to think on that. He supposed if the associated five acres
are contiguous to the operation lot.
Mr. James Higham asked if “5 acres minimum” is an Ordinance requirement.
It is.
With no further member discussion, Mr. Grundy asked if anyone in attendance would like to speak.
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Mr. Richard Welch, Town Council member, came forward. He wanted to know if beer is the only spirit
that can be made and sold.
Ms. Harrington said that Ordinance requires that at least one crop needed for the process be grown on the
property. The Pierce’s grow hops. No other crop is mentioned on the application.
With no further comment, Mr. Grundy said that in reference to the Development Plan Review, is there a
motion to approve the Development Plan review with findings from Ordinance Section 21-284.
This proposal:
-

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.

-

Will pose a threat to the drinking water supply.

-

Will not disrupt the neighborhood or the privacy of abutting landowners by noise, light,
glare or air pollutants.

-

Sewerage and waste disposal into the ground and the surface water drainage from the
proposed use will be handled on site.

-

will not cause traffic congestion or introduce a traffic hazard to the circulation pattern of
the area.

-

will include accessory signs, off-street parking and loading areas and outdoor lights
designed and located in a manner which complements the character of the neighborhood.

Findings for Ordinance Section 21-186 must be considered for applications located in within the
Groundwater Overlay.
The Commission considered:
-

the adequacy and suitability of the site for the proposed use, including the availability of utilities
and other public services.

-

Demonstration of the use of currently accepted Best Management Practices (BMPs).

-

Adequacy of sewage disposal method, water source, and stormwater management.

-

Nitrate-nitrogen loading pursuant to Article VI of Chapter 8 pertaining to groundwater reservoirs
and recharge areas.

-

Soil erosion and sediment control plans.

-

Provisions of appropriate natural buffers for wetlands and surface water bodies.

-

Impact on public and private water supplies.

-

Proposed groundwater withdrawals.

-

Storage of any potentially hazardous material and a hazardous materials contingency plan for
these materials.

-

The ability to meet standards contained in Article VI of Chapter 8 pertaining to groundwater
reservoirs and recharge areas.

81
5

Mr. Grundy noted that there will be no changes to the property or structures as cause for these accepted
considerations.
Mr. Grundy also noted the proposal meets the standards set forth in Ordinance 21-325(27), which are
referenced in the application:
-

Accessory Use – the Pierce’s reside on the property; the brewery is accessory to
residential use.

-

Retail Space - the existing building is 20’x12’, or 240 sq. ft. There will be no sales made
outside of this building.

-

Signage – the Pierce’s have an existing sign that is within the Ordinance size and height
code.

-

Parking – parking will be off a 30’ wide private pave road. Parking is in a turf area using
a one-way entrance and exit approximately 8875 sq. ft. which at 180 sq. ft. per car equals
49 cars. Based on State sales regulations and the Pierce’s brewing capacity, an estimated
12 cars per week is well below the formulated 49 cars.

-

Lighting – there is an existing door light – no additional lighting as hours of operation are
during daylight hours.

-

Setback – the existing building to be used is not located within any setbacks. There will
be no noise created with the brewery operation.

-

Screening – there will be no outdoor storage of any kind associated with the brewery.
There will be no waste, spent grains are recycled as chicken feed.

-

Storage – all storage will be inside for containers. Grains are purchased and used for
each brewing session.

-

Fencing – none required.

-

Hours of operation – will be Friday 4-8 PM and Saturday 12-4 PM.

Approval is also conditioned on:
1.

Development Plan Review approval is subject to obtaining a Special Use Permit from the
Zoning Board of Review.

2.

Any expansion would require review by the Planning Commission.

3.

The total acreage associated with this approval shall remain above the statutory minimum
as listed at 5 acres.

Mr. Roach moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The Development Plan was approved 4-0.
Mr. Grundy called for a motion to send a positive recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review for the
application of Stephen and Sybil Pierce for a Special Use Permit “Farm Brewery” in accordance with
Article III for the multitude of reasons listed within the Development Plan Review motion and approval.
Mr. Roach moved. Ms. McCue seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 4-0.
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Recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review: Application of Madeline P. and Michael Crow
for dimensional relief related to a two-lot major subdivision for Assessor’s Plat 149 Lot 086, also
known as 420 School Street located in a Neighborhood Business (NB) zone which is proposed to be
amended to Village Residential (VR) prior to the subdivision being finalized.
Mr. Grundy said like the agenda item before this, the Master/Preliminary Plan review and the
Recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review would be heard together.
Ms. Harrington took the lead on this application. She reminded the Commission that Pre-application was
reviewed in December 2018. The Commission looked favorably on the project which has not changed
with the submitted Master and Preliminary Plan(s).
The proposal is for subdivision of an existing 44,178 sq. ft. parcel into two lots. The plan is to build a
residence on the newly created lot. The property is presently zoned Neighborhood Business (NB); the
property is used as residential presently but was used as a candy store in the past. The owner of the
property is presently requesting a zone change from Neighborhood Business (NB) to Village Residential
(VR) and a Comprehensive Plan amendment from Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to High Density
Residential (HDR)to accommodate both existing and proposed residences.
The subdivision, if approved would consist of one approximately 22,336 sq. ft. lot (which will include the
existing residence) and one approximate 21,842 sq. ft. vacant lot. Ms. Harrington noted that there is
public water available. The applicant has submitted a copy of soil evaluation test approved by RI DEM.
The Town Engineer noted that the calculations for the stormwater management of the swale as shown on
the plan must be submitted. Ms. Harrington said that the applicant has complied with that submitting a
typical drywell cross section and calculations.
The newly created lots will not meet Village Residential (VR) dimensions for frontage and width. Ms.
Harrington said that because the lots do not meet all the dimensional requirements this is considered a
major subdivision – recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review is also needed from the Planning
Commission.
Ms. Harrington finished up her presentation noting some suggested staff conditions:
-

The approval will be subject to Zoning Board of Review approval for frontage and width
relief.

-

The approval is subject to the zone change of Neighborhood Business to Village
Residential being granted from Town Council.

-

The same for the Comprehensive Plan designation of Neighborhood Commercial to High
Density Residential must be approved by the Town Council.

-

Stormwater calculations must be indicated on the final plan for the swale.

-

Final approval can be administrative.

Ms. Sonder said piped to the stone trench; she designed it at 18” to 24” below grade. Nothing will be at
surface.
Mr. Grundy asked Ms. Harrington about the possible buildout on this property if it was to remain zoned
Neighborhood Business.
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Ms. Harrington responded that 4000 sq. ft. minimum lot area and 40’ of frontage. This property could be
developed with several allowed commercial uses. Staff is in favor of bringing the lot more into zone with
the surrounding area by re-zoning the property Village Residential (VR); which allows 20,000 sq. ft.
minimum lot area.
Mr. Grundy understood, he said that it would be possible for a developer to put a road down the center of
the property with 5 business lots on each side (total 10 lots of commercial). Two residential lots would be
a much less intense use.
Ms. Amy Sonder came forward, she is the surveyor for this proposal. She is with Ms. Madeline Crow the
property owner. They were sworn in.
Ms. Sonder wanted to address the stormwater management issue. There is a storm trench system to the
south westerly part of the lot which would accept the runoff from the new development. Calculations
were done per the Coastal single residential use which provide adequate drainage from roof runoff.
Mr. Grundy said that this seems to be a straightforward proposal. He asked if there was anyone who
wanted to speak or make public comment.
Mr. Brian Bliss, attorney for Ms. Judith Creamer and Mr. Brian Gosselin. Mr. Bliss and Mr. Gosselin
were sworn in.
Mr. Bliss told the Commission his clients are abutters to the Crow property. They are nearest the south
eastern part of the lot (which is proposed lot “B”). He said the concern is that the Crow property at its
lowest point is about 2’ above his client’s property; which leads to issues of water run-off. A second
client concern is the location of the proposed septic system and how that may affect their property. He
said his clients septic leach field is located near to the proposed system; they want to be sure the Crow
property system does not leach into their system.
Mr. Roach asked if he remembered (during a site visit walk) a retaining wall at that part of the site.
Mr. Bliss responded that the only wall is a 2’ high stone wall constructed by Ms. Creamer’s father
approximately 50-70 years ago.
Mr. Gosselin came forward. He said that the length of his property is approximately 59’; there is the
stone wall just mentioned which has a fence along the top of it. He is concerned the clearing and
construction the new lot is going to compromise the wall – the septic galleys are shown only 20’ from the
wall.
Mr. Grundy asked Ms. Sonder if she would like to address these comments.
Ms. Sonder said the septic system design has been re-configured to be closer to the proposed dwelling
structure and further away from the Creamer property. She said that with the soils on the lot the system
will have not have impact to the adjacent parcel. The stormwater will remain on site; the septic will go
directly down – it is a galley system – it is not shallow and will handle all of the flow and should not go to
anyone else’s property. She said that the system was moved after hearing of the Creamer/Gosselin
concerns at the site visit.
Ms. Judith Creamer came forward. She said the digging and the construction along the wall will
compromise the soil – water flows downhill – she doesn’t understand how the water will stay on their
yard. She said she now has runoff from her three other abutting lots and is very concerned about runoff
from this one.
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Mr. Grundy asked the elevation difference between the Creamer/Gosselin lot and proposed lot “B”.
Ms. Sonder responded approximately 2’.
Mr. Bliss commented that it is a two-foot difference at the property line; the Crow lot slopes to a greater
elevation than that.
Ms. Sonder wanted to note that there will be absolutely no change to the property grade. The galleys will
be installed 1-1/2’ to 2-1/2’ below grade.
Ms. Creamer said that the plan shows the proposed build at the near top of the highest elevation sloping
down. She asked why the proposed home must be built in that spot – the lot is large enough for the
structure to be built elsewhere.
Mr. Grundy wanted to let Ms. Creamer know that the Town Engineer has reviewed and accepted
drainage/retention design. The RI Department of Environmental Management has the sole jurisdiction of
approving the septic fields.
She said that she feels there is such a big push to get this property re-zoned, the Commission will approve
anything.
Mr. Grundy said there may be some truth to that. The Town would like to the property re-zoned to bring
it into consistency with the area and the Comprehensive Plan; but the Town absolutely cares that
whatever is built there, it is done right.
Mr. Grundy asked Ms. Sonder about the soils.
Ms. Sonder said the soils are great for septic – gravel – there was no hit on water during perc test. The
septic system has not been applied for yet., she is waiting for Zoning Board of Review approval before
doing that. She sees no flow to any perimeter properties; everything will remain on site as per the Town
Engineer requirement.
She said the reason they are building the structure to the back of the parcel is to equalize the square
footage and provide access to the property which pushes for a square lot in the front and a square lot in
the back. This spot is not only where the owner’s want to build, it is also appropriate in providing equal
square footage to both lots.
Mr. Grundy asked how far from the back property line to the proposed edge of the galleys.
Ms. Sonder said RE DEM requires 10’; this plan is 20’, double over that requirement. The proposed
system has also been located the closest to the proposed structure as it can.
Mr. Roach said that on the issues raised on drainage, he wants to be sure the Commission has
documentation showing that surface runoff will be no greater than existing conditions.
Ms. Harrington said that if this is approved, at the time between the approval and the issuance of a
building permit the Town Engineer must be sure there will be no further additional runoff the property.
Mr. Grundy said it comes down to science. The Town Engineer will be sure it works through formulas
and calculations.
Ms. Sonder added that if there were proposed grade changes to a site a swale would be designed; this
proposal will not change the grade. A stone trench is planned to accept all the roof runoff.
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Mr. Dennis Armstrong came forward, he was sworn in. He wanted to know where the driveway runoff
will go.
Ms. Sonder said the driveway will be stone.

Mr. Armstrong asked, “Just crushed stone?”
Ms. Sonder answered yes.
With no further comment, Mr. Grundy asked if anyone would like to make a motion for the combined
Master/Preliminary Plan for a two-lot major subdivision for Assessor’s Plat 149 Lot 086 known as 420
School St.
He said this comes along with findings:
-

The subdivision is consistent with the requirements of the North Kingstown
Comprehensive Plan and/or shall satisfactorily address the issues where there may be
inconsistencies. (which will happen with the amendment to the Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Map).

-

Each lot in the subdivision conforms to the standards and provisions of the North
Kingstown Zoning Ordinance; or, find the appropriate relief.

-

There will be no significant negative environmental impacts from the proposed
development as shown on the final plan, with all required conditions for approval –
which includes the approval of the Town Engineer and RI DEM for the drainage
calculations and the septic system.

-

The subdivision, as proposed, will not result in the creation of individual lots with such
physical constraints to development that building on those lots according to pertinent
regulations and building standards would be impractical. There is a drawing from
Easterbrooks and Associates showing adequate access and sited buildings

-

Both lots have adequate and permanent physical access to a public street, shown on the
same drawing.

-

The subdivision provides for safe circulation of pedestrian and vehicular traffic; for
adequate surface runoff; for suitable building sites; and for the preservation of natural,
historical, or cultural features that contribute to the attractiveness of the community; per
testimony given as to the drainage systems by and the building sites are shown at a size
substantially larger than the average lot size of the neighborhood.

Mr. Roach included that the testimony was from Ms. Sonder, Land Surveyor.
Together with that, the following conditions:
-

This combined Master and Preliminary approval is subject to a Zoning Board of Review
approval for the requested relief needed for frontage and width from the Village
Residential (VR) dimensional requirements.
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-

This combined Master and Preliminary approval is subject to a zone change being
completed by the applicant to change the zone from a Neighborhood Business (NB) to
Village Residential (VR) prior to the subdivision being finalized.

-

This combined Master and Preliminary approval is subject to a change to the Future Land
Use May (FLUM) designation as per the recently adopted Comprehensive Plan, from
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) to High Density Residential (HDR) and shall be
completed by the applicant prior to the subdivision being finalized.

-

Calculations as provided for the stormwater shall be indication on the final plan
submission for the storm water management of the swale shown on the plan.

-

Final approval can be administrative after the zone change and Comprehensive Plan
designation change have been completed.

Mr. Roach added to the motion: the plan being approved is the one documented by the drawing entitled
Master and Preliminary Major Subdivision plan of 420 School St. by Easterbrooks and Associates, signed
by Amy N. Sonder on August 7, 2019.
Ms. McCue moved. Mr. Jackson seconded. All voted aye. The plan was approved 4-0.
Mr. Grundy then pointed attention to the recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review. He said this
recommendation if for the application of Madeline and Michael Crow for dimensional relief for a two-lot
subdivision, Assessor’s Plat 149 Lot 86. This would be a recommendation for relief of frontage and
width (110.3’; needed relief 29.7’) for Lot “A”; and frontage (40.1’; needed relief 99.9’)
Mr. Jackson made a motion for a positive recommendation to the Zoning Board of Review. Ms. McCue
seconded. All voted aye. The motion carried 4-0.
Mr. Roach wanted to be sure to put into the record that the uniqueness of the property presently zoned
Neighborhood Business (NB), but proposed as Village Residential (VR), which will insure a less intense
use and bring the lot into make this lot less non-conforming but bring the lot into the comprehensive land
use of the surrounding area.
Adjournment
With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:30 PM.
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