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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday March 25, 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 7:03 P.M.   

 

2. ROLL CALL 

 

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

and Carol Mossa 

 

Members absent: Patricia Stamps 

 

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

Solicitor 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

A. Minutes from January 28, 2026 Regular Meeting 

 

The Commission reviewed the January 28, 2026 Regular Meeting minutes. 

 

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

Seconded by Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATIONS 

 

A. Holly Hill Farms - Thomas Davin and Mary Kesler, applicants, Preliminary Plan 

application for a Residential Compound AP 25, Lot 70, 233B Carolina Back 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. 
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Amy Sonder, PLS, along with property owners Thomas Davin and Mary Kesler addressed the 

Commission. 

 

Ms. Sonder began by explaining they were first before the Commission in May 2023 and following 

that, the members that were sitting on the Commission at that time did a site walk.  Since then, 

there has been a lot of interaction between the clients, Charlestown Land Trust, and the Natural 

Resource Conservation Services (NRCS) for the conservation easement.  The initial application 

that was before the Commission in 2023 was for a 5-lot residential compound, now the application 

is for one additional lot only for the residential compound.  The intent is for the applicants/property 

owners to build a small new residence on the proposed new lot, to basically be the size of an 

accessory dwelling unit. The new lot will consist of three acres.  The existing homestead (farm) 

will remain in the family and will have ownership of the conservation land to be conveyed to 

NRCS.  She stated the owners would like to begin building prior to the conveyance of the easement 

if the subdivision is approved.   

 

Ms. Sonder said they have submitted a septic design, and she has received a few minor comments 

back from the State, but she is waiting to make those changes and resubmitting them until after 

this meeting.  They are presently in the process of setting markers on the property.  

 

Ms. Platner stated that the yield plan is fine; for two lots you only need a yield of four.  The yield 

plan certainly demonstrates more than four lots are possible.  She explained that if the applicants 

were presenting for a 10-lot subdivision, the Commission would require wetland delineation by 

DEM.  She noted that Ms. Sonder had delineated the wetlands, but because they are only requesting 

one additional lot, when the yield plan clearly shows the ability to create more lots than is being 

requested, there is no need to ask DEM for a wetland delineation.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that a 2-lot residential compound would be considered a shared driveway or a 

private road. She questioned if it were a private road if it would require a name?   

 

Mr. Henry responded that for all intents and purposes it is a shared driveway.  Technically, our 

subdivision regulations do refer to it as a private road.  He is not aware of any requirements to 

name a private road.  He felt that the address would be sufficient, but he will look into it.   

 

Ms. St Laurent commented that it was a beautiful property and so well taken care of.  She 

applauded their respect for the property.   

 

Ms. Platner questioned if a waiver request for wetland delineation was necessary for this 

application.   

 

Mr. Henry said that when the application was before the Commission as a pre application meeting 

in May of 2023, a waiver request was made and granted.  He was uncertain if that waiver request 

was still in effect.  In the draft decision letter, he included a vote for the same waiver in case they 

needed to vote on it again.   
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Ms. Platner felt it would be best to vote on the waiver again so there is no question.  She explained 

if doing a waiver, they must make findings that the literal enforcement is impractical for the 

particular conditions of the application.  This application is not getting anywhere near the wetlands, 

and it is not based on an economic consideration, it is in the public interest, and is not detrimental 

to public health, safety, and welfare.  The waiver modification will promote the best site layout.  

The waiver request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.   

 

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

C.3. (DEM wetlands delineation requirement) of the Minor Subdivision 

Preliminary Plan Checklist of the Charlestown Subdivision and Land 

Development Regulations.  Seconded by Ms. Topping and carried by 

unanimous vote.   

 

Ms. Platner asked if there was anyone from the public that wished to speak.  There was no public 

comment. 

 

Ms. Platner reviewed the findings of fact as listed in the draft decision letter.  Ms. Platner continued 

by reviewing the conditions of approval.  She noted item #1 discusses final legal documents and 

said all documents will be reviewed by the Town Solicitor in consultation with the Town Planner.  

Final Plan review and approval will be delegated to the Planner.   

 

Ms. Sonder said the applicants were comfortable with the conditions listed in the draft letter of 

approval prepared by Mr. Henry.   

 

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to approve Holly Hill Farms - Thomas 

Davin and Mary Kesler, applicants, Preliminary Plan application for a 

Residential Compound AP 25, Lot 70, 233B Carolina Back Road with the 

conditions listed and discussed tonight.  Seconded by Ms. Rom and carried by 

unanimous vote.  

 

A. Carolina Farms, (owner Beechwood Enterprises, Inc, Kreg LLC, applicant), 

Preliminary Plan application, for a proposed 24-lot subdivision of single-family 

residences with the creation of a road, 427AB Carolina Back Road, AP 28, Lot 82-1. 

 

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. 

 

Attorney James Callaghan, representing the applicant, addressed the Commission.  He explained 

the applicant was seeking Preliminary Plan approval for a 24-lot major subdivision conservation 

development.  He stated there have been numerous iterations, but they have listened to the 

comments from the neighbors, and the Commission and this proposal is the result of those early 
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meetings.  He said this development could be much more intense than what they are proposing.  

Since they were last before the Commission, the application has gone through a thorough peer 

review by Crossman Engineers and all questions that were raised were addressed.   

 

Attorney Callaghan stated for the record, the applicant was requesting a waiver to delay the 

application of the topcoat for the roadway until after the completion of construction following 

Final Plan approval.  They have found from experience that during the construction of the lots the 

roadway can be damaged by heavy equipment, and they wind up having to repair the road and 

topcoat. 

 

They are electing to utilize the fee in lieu of recreational dedication of land. 

 

Attorney Callaghan introduced Jeff Lewis, P.E. Garofalo and Associates, to continue the 

application discussion.  He reiterated what Attorney Callaghan had stated regarding the peer 

review by Crossman Engineering and that all comments have been addressed.   

 

Ms. Platner asked about Crossman’s comment no. 6 in their review letter dated February 11, 2026, 

regarding the drainage basin abutting Carolina Back Road.  Based upon their comments it appears 

the applicant on the latest plan, has cleared the depression rather than keeping it forested. She 

asked if that was necessary for proper drainage, and what the difference is in keeping it forested 

rather than clearing it in regards to stormwater management? She felt the forested basins are much 

better aesthetically.  Removing the trees and vegetation, would not allow for buffering from the 

abutting property owner and Carolina Back Road.  She added that Crossman made the same 

comment for the largest basin on the property and this would impact the screening for the neighbors 

and the historic village as well.   

 

Mr. Lewis said he believed that the change was a little bit of an enhancement to some of the 

infiltration.   

 

Ms. Platner stated it was her understanding that the RIPDES permit that was applied for and 

received was for the forested basins.  She questioned what the best design would be, whether it  

would be what Crossman was suggesting, or what the forested basins that RIPDES had already 

permitted.   

 

Ms. Topping said if they could leave the trees without impacting the drainage quality, especially 

along the front and the abutting neighbor, it would be better than having a cleared, grassy basin.   

 

Attorney Callaghan stated they would be happy to make that a condition as long as the drainage is 

not affected.   

 

Mr. Jonathan Kent, applicant, responded that it was his understanding that when Garofalo applied 

for the RIPDES permit, it was to keep the basins treed.  That was the way that the Commission 

preferred, and they agreed to keep it forested.  Crossman Engineering did their review post 
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RIPDES approval, and said they would prefer to see it grassed, rather than forested.  It would be 

easier to mow and do the maintenance if there was ever a failure.  Mr. Kent said they capitulated 

to what Crossman wanted but they are not opposed to leaving it in its natural state.   

 

Mr. Lewis added that as far as the trees go, they don’t really impact the drainage, it is more that 

the grassy swales help with filtration.  The trees would present more of an impediment to future 

maintenance than they would to any of the drainage or sediment type issues.   

 

Ms. Topping suggested they might want to speak with DPW. 

 

Mr. Kent stated that he believed the HOA would be responsible for any maintenance, not the Town.  

He believed if the HOA neglected to do the maintenance, then the Town would have the right to 

do the maintenance.   

 

Attorney Callaghan confirmed Mr. Kent’s understanding.  He said that is what they planned on 

doing, unless DPW wanted to assume responsibility. 

 

Ms. Platner asked again how much of an issue is it between the two different drainage designs 

because so much of their discussion during master plan was about keeping the view from the road 

to not really see the subdivision and to maintain as much vegetation along the road so that it does 

not change the character of the village.  She said at the same time, you don’t want to create a 

drainage system that doesn’t work.  

 

Attorney Callaghan reiterated that they would be happy to make it a condition that the applicant 

will strive to keep the trees intact subject to drainage calculations as proposed in the master plan. 

 

Ms. Platner asked if the rest of the Commission shared the same opinion as herself. 

 

Mr. Babcock stated that he agreed with her opinion; keep the trees as much as possible without 

interfering with the drainage.   

 

Ms. Topping agreed it was preferred to keep as many as possible, especially along the frontage 

area.  Keep it as forested as possible and still provide adequate stormwater drainage.   

 

Ms. St Laurent stated that she was in agreement.   

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that he would reach out to Crossman Engineering prior to 

the April meeting to get some context for their recommended change to the drainage basins.   

 

Ms. Topping said in the plans there was a schematic for an entry sign, even though it is not 

required.  She thought it was a bit “benchlike”.  She showed the applicant some “rocklike” signs 

that she felt would be more in keeping with the historic village feel.   Ms. Topping noted that a 
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sign is not required and it is ultimately up to the applicant what they choose to do, provided that it 

meets the zoning ordinance for signage.   

 

Mr. Kent responded they would prefer to have some sort of identification for the entrance but 

would be happy make it a stone engraving.  They could offer a different concept for the next 

meeting.   

 

Ms. Platner asked about the selective clearing zones that were shown on the plans.  She questioned 

how that was defined.   

 

Mr. Kent stated as the developer they intended to limit as much clearing as possible during the 

construction process.  They could not prohibit the new property owners from future clearing, but 

they, as the developers, intend to only clear as much that is necessary for the home, well, septic, 

etc.  With selective cutting they are trying to avoid clear cutting the entirety of all the lots. 

 

Ms. Topping asked if new property owners choose to clear their entire lots if it would impact the 

stormwater calculations. 

 

Mr. Lewis answered that it would not affect their calculations.  Their calculations have 

accommodated for that. 

 

Ms. Platner continued the application discussion by stating the applicant will not be able to record 

and sell any lots until the road has been accepted by the Town and the Final Plan recorded.  That 

would require the topcoat to be applied.  She understood the applicant was concerned about house 

construction damaging the road.  

 

Mr. Kent explained that typically, in other towns, they build a road to a binder and then post a 

bond that is one and one half times the cost of the topcoat because it is difficult to keep heavy 

equipment from damaging the roads.  It prevents damage to the topcoat because the binder is a 

higher aggregate stone.  The binder holds up better to equipment and vehicles.  He added if the 

Town wished to have the topcoat applied before Final Plan and road approval, they would be happy 

to do that.   

 

Ms. Topping stated historically, they have required the topcoat be applied before road acceptance 

and it doesn’t seem to have resulted in damage.   

 

Ms. Platner explained there was a period in the 80’s when developers started selling lots before 

the road was completed or they went bankrupt.  The homeowners were left living on an unfinished 

road that did not meet Town standards and therefore were responsible for their own road 

maintenance, plowing, etc.  For at least 30 years subdivision roads have been required to be 

completed, inspected and then accepted by the Town Council prior to Final Plan filing.  Ms. Platner 

said she would feel more comfortable following the existing process. 

 



7 
 

Planning/minutes/ 2026/ 3/25/2026 regular meeting minutes 
 

Mr. Kent said they would apply the topcoat prior to Final Plan approval and road acceptance if 

that is what the Commission preferred.   

 

Ms. Platner asked the Commissioners for their opinions.   

 

Ms. Topping said she would prefer that the topcoat be applied prior to road acceptance.   

 

Mr. Babcock said it would be nice if the topcoat could wait, but that’s not the way it has been done 

here in Charlestown for many years.  It might be best to finish the road before home construction 

begins. 

 

Ms. Topping asked if there would be any property markers to delineate the property separation 

from the Sprague Preserve; a way for homeowners to know where their property ends and the 

Preserve begins.   

 

Mr. Kent said they will place iron bounds for the rear of the properties.  If signage is needed, they 

would be open to putting up double sided signs where one side read “private property” facing the 

Preserve and the other facing the subdivision “Sprague Preserve Town Property”.  He added the 

back of the property is surrounded by open space so that provides additional buffer anywhere from 

15’ to 100’of vegetative buffer between the subdivision and the Preserve.   

 

Ms. Platner said on the other side of the property is a large open space that is private land.  She 

asked if there are stakes that that will delineate the subdivision open space from the abutting 

property owner’s private open space.   

 

Mr. Kent stated they could put in some iron rods there as well.   

 

Ms. Platner explained the property owners, at Master Plan did express their concern that people 

from the subdivision would end up trespassing onto their property because it is hard to know where 

the subdivision open space ends.   

 

Mr. Kent said they had no objection to placing markers every 150’ stating “Private Property”.  He 

felt it was a reasonable request.  

 

Ms. Platner asked if any members of the public wished to speak. 

 

Mr. Richard Quinn, 487 and 529 Carolina Back Road questioned the potential impact on water for 

both the new homes and the existing neighboring properties.     

 

Ms. Platner said those discussions were part of Master Plan.  The applicant has gone to DEM and 

are awaiting approval for their onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS).  The permits they 

receive for their septic systems (OWTS) will make sure they are the correct distances from the 
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wells on the lots and on neighboring properties and that they will function properly.  She explained 

that doesn’t mean there will be no groundwater impacts because the land is forested now and will 

be replaced by houses, a road, septic systems, wells, driveways, etc.  Whether or not this 

development, based on DEM permitting should not have an impact on quantity or quality of water 

for the neighbors.  DEM does not look at cumulative impact.  Cumulative impact is controlled 

through our zoning regulations.   

 

Ms. Platner explained the original plan proposed 83-lots.  That was concerning as to whether the 

soil could handle that density and what the potential impact would have been on the neighbors.  

This is a conservation subdivision which provides more forested open space so the rainwater that 

does fall on the property gets cleaned and filtered by the forested land and the velocity of the 

stormwater gets reduced because of the amount of open space.  The conservation design combined 

with the review by DEM does as much as possible to mitigate those impacts.  Ms. Platner stated 

you can never say there will be no impact, because there will be more nitrogen and phosphorous 

and it will be moving toward the river.  There will be impacts to the river but will not be significant.  

If the land were to be developed at a much higher density as was initially proposed, the impacts 

would be considerably greater.   

 

Darlene Belanger, 467 Carolina Back Road was concerned the stormwater and drainage could 

impact her property.   She said the open space located behind her is at a higher elevation than her 

property and asked if the stormwater runoff could affect the back of her property.   

 

Mr. Lewis answered that there is no grading near Ms. Belanger’s property at all.  That area is to 

remain natural.  He explained that any runoff will be draining back down toward the roadway and 

will be collecting there.   

 

Ms. Platner explained that Ms. Belanger’s property is located in an area that has one of the deepest 

areas of open space.  If there were drainage coming from the subdivision road it would be absorbed 

in the open space.   

 

Mr. Lewis explained that the plans show a large mound between her property and the subdivision, 

the water would have to go upward to flow onto her property.   

 

Mr. Henry brought the Commission’s attention to the memo he had prepared for tonight’s meeting.  

The memo frames the stages of the project which listed a number of proposed conditions to attach 

to the letter of decision that he will prepare for the next meeting.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that the Commission discussed at tonight’s meeting the basins and Mr. Henry 

would follow up on that issue with Crossman Engineering before the April 22nd meeting.   

 

Mr. Henry stated for the record that the Carolina Farms application was certified complete on 

January 30th of this year.  The Commission has 90 days from that date to render a decision.  The 

April 22nd meeting is comfortably within that time frame.  He noted that if the application 

continued beyond the April meeting they would need assent from the applicant to go beyond that.   
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It was Ms. Platner’s opinion that the Commission would be ready to render a decision by next 

month.   She would just like to clear up the issue of the drainage basins because the Commission 

would prefer the basins to remain forested unless Crossman feels they will not function.    

 

Ms. Topping asked if the Commission had to vote on the waiver request to hold off on applying 

the topcoat until after the subdivision is complete and the applicant posting a cash bond instead. 

 

Mr. Henry said where the Commission was not in favor of granting that waiver request it was not 

necessary to have a vote. 

 

Attorney Callaghan stated that in view of the Commission’s preference they were withdrawing 

their waiver request.   

 

Mr. Henry summarized the items that would need to be clarified at the next meeting: 

  

1. The design configuration for the entrance 

2. The preference for the drainage basin design 

3. Markers on the boundary of the preserve and the neighbors’ property 

 

Ms. Platner briefly reviewed the conditions contained in Mr. Henry’s memo.    

 

Ms. Platner stated the subdivision shouldn’t be visible from road.  The village is on the National 

Register; it contains really beautiful houses that are also beautiful because of their simplicity.  The 

more screening, the better so people don’t lose the image of the village or the impression of the 

village when you drive through it.  She commented that the Commission cannot tell the applicant 

what to do, asked that the houses respect what is in the village.  

 

Ms. Platner stated the Commission’s request that since the applicant is constructing all the homes 

all outdoor lighting be full cutoff and not greater than 3000 Kelvins, which is the Dark Sky 

standard.   

 

Mr. Kent stated they always adhere to Dark Sky standards. 

 

A motion to continue Carolina Farms, Preliminary Plan hearing to April 22, 

2026, at 7:00 P.M in Town Council Chambers, for a proposed 2427AB 

Carolina Back Road was made by Ms. Topping.  Seconded by Ms. St Laurent 

and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

5. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments  
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Ms. Platner reminded Commission members that the ethics forms are due April 24th.  Attorney 

Petrarca added that it is best to fill them out online. 

B. Planner Comments 

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that the Commercial Design Standards Subcommittee 

presented their report on their progress to the town Council.  The Town Council accepted the 

report and authorized Mr. Henry to prepare an RFP and to hire a consultant to write a design 

standards ordinance.  The Subcommittee will work closely as a steering committee with the 

consultant that is hired. 

 

C. Solicitor Comments 

 

Attorney Petrarca had no additional comments. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 9:06 P.M.  Seconded by 

Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 


