CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday April 22, 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, Patricia
Stamps, Laura Rom, and Carol Mossa

Others: Sean Henry, Town Planner and David Petrarca, Town Solicitor

3. MINUTES APPROVAL
A. Minutes from March 25, 2026 Regular Meeting
The Commission reviewed the March 25, 2026 Regular Meeting minutes.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the minutes as written.
Second, by Mr. Babcock. Motion carried with Ms. Stamps abstaining.

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATIONS

A. Continued: 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.
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Mr. Jonathan Kent, applicant, and Samuel Hemenway, P.E., sat at the table before the
Commission.

Ms. Platner began by explaining that the discussion of the conditions of approval and the drainage
easement has been continued from the last meeting. The drainage easements have changed
because of Crossman Engineering’s peer review. Ms. Platner stated that the Commission would
prefer that the drainage basement remain as originally proposed prior to Crossman’s review, but it
all depends on what proposal is better for drainage or if one concept is better than the other. The
Commission needs to fully understand the difference between the forested natural drainage basins
and the cleared drainage basins that Crossman Engineering is proposing.

Mr. Hemenway addressed the drainage issue. He stated that he was not at the March 25" meeting,
but he believes there was a little bit of confusion. He explained that at the entrance (at the
intersection), there is an existing depression off to the left. Mr. Hemenway said they are doing
very little work in that watershed, but there is technically a small amount of pavement to which
they are discharging to that area and because of that, it is necessary to classify that as a stormwater
management basin. Effectively, the applicant has proposed to do no substantive work in that area
at all because the volume of water going to that area is inconsequential to the size of the depression.
He noted that it is classified and is outlined within the operation and maintenance manual to at
least look at it annually to be sure that it is functioning. A little further up the road on the right,
there is a more significant stormwater management depression that was man made on that property
years ago. The initial intent was to utilize it in its current condition. It was not going to be altered,
but they did reserve the right to maintain it as may be necessary to keep fully functional because
that is where the majority of the runoff from the development is going. Mr. Hemenway said that
it was brought up by Crossman Engineering as to whether or not the safeguards were enough under
those conditions. He discussed with the applicant/developer Crossman’s review, and they agreed
to clear and grub that area so it would be fully functional as a new basin after the project was
completed. He felt it was a prudent decision and didn’t foresee any drainage problems on the
property. They have amended their application so they will be acting as though it was a new basin
from scratch and reconstructing it.

Ms. Platner asked Mr. Hemenway if he felt it was the best solution. Mr. Hemenway responded by
stating he thought it gives a greater safeguard against potential problems that could occur years
from now, although he does not expect them.

Ms. Platner said the Commission preferred the concept of using the natural basin and leaving the
forest. Mr. Hemenway said it was discussed in their internal discussions, and they do recognize
the advantage of keeping vegetation, but there could be a perception that it was a less-than-optimal
design.

Ms. Topping asked if the maintenance of the basins would be the homeowners’ responsibility. Mr.
Hemenway responded affirmatively.
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Ms. Platner asked if Mr. Hemenway felt it was necessary that the smaller, visible basin near the
road be cleared of vegetation as well. Mr. Hemenway said it will be necessary to do some amount
of grading in that area to work the slopes in due to the road construction, but there will be
significant vegetation remaining between the subdivision and the abutter.

Ms. Platner said that the concern of the Commission is that Carolina Village is on the National
Register. She commented that the new homes are of a different era and they will be appealing, but
it was preferential to minimize their visibility from the Village itself, so as not to detract from the
historic character. Mr. Hemenway stated that the way the subdivision is designed it will have little
visual impact to the Village.

Ms. Platner clarified with the applicant that their Operation and Maintenance Plan does say the
homeowners are responsible for the maintenance of the drainage basins. Mr. Hemenway
confirmed she was correct, but added the Town was responsible for the road maintenance.

The Commission discussed the applicant’s latest rendering depicting a large boulder with the
subdivision name etched on it for the road entrance.

Ms. Topping asked how the other Commission members felt about it.
Mr. Babcock stated he was satisfied with that design.

Ms. Platner stated that it appears the boulder will be located within the Town’s right of way. She
suggested they speak with the Department of Public Works Director prior to installation. Mr.
Hemenway said they would be amenable to moving it if it was an issue with DPW.

Mr. Henry commented that he had not spoken with the DPW Director, but it was his opinion that
it would be best to move the sign (boulder) back onto the HOA’s parcel. That way the Town
would not be responsible for any possible maintenance.

Ms. Topping said permanent markers delineating the LOD and property lines were being marked,
but she asked about the signs denoting private property boundaries between the neighbors and the
Sprague property. Mr. Kent had no issue placing signs to alert people as to where the Sprague and
subdivision properties begin and end. He added their placement would be somewhat discreet.

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

Ms. Platner reviewed with the Commission and the Applicant the draft letter of decision beginning
with the findings of fact. They then reviewed the conditions of approval in detail:

1. The applicant shall pay sufficient fees in lieu of land dedication for recreational use to
accommodate the increased population resulting from the approval of the development, to
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be determined following the submission of Final Plan application and to be paid prior to
the recording of Final Plan.

2. The subdivision entrance shall meet historic village standards. Subdivision signage must
comply with contents of the Charlestown Zoning Ordinance, including Article XI —
Signs.

3. Prior to the recording of the lots, the road and stormwater management systems necessary
to support those lots shall be in place and approved by the Charlestown Public Works
Department, and the road accepted by the Charlestown Town Council;

4. All exterior lighting on houses, lots, or common areas shall consist of full cut-off or
recessed fixtures and lamps with a color temperature of 3,000 Kelvins or less;

5. All final legal documents, including the Open Space Easement, Declaration of
Covenants, and Homeowners Association By-Laws, as well as sample deeds with the
appropriate restrictions and responsibilities of individual lot owners shall be reviewed
and approved by the Town Solicitor in consult with the Town Planner, and submitted as
part of Final Plan;

6. Any future plans for passive and / or active recreation within any areas of the common
open space shall require that the Homeowners Association return to the Planning
Commission for review and approval of a revised open space use and management plan;

7. The use of pesticides, motor vehicles, or open fires within the open space areas shall be
prohibited within the Homeowners Association By-Laws;

8. Remediation shall be done as needed on individual lots to meet required depths of
topsoil. The applicant shall also remove any existing stump dumps within or near the
limits of disturbance (LOD) unless the buffer area has grown trees over them;

9. When determining the limit of disturbance (LOD) on each residential lot, the
specifications of Section 11.9.C.6 of the Charlestown Subdivision Regulations shall be
adhered to, to protect existing forested areas within lots - Erosion and Sediment Control -
11.9.C.6;

10. 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;
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1.

The LOD on each lot shall be marked permanently in the field to ensure that the land
areas beyond the LODs are permanently protected;

Ms. Platner suggested adding:

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

“signs delineating the open space edges with other properties as approved by the Town
Planner”. It was later written to read, “Signage indicating the property boundary
between the subject property and the adjacent lots to the east and north shall be
posted along those boundaries in a configuration determined to be appropriate by
the applicant and the administrative officer”.

The applicant shall install permanent monuments, as necessary, at lot corners and angle
points of the subdivision boundary lines. The location of these should be shown on the

plans;

The On-Site Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS) shall be maintained in accordance
with the Town of Charlestown Wastewater Management Ordinance;

There shall be no underground storage tanks;

All other necessary Federal, State and local permits are obtained as required by state law;
and

The conditions of approval are binding on the applicant, all heirs and assigns and all
subsequent landowners.

The Commission agreed to delegate Final Plan approval to the Town Planner (Administrative
Officer).

Mr. Henry stated that the applicants have been easy to work with, and he does not anticipate any
issues as they move toward Final Plan, but if there are any that arise, he will bring them back to
the Commission, if necessary.

B.

A motion was made by Mr. Babcock to approve Carolina Farms Preliminary
Plan application for a proposed 24-lot subdivision of single-family residences
with the conditions listed and amended tonight in the memorandum of
decision. Second, by Ms. Topping. Those voting in favor: Babcock, Topping
St Laurent, Stamps, and Platner. Motion carried by unanimous vote.

Cyrus Development (Patricia Ann Whiting Declaration of Trust, Owner / Cyrus,
LLC, Applicant) Preapplication Conference for a 3-lot minor subdivision, AP 25, Lot
128, South County Trail and Pasquisett Trail.
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Mr. Timothy Behan, P.E. introduced himself to the Commission. He explained he was before the
Commission for a Preapplication discussion for a three- lot minor subdivision. He briefly reviewed
the plan set with the Commission. The parcel is located off South County and Pasquisett Trails.
The parcel is over 37 acres in size. There is a wetland running down the middle of the property
that has been flagged by Avizinis Environmental Services. There is a portion of upland toward
the South County Trail side and a portion of upland which fronts Pasquisett Trail. The land is
currently undeveloped and wooded. There is roughly 145’ of frontage off South County Trail and
that section is zoned R40. The remaining portion off Pasquissett is in the R3 zone. The proposed
plan has two proposed lots fronting off of Pasquissett Trail and the remaining lot will front off
South County Trail. Mr. Behan explained that under their proposed plan they would be seeking
relief for the frontage for the lot on South County Trail because 150" of road frontage is required
for that zone. All three of the lots are oversized. It is the applicant’s intention to construct three
single family homes.

Ms. Platner asked Attorney Petrarca to clarify the issue of zoning relief.

Attorney Petrarca explained that if an applicant is seeking less than 5% zoning relief, it would have
to go through the modification process first, and that less than 5% assumes that the applicant can
meet the bare minimum requirements in State Law and the Ordinance. If they can meet those
requirements, then that could happen prior to the application for the subdivision. Once that zoning
modification is granted, they would then come before the Planning Commission as a regular
subdivision application.

There was some discussion as to who would review the modification request. Both Attorney
Petrarca and Mr. Henry explained in some detail the modification review process. This
modification, because it is less than 5%, would be reviewed by the Zoning Enforcement Officer.

Ms. Platner stated that one issue when planning a subdivision and creating a lot is that you must
have the minimum area minus the wetlands. The buffer does not have to be subtracted. You would
need to know the minimum area. She added there are design standards; the minimum area must
be contiguous. She said the 16 acres parcel they plan to develop is divided by a wetland, the upland
areas are not contiguous and in addition, the soils for that area may be hydric soils.

Ms. Topping stated that most of the soils seem to be either hydric or have a seasonal high-water
table with a few areas with constraints. She questioned if this might cause some issues as to how
they design their site plan for each lot.

Mr. Henry further explained that the contiguous area requirements are beyond the lot dimensional
requirements for the zone. The lot dimensional standards are found in Section 11.3 of the
Subdivision Regulations. It discusses minimum contiguous land suitable for development with
direct and unconstrained access to the street from which the lot takes its frontage. In the case of
the lot fronting on Route 2, the minimum in that area is 30,000 square feet for an R40 zone. For
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this lot, it must be demonstrated that there exists in the area directly accessible from Route 2, that
more than 30,000 square feet of contiguous upland area exists.

Mr. Behan questioned how the plan for that lot was not considered contiguous. Mr. Henry
answered that it is because you would have to go through the constrained area to reach the
additional area. Mr. Behan said the wetland does not go that far; the upland area does. Mr. Henry
explained it is not considered contiguous because you must go through the constrained area in
order to reach the additional area. Mr. Behan restated the wetland does not go that far. Ms. Platner
explained the buffer is still constrained and you cannot build in the buffer.

There was some discussion about moving proposed lot lines to avoid having to obtain a wetlands
variance from DEM.

Ms. Platner said she was concerned with the alternative plan where they show ten dwelling units
with a big stormwater feature in an undeveloped lot, but in the lot shown with the house, there is
no stormwater feature. She asked why it was needed in the undeveloped lot when the road is no
bigger than a driveway. Mr. Behan explained they just wanted to allocate some areas for
stormwater.

Ms. Platner said the plan also shows a lot of steep slopes and there is a septic system in the slope.
She questioned how that would work. Mr. Behan stated they could do trenches down a slope and
step the trenches as you go. He added that he was not too concerned with getting septic approval.

Ms. Topping said it appears that everything slopes toward the wetlands. Mr. Behan said they are
not intending to do this design, it is only if something happens and they cannot use the proposed
design.

There was some discussion about a road agreement for legal access for the two lots that will front
on Pasquisett Trail. Mr. Henry explained the waiver the applicant would be required to seek. The
Subdivision Regulations contain frontage requirements. If you are using private roads for frontage,
there must be a road agreement that was created and put in place prior to September 21, 1982. He
said this i1s not the case for this road; it is his understanding there is a road agreement from
somewhere between 2016-2018 that resulted from a prior project further down Pasquisett Trail.
Because the road agreement prior to 1982 doesn’t exist, the applicant would need to seek a waiver
from the requirement in the Subdivision Regulations. This would only apply to the two lots that
would have frontage on Pasquisett Trail, not the lot that fronts onto South County Trail.

Ms. Platner added that in addition to the Subdivision Regulations, it is also in State Law. State
Law requires that all lots have access to a public street except where some Towns have exemptions.
Charlestown has an exemption that says if a lot has a minimum frontage on a private street that
existed prior to September 21, 1982, and which has had private arrangements established for
maintenance since that date. There was some sort of legal issue when the earlier lots were created.
What came out of that was it proved there was no previously existing arrangement. Mr. Henry
said whether the owner of these lots will have to sign onto the road agreement and become a
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responsible party will have to be determined by the applicant and their attorney as it was not really
a Town issue. It is likely that some formal maintenance agreement will have to be formed that
includes the lots.

Ms. Topping said they were just alerting the applicant that there was an issue. She felt it was
resolvable, but it will just have to comply.

Ms. Stamps said there are other properties on Pasquisett that have a maintenance agreement. She
stated that these new lots should somehow be able to tie into that. Attorney Petrarca said that is
certainly the goal; he suggested the applicant approach the other property owners that are included
in the maintenance agreement and ask that the existing maintenance agreement be amended to
include to proposed two new lots. He explained that the Planning Commission has no power to
enforce that agreement. The Commission has the ability to find a way to waive the regulation and
have the applicant return with an agreement the Commission would find acceptable.

George Daglieri spoke on behalf of Michael Whiting, property owner. He said that he is very
familiar with the road agreement that was created by Mr. Barney about seven or eight years ago.
He explained that the proposed subdivision would benefit since the existing properties all have to
enter and exit from South County Trail. He asked Attorney Petrarca if it would be beneficial if
Mr. Whiting signed the existing road maintenance agreement as a participating member.

Attorney Petrarca said they would then show it to the Commission. Ms. Topping added that the
Commission would then consider waiving that requirement. Ms. Platner said there are people on
private roads all over Town and it is always a problem as to who is responsible for maintaining the
road. She said whenever the Commission approves new lots on a private road, they are increasing
the burden on everyone that lives there because there is increased wear and tear. Ms. Platner said
that she wanted to see evidence that the road was being maintained. She felt that a site walk would
be a good idea.

Ms. Platner asked Mr. Henry what the next step in the process would be. Mr. Henry explained
prior to submitting a subdivision application for Preliminary Plan Review the applicant would need
to seek the modification request. That request would be made through the Building/Zoning
Department for the modification request for the frontage. Following that, the applicant would
submit a preliminary plan subdivision application. He noted that the application will not be
reviewed administratively, it will go before the Planning Commission because a waiver will be
sought from the Commission.

5. ADVISORY

Discussion and/or potential action and/or votes concerning advisory recommendations to
the Charlestown Town Council for amendments to Chapter 218 Zoning:

A. Ordinance No. 435 — an ordinance amending Chapter 218 -Zoning
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Ms. Platner stated that all the proposed amendments came from the State.

Mr. Henry began the discussion by stating the Town Council is seeking an advisory opinion
regarding Ordinance 435 from the Commission. This ordinance contains last year’s State Law
changes to the Subdivision Enabling Act and Zoning Enabling Act sections. State Law requires
when they change their law, the Town must change their local ordinances to reflect those changes.

Ms. Platner asked about item number 17, line 8 on, page 3 regarding, “areas which have available
public water and sewer capacity in municipalities in which at least part of the area is located within
the urban services boundary which is identified on Rhode Island statewide planning program’s
future land use map tools and on the Rhode Island geographic information system”. She stated
that none of it applies to Charlestown. Mr. Henry explained that because the Legislature has
decreed that each zoning ordinance shall address each of the issues in Ordinance No. 435 it is wise
to put it in our ordinance regardless if it does or does not pertain to Charlestown, even though
Charlestown exists outside of the urban service boundary area.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to send to the Town Council a positive advisory
opinion regarding amendments to Ordinance No. 435 as required by State Law in
accordance with tonight’s discussion. The Commission is making no statement as to
compatibility with the Comprehensive Plan or otherwise. Second by Ms. St Laurent.
Motion carried by unanimous vote.

6. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS

A. Chair Comments
Ms. Platner had no comments.
B. Planner Comments

Mr. Henry informed the Commission he will be pausing the subdivision updates until the end of
this legislative session.

Mr. Henry noted that as of August of 2026, the Town’s Comprehensive Plan will have been fully
adopted for 5 years. Statewide Planning approved it in August of 2021, and they require a sort of
“check in” at the halfway point so they will be discussing that in the coming months.

C. Solicitor Comments

Attorney Petrarca reminded Commission members their ethics financial disclosure forms are due
by this Friday, April 24", He requested that everyone fill them out and submit them online.

7. ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to adjourn at 8:30. Seconded by Mr.
Babcock and carried by unanimous vote.
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Respectfully Submitted,

Janet Lombardo
Planning Assistant
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