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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday January 28, 2026 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

Charlestown Town Hall, Council Chambers 

4540 South County Trail, Charlestown, RI  02813 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER/Pledge of Allegiance 

 

Chair, Ruth Platner called the meeting to order at 7:01 P.M.   

 

2. ROLL CALL 

 

Members present: Ruth Platner, Frances Topping, Sarah St Laurent, Glenn Babcock, Patti 

Stamps, Laura Rom, and Carol Mossa 

 

Members absent: All members were present. 

 

Others: Sean Henry, Town Planner, Deborah Carney, Ex-Officio, and David Petrarca, Town 

Solicitor 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

A. Minutes from December 17, 2025 Regular Meeting 

 

The Commission reviewed the December 17, 2025 Regular Meeting minutes. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the minutes as written.  

Seconded by Ms. St Laurent and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION 

 

A. Carolina Farms proposed Major Subdivision, AP 28 Lot 82-1, 427 Carolina Back 

Road, Kreg LLC, applicant - Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) 

concerning assignment of project review fees for the peer review of the proposed 

Preliminary Plan application materials, including plans for the proposed street(s), 

stormwater management systems, and other proposed public improvements. 

 

M. Henry reviewed the memo he had prepared for the Commission addressing project review fees.  

He explained that similar to the most recent subdivision application that had been before the 
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Commission, he was anticipating due to the creation of a road the Commission would be interested 

in a peer review by an engineering firm to analyze the engineering plans for the road and the 

stormwater infrastructure.  He explained that he solicited bids from several engineering firms.  His 

recommendation, among the three that he heard back from, was Crossman Engineering, which 

quoted him an amount not to exceed $5,850 without additional approval.  It will not necessarily 

be that amount that is spent, but it is not to exceed that figure.  They will be reviewing the street, 

stormwater infrastructures, and permitting information.  The plan is to have that report prepared 

in advance of the February meeting where he anticipates the Commission will hear the Carolina 

Farms application.  This will allow time for both Commission members and the applicant to review 

the report prior to that meeting.  

 

Mr. Kent, the applicant, stated they were not opposed to the peer review if the Commission felt it 

was necessary.  He said they have received a RIPDES permit from DEM already so that covers 

wetlands and drainage.  He cannot imagine that Garofalo would have deficiencies that would have 

been missed by DEM.   

 

Ms. Topping explained that Charlestown does not have a Town Engineer.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that because the applicant already has a RIPDES permit, Crossman 

Engineering’s review may focus more on the road.  The previous public works director built a lot 

of roads and did the review for new roads.  The Town has a new public works director, and this 

type of review does not fall under his job description.  

 

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to approve a peer review of the road 

and stormwater management systems for Carolina Farms Preliminary Plan 

submission to be awarded to Crossman Engineering.  The review fee is not to 

exceed $5,850 and will be paid by the applicant, Kreg, LLC as authorized by 

Section 3.3.B of the Charlestown Subdivision and Land Development 

Regulations.  Seconded by Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

B. Continued: Coastal Woods Major Subdivision, (Owner: Dune Top Realty, LLC), 

Preliminary Plan application; for a proposed 5-lot subdivision of single-family homes 

with the creation of a road.   

 

Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) concerning: 

1. Approval, approval with conditions or denial of proposed preliminary plan, as 

may be modified by testimony and/or evidence presented throughout the 

public meeting; or 

2. Continuation of preliminary plan review to a date determined at the meeting. 

 

Ms.  Platner stated that at the last meeting the Commission had requested the applicant make a few 

changes to the plan prior to receiving preliminary plan approval.  She said they have a draft 

decision, dated January 29, 2026 that was prepared by Mr. Henry for the Commission to review 

with the applicant and audience tonight.   
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Patrick Freeman, P.E., American Engineering reviewed the changes that had been made since the 

December 17, 2025 meeting: 

 

• The roadway was widened to 24’ (22’ gutter to gutter).   

• The outer radius of the cul-de-sac was increased to 57’. 

• The road profile was revised to match the requested waiver. 

• Minor adjustments were made to the catch basin elevations. 

• There was a minor modification of sediment forebay and infiltration basin1. 

• The Operation and Maintenance Agreement and Stormwater Management Plan was 

updated to reflect the increased pavement area.  

• The plan was revised to specify the use of Class V reinforced concrete pipes. 

• A 16’ wide access path to the stormwater management system on parcel “C” was added.  

That access is now separate from the driveway. 

• The proposed access and maintenance easement was modified to exclude the proposed 

driveway for parcel “C”. 

• The fencing to encompass the 16’ wide access path proposed for the stormwater 

management system located on parcel C” was extended. 

• A depiction of the limits of disturbance monument location and details was included in the 

plan set on Sheet 4 in the bottom right. 

 

Ms. Topping asked Mr. D’Ambra if he had spoken with the fire marshal regarding the cistern and 

who would be responsible for the maintenance.  Mr. D’Ambra stated that he did speak with the 

fire marshal and the fire marshal made the decision not to require a cistern in the neighborhood.   

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that he spoke with the fire marshal earlier in the day and he 

was told the same;  they were no longer going to require a cistern for the subdivision.  He received 

an email confirming.  He explained that was the reason for the revised draft that the Commission 

members and applicant received just prior to tonight’s meeting.  The cistern and maintenance 

responsibilities were removed.   

 

Attorney Carter questioned the wording in item number 13, under conditions of approval in the 

draft decision, “there shall be no underground storage tanks”.  It was his opinion with that verbiage; 

any type of underground storage tanks would not be allowed.  After much discussion, the 

Commission agreed to amend condition 13 to read, “There shall be no underground storage of 

petroleum products or other hazardous materials with the exception of propane”.  

 

Attorney Carter also questioned item 7, under conditions of approval, “ A notice shall be recorded 

in the Charlestown land evidence records to inform future owners of each of the proposed lots of 

this development that any further development proposed beyond the LOD as shown on the 

Preliminary and Final Plans will first require an amendment to the stormwater permit issued by 

RIDEM for the proposed development”.  It was his opinion that once the subdivision was 

complete, the stormwater permit cannot be “amended” as it is actually closed at that point.  Should 

a future homeowner want to do some development within the LOD, they would have to go to DEM 

to get their own stormwater permit, they would not be seeking an amendment to the original 
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stormwater permit for the subdivision as it would already have been closed.  Attorney Carter 

proposed using broader language such as, “all persons, entities seeking relief from these conditions 

of approval must comply with all federal, state, and municipal regulations”.   

 

Mr. D’Ambra said that the intention of item 13 is to prevent a homeowner from creating more 

stormwater runoff by clearing outside of the LOD.  He suggested saying something like, “consult 

with the appropriate engineers”. 

 

Ms. Platner said that a lot of the verbiage in item 13 is to give notice to the people purchasing the 

lots because most homeowners are not aware of the reasons for the LOD and its relationship with 

stormwater management.   

 

Mr. D’Ambra felt that any state licensed engineer could do those calculations for stormwater 

impact, should a homeowner wish to build within the limits of disturbance.   

 

Extensive discussion ensued as to who a property owner would have to go to if they were proposing 

to do work within the LOD which might impact the stormwater flow onto an abutting property. 

 

Mr. Henry said he understood they were looking at hypothetical situations in the future, but here 

is a RIPDES permit now that pertains to the subdivision as a whole that gets broken up into six 

smaller lots.   The way that the applicant has been framing this sounds like individual owners are 

going to have a calculation or a limit on their individual lots when it doesn’t appear that is the case.  

At no point in the future are there going to be individual limits or loads set for each of the individual 

lots unless they require a RIPDES permit because they are clearing in excess of an acre.  The whole 

point is the entire development and the LOD as shown on the plan have been calculated and placed 

based upon the stormwater conditions that exist for this permit for the entire development.   

 

Mr. D’Ambra responded that what DEM was saying is that at any one time someone could go and 

cut an entire acre and the effect would be negligible.   

 

Mr. Henry stated the calculations are based upon the LOD remaining vegetated. These areas are 

required to remain vegetated for infiltration for the entire development as it has been proposed, to 

say that these areas are required by the permit, but they are also negligible doesn’t really make 

sense. 

 

Mr. D’Ambra felt you could not place unfair restrictions on the five new lots.  He suggested that 

according to DEM, any property owner at tonight’s meeting could clear under an acre of land on 

their property and would be compliant with every single rule that is in the State right now.  

 

Ms. St Laurent said that these are the conditions for approval for this particular design and this is 

what the Commission is going to require.    
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Ms. Platner said the Commission is concerned about the people living around the subdivision and 

groundwater and stormwater impacts.   

 

It was agreed the following change to Item 7 was made: “A notice shall be recorded in the 

Charlestown land evidence records to inform future owners of each of the proposed lots of this 

development that any future development proposed beyond the LOD as shown on the Preliminary 

and Final Plans may alter the stormwater drainage plan and may require consultation with DEM”. 

 

Mr. D’Ambra asked about clearing within the setbacks.  He asked if family members bought 

adjoining lots and wished to clear within the setbacks, would that be forbidden?   

 

Ms. Platner read Section 11.9C.6 of the Subdivision and Land Regulations, “Any clearing not 

associated with a development plan shall limit clearing to within the required setbacks of the 

applicable zoning district with the exception of clearing along the frontage of the lot required for 

access to the site”.  Ms. Platner said generally, you are looking at an aerial plan of forest, and you 

don’t see paths.  There is no restriction on people having walking trails.  They are trying to stop 

clear cutting to a neighbor’s property.     

 

The Commission requested the landscaping plan be added to the approval.  Mr. Henry stated that 

he would add a reference to the landscape plan in the third paragraph on the first page. 

 

Ms. Platner asked for any comments from the public.  There were none.   

 

The Commission reviewed that draft letter of decision with the applicant and members of the 

public in attendance.   

 

Ms. Platner explained the applicant was requesting two waivers.  The first being a waiver from the 

maximum intersection grade standard(s) contained within Section 11.2.K.3 of the Charlestown 

Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.  The proposed grade width would be 2.6% for 

the first 200 feet of road entering the neighborhood, an amount in excess of 0.6% of the standard 

of a two (2) percent maximum grade required in the Regulations. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the waiver request from 

Section 11.2.K.3 for the Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.  

Seconded by Mr. Babcock.  Those voting in favor:  Babcock, Topping, St 

Laurent, Stamps and Platner.  Motion carried by unanimous vote. 

 

Ms. Platner continued by explaining the second request was for a waiver from the minimum cover 

over stormwater drainpipes standard(s) contained within Section 12.5.C of the Charlestown 

Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.  The purpose of the waiver is to reduce the 

amount of material covering the drain, lower the grade of the road and decrease the incline of the 

side slope grades.  This would allow for less grading and preserve more natural vegetation. 
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A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to approve the waiver request from 

Section 12.5.C of the Charlestown Subdivision and Land Development 

Regulations, with the condition that the applicant utilize a Class V reinforced 

concrete pipe in the construction bedding and the backfill to be used in the 

construction of the infrastructure  is to be specified on the Preliminary Plan.  

Seconded by Ms. Stamps.  Those voting in favor:  Babcock, Topping, St 

Laurent, Stamps, and Platner.  Motion carried by unanimous vote.   

 

Review of the draft decision continued and the following amendments were noted: 

 

Page 4,  Item 7 should be amended  to read:  “ A notice shall be recorded in the Charlestown land 

evidence records to inform future owners of each of the proposed lots of this development that any 

future development proposed beyond the LOD as shown on the Preliminary and Final Plans may 

alter the stormwater drainage plan and may require consultation with DEM”. 

 

Page 5, Item 13 should be amended to read: “There shall be no underground storage of petroleum 

products or other hazardous materials with the exception of propane”. 

 

A motion was made by Mr. Babcock to approve the Preliminary Plan 

application for Coastal Woods, 5-lot subdivision of single-family homes with 

the creation of a road. AP 16, Lot 119, Buckeye Brook Road with the 

amendments made and conditions discussed and agreed upon tonight in the 

draft decision dated January 29, 2026.  Second by Ms. Topping.  Those voting 

in favor:  Babcock, Topping, St Laurent, Stamps, and Platner.  Motion carried 

by unanimous vote.   

 

5. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

Ms. Platner informed the Commission the Design Standard Subcommittee is progressing in their 

work and will be meeting tomorrow, January 29, 2026.   

B. Planner Comments 

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that since the December 17, 2025 meeting, he has approved 

two administrative subdivisions: 

 

• AP 12  Lots 128 and 129-1 

 

• AP 20  Lot 237 

AP 23  Lot 162 
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C. Solicitor Comments 

 

Attorney Petrarca has no additional comments. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 8:20 P.M.  Seconded by 

Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 


