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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday May 27, 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 7:02 P.M.   

 

2. ROLL CALL 

 

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

Stamps, Laura Rom 

 

Members absent: Carol Mossa 

 

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

 

3. PLANNING APPLICATIONS - Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) 

concerning: 

 

A. Public Hearing for Narragansett Electric Company, applicant, 1500 Shannock Road 

(AP 29, lot 2) and Shon Campbell, property owner of 1510 Shannock Road (AP 29, 

Lot 3-10).  Applicant is seeking Unified Development Review for dimensional variance 

relief from Article VII, Section 218-41-Dimensional Table and 218-37(I)(13) – 

Dwelling, Two-Family, and administrative subdivision approval. There are two (2) 

dwelling units existing on Lot 3-10, 1510 Shannock Road, and the proposed 

application would reduce the lot area for Lot 3-10 from six (6) acres to three (3) acres, 

a variance from 218-37(I)(13) dimensional standards of three (3) acres.  

 

The Planning Commission may approve, approve with conditions or deny the 

proposed administrative subdivision plan, as may be modified by testimony and/or 

evidence presented throughout the public meeting; or 

 

Continue the public hearing to a date certain to be determined at the meeting. 

 

**Mr. Henry prepared the minutes for this application** 
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Town Planner Sean Henry announced that the advertisement for the application did not contain 

everything that state law requires, so the application would be re-advertised properly and the 

public hearing would instead be held at the Planning Commission’s next regular meeting on June 

24, 2026. The application would be appearing before the Commission tonight as a pre-

application to discuss the proposal with the Commission and the public in attendance.  

Attorney George Watson, of Robinson and Cole, and Patrick Langlois, of Rhode Island Energy, 

appeared on behalf of the applicants, Shon Campbell and the Narragansett Electric Company, 

doing business as Rhode Island Energy.  Mr. Watson explained that Rhode Island Energy is 

seeking to expand the parcel on which the substation is located and approached the neighboring 

property owner to purchase some of their land to add to the substation’s parcel at 1500 Shannock 

Road. There are no plans at present to expand the substation. But since the fence surrounding the 

existing transformers is very close to the property line, any potential future expansion would be 

constrained by the shape of the existing lots. The utility company negotiated for the three acres 

requested by the application before they realized that the town had additional acreage 

requirements for the multiple dwelling units located at 1510 Shannock Road. Mr. Watson stated 

that, given how the right of way exists to the south and the residences to the west, the buffer 

between those properties would not be affected by this change. The multifamily property would 

also have the same buffer as exists now.  

Commissioner Platner said that lot size is not just about buffer, but about water quality and 

stormwater infiltration. CRMC requirements in other areas in the town have a land area per 

dwelling unit requirement, so at the public hearing the application should address the differences 

that the reduced acreage could have on groundwater and stormwater for that parcel. The Town’s 

ordinance requires three acres per dwelling unit in the R3A zoning district, which complements 

the CRMC density requirements.  

Mr. Watson stated that there would be no immediate impacts to groundwater, since the area being 

considered for purchase and transfer to the substation parcel is undeveloped land. He also noted 

that any potential future expansion of the substation would require the utility to return to the 

town and seek a Special Use Permit.  

Commissioner Topping stated that asking for half of the dimensional requirement was a large 

amount of relief, especially considering that the town doesn’t yet know what the development on 

the parcel could be in the future. She stated the Commission wouldn’t normally approve the 

reduction in lot size by that amount of acreage.  She reiterated Chair Platner’s comments that 

zoning is often reflective of areas that have different restraints or different types of soils.  

Mr. Watson stated that the application is forward-looking. The move towards electrification 

could increase demand on this substation, which is also supported by another at Chase Hill Road. 

There is the potential for electrical load growth. There are two transformers located at this 

substation and one failed last year and is in need of replacement, so the need for the area is being 

served by the one transformer.  The failed transformer replacement is an ongoing project, they 

have another, slightly larger, transformer that they are preparing to use as replacement for the 

failed transformer.  
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Commissioner Platner stated that the substation use should have a 50’ setback from the property 

line to help mitigate the use. She also asked if there needed to be a compelling public need or 

good for this application, or a reason provided for why the application doesn’t meet the standards 

in the zoning ordinance. The chair also asked if there were any other uses being considered for 

the property.  

Mr. Watson stated that there is only one use proposed to be located there. The transmission lines 

next to the property has 1870 KV transmission line and distribution lines located there with the 

substation. He stated that he is familiar with most of the substation sites in the state and natural 

gas regulator units are sometimes located at substations, but since Charlestown doesn’t have any 

natural gas infrastructure that would be very unlikely. They could store backup utility poles on 

the site, but if they weren’t doing that already it would be unlikely to change. He stated that this 

application was unique because the company normally has plans for substation expansion in 

hand when they make this request, but in this case the problem is not immediate but is a potential 

future problem. The electrical load at this time doesn’t justify installing a third transformer, but 

the company would like to have the property in hand now rather than negotiating for the land 

when that need arises.   

The Planning Commission welcomed questions from the public if there were any of the proposed 

development.  

Joe Bocchino, resident of the Cedar Meadows subdivision, asked several questions about the 

existing transformers at the substation and noted that any expansion would be increasing the 

hazards located there to the neighboring properties. Mr.  Bocchino said that he is an engineer and 

the proposal to buy additional property for a possible future need does not add up for him.  He 

said there are hazardous materials in the transformers, and they have potential for fire. He also 

expressed his concern about how this could affect property values.  He didn’t believe there was a 

need to expand the substation.  

Mr. Langlois agreed that there is no current need to expand the site.  

Mr. Bocchino provided the Planning Commission with pictures of several transformer fires, and 

discussed the existing substation capacity with the applicants.  

Mr. Watson explained that although there was no current need for substation expansion, based 

upon the layout of the existing transformers being perpendicular to the transmission wires, the 

area to the north of the substation would probably be the best location for any future 

infrastructure.  

Frank Cordeiro of Ashley Lane asked if the land to the west of the substation could be used for 

future expansion, and asked if the land proposed to be added to the substation lot could be used 

for other uses.  

Mr. Watson explained that based on the position of the existing equipment, that configuration is 

unlikely to work. And he said that the land being acquired doesn’t have any frontage, so they 

wouldn’t be able to subdivide that or add other uses in the future.  
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Commissioner Platner asked about what buffering opportunities exist on the site to mitigate the 

visual impact of the substation. A permanent buffer could give the neighbors some certainty 

when its not clear what may happen in the future. Mr. Watson said that there was little they could 

do to screen where transmission wires right of way was located. He also noted that there is 

shown on the plan an error by the surveyor for the Cedar Meadows subdivision open space 

parcel where it meets the substation lot, and agreed to look at providing buffering in that area 

when that issued is addressed. Ms. Platner asked both Mr. Henry and Attorney Petrarca if it is up 

to the applicant to demonstrate the hardship.  Attorney Petrarca stated the burden of proof to 

meet the requirements under the Statute and Ordinance falls on the applicant.    

The Planning Commission discussed the application returning for the public hearing the 

following month, the required findings for a dimensional variance, ways to potentially alleviate 

the neighbors’ concerns, and what they would like the applicants to address at the next meeting.  

 

B. Barrett Survivors Trust and Barrett Family Trust, pre-application discussion for a 

proposed 5-lot minor subdivision/residential compound, Alton Carolina Road and 

Carolina Back Road.  AP 28, Lot 34. 

 

**Ms. Lombardo prepared the minutes for the remainder of the meeting.** 

 

Attorney Christian Infantolino, representing the applicants, began the discussion.   The subject 

parcel is in the R40 zone and consists of approximately 24.7 acres.  They are looking to develop a 

residential compound.  Per the residential compound requirements within the subdivision 

regulations, it states that a yield plan must be done.  The yield plan they prepared shows 15 lots 

with the access road coming off Carolina Back Road.  He explained if they were to put in the road, 

he has been told by engineers and surveyors that they may require a DEM wetlands variance.  The 

wetlands were flagged a long time ago, but they were not verified.  The engineer is in the process 

of getting the reflagging done.  During the next phase, they will get the engineering and perc testing 

done.  As demonstrated by the yield plan, the land will support 15 lots and they would be allowed 

50% of that amount for a residential compound, but they are seeking a maximum of only 5 lots.   

 

Ms. Platner said they are only required to show 10 lots on the yield plan, but it should be somewhat 

realistic.  She said the road looks like it is going through a 20% slope.  Attorney Infantolino 

explained the engineer said there is more than enough land for the road to go in any direction; he 

could easily take care of the slope.   

 

Ms. Platner explained that if it were a real plan, it would be a town road, and a town road cannot 

have greater than an 8% slope.  She said it is not necessary to have open space in the yield plan 

therefore you could just shift it around.  The plan needs to be a little more realistic.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that DEM has online mapping and the wetlands at the road are shown as a wet 

meadow and if that area is less than an acre only requires a 25’ buffer and the plan the applicant 

had tonight shows a 100’ buffer.  Attorney Infantolino said the surveyors and engineers will have 

everything buttoned up and in compliance with DEM regulations before they submit their 

application to the Commission.   
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Attorney Infantolino moved onto the plan showing the residential compound.  He explained it is 

also a conceptual plan.  The engineering has not been done, and they will probably have to tweak 

the plan after the perc testing and engineering is done.   

 

Ms. Platner commented that with a residential compound, there is no set frontage.  The cul-de-sac 

goes way into lots B and C.  She said the cul-de-sac could end at lots A&D.  Attorney Infantolino 

said he did not know the reasoning for this cul-de-sac design.  She felt it was a lot more road than 

necessary.   

 

Attorney Infantolino stated the road would all be pervious as per the regulations.   

 

Ms. Platner commented that the bedrock is taking up most of one of the lots.  Attorney Infantolino 

said it was in the back corner.   She said they do not wat to end up with bedrock with where they 

are planning to situate a house.   

 

Attorney Infantolino said that when they return to the Commission, they will have the engineering 

in place, the slopes in place, and all the professionals will be present to testify.    

 

 

Ms. Platner said there is no requirement for open space, but the applicant has proposed a kind of 

open space buffer around the property.  This property goes into Carolina Village which is entirely 

on the National Register of Historic Places so the more that it is buffered from the rest of the 

Village is good.   Attorney Infantolino said the applicant chose to buffer for that reason; they are 

trying to make it as unobtrusive as possible.  They don’t want the property to be maxed out; it is 

for the family.    

 

Ms. Platner reiterated that anything that the applicant could do to minimize the visual impact on 

the surrounding historic village would be best. 

 

Ms. Topping asked if the next time they came before the Commission would require a public 

hearing? 

 

Mr. Henry answered that he did not believe the application required a public hearing.  The Planning 

Commission still hears residential compound applications because that is what our ordinance 

requires.  State Law, however, has designated most minor subdivision applications that do not 

require any sort of relief to go to the Administrative Officer. 

 

It was discussed that the applicant come up with a new yield plan.  Ms. Platner suggested the 

applicant review the yield plan standards in the Subdivision Regulations.   

 

Attorney Infantolino said that when the engineering is done, they will show the building envelope,  

etc. 

 

The Commission requested the following from the applicant when they submit next: 
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• Wetlands flagging 

• Updated yield plan 

• Percentage of slopes 

• Limits of disturbance on each lot 

• Show what areas of the parcel have stormwater structures, if any. 

 

There was some discussion about scheduling a site walk.  Mr. Henry said scheduling will depend 

on the applicant’s ability to produce the materials discussed and their schedule.  He explained the 

clock starts ticking once the application is received and is deemed complete.  The window to 

schedule a site walk that will accommodate everyone is not that big.   

 

C. James M. Toth Living Trust, applicant and property owner of 1195 Shannock Road, 

and Reginald P., Douglas A., and Patricia A. Webster, applicants and property owners 

of 1210 Wordens Pond Road. Pre-application discussion for a proposed 2-lot minor 

subdivision, 1195 Shannock Road and 1210 Wordens Pond Road.  AP 27, Lot 71 & AP 

27 Lot 70.  

 

Pre-application discussion for a proposed 2-lot residential compound for AP 27 Lot 

71. James M. Toth Living Trust, applicant and property owner of 1195 Shannock 

Road.   

 

Attorney Kelly Fracassa, representing the applicants, addressed the Commission.  He explained 

that they were here under Unified Development Review because it does require variances before 

the Commission can consider the residential compound.   The property is 11 acres in area, and 

they are only looking for 2 lots.  The prior problem was that the lot was created in 1975 with 

only 40 feet of frontage.  It was a “do it yourself subdivision” where people deeded out lots from 

an even larger property.  In January 1975, approximately a year after Charlestown enacted 

zoning, the prior owner of this property deeded out this parcel leaving it with only 40 feet of 

frontage on Wordens Pond Road with a strip of land approximately 450 feet that leads to the 

remaining portion of the parcel consisting of 10 acres.  At the time it probably was not an illegal 

subdivision because the definition of subdivision was much different than it is now.  There was 

zoning back then, and zoning required 200 feet of road frontage.  There lot created in 1975 was 

illegal zoning wise.  Mr. Toth purchased the property in 2020, long after the problem was 

created.  After much discussion with the Zoning and Planning officials as well as the Town 

Solicitor the solution was to seek and receive approval for two variances and two subdivision 

proposals.  The first variance is to “bless” the error that was made in 1975 so that the 

Commission can act upon the application.  The second variance which would be granted 

assuming that the first variance is granted is a 10-foot variance from the 50-foot frontage 

requirement for a residential compound.  This would be necessary so the 40 feet of frontage that 

exists can act as an entrance onto the parcel.  The two interior lots will have 4 or 5 acres each. 

The intent of Mr. Toth is to provide one lot for each of his two children.  They would build their 

homes, and no variances would be required.  Mark Dowdell is the engineer on the project, and he 

would obtain the various approvals that would be required by the State.   
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Mr. Dowdell said there is a small amount of wetland on the property on the southeast corner.  He 

pointed it out on the plan set.   

Ms. Platner stated that the yield plan requires that each lot must be a minimum of two acres 

(87,120 square feet) and the yield plan presented shows lots 1, 4, and 5 are smaller than that.  

She added that the two acres are minus the wetland, not the buffer.  She didn’t feel that you could 

get five 2-acre lots out of a 10-acre parcel because you must subtract the road as well.   

Mr. Dowdell explained they calculated the yield plan based on R40 zoning.  Ms. Platner said it is 

2-acre zoning.  Mr. Dowdell agreed there was an error.  Ms. Platner said the yield plan will have 

to be redone.  Both she and Mr. Dowdell both felt it was likely they would be able to get four lots 

with the new yield plan.   

Ms. Platner asked Attorney Petrarca in his opinion if the parcel was a legal non-conforming lot, a 

non-conforming lot, or an illegal lot. 

Attorney Petrarca responded that it was a substandard lot that was created not utilizing zoning 

and or subdivision process at the time of its creation.  It was improperly created.  He said 

colloquially it would be considered an illegal lot; the lot doesn’t exist for building purposes as it 

is currently constituted.   The applicant is trying to rectify that process.  The lot has existed in its 

current form for roughly fifty years.  To undo that would be the issue and to figure out how to 

reconfigure it.  The application before the Commission is an attempt to legitimize the creation of 

this lot for building purposes and then a further subdivision of this lot as the second application.  

He said he could not predict what a court would do if someone wished to challenge it.  Based on 

the laws and the case law that exists this seems to be the path that is proposed and that path, if 

the Commission and the applicant agree, it could be done.   

Attorney Fracassa said what they intend to ask the Commission to do when they are reviewing 

for zoning purposes is to apply the standards under Section 45.24.41 and the provision of which 

lots like this typically run afoul of would-be Subsection 2 which says that the hardship is not the 

result of any prior action of the applicant.  The applicant is the Toth Trust which took ownership 

of the parcel in 2020.  The problem was created 45 years earlier by someone else.  There is no 

case law in RI from the RI Supreme Court dealing with this type of issue.   

Ms. Platner said a residential compound must be based on the yield plan for the subdivision.  The 

yield plan language says, “In addition to meeting all dimensional requirements (which this 

application does not because a Town road would require a 50’ R.O.W.), the yield plan shall not 

assume that any waivers or other relief from the zoning and subdivision regulations will be 

granted”.  A residential compound depends on the yield plan, and the yield plan assumes no 

variances and it also assumes a 50’ road for entrance.  Residential compounds are an alternative 

type of subdivision.  Ms. Platner suggested a simpler solution:  The applicant owns both AP 27 

Lot 79 and AP 27 Lot 71.  She said hypothetically, those two lots could be merged.  The yield 

plan could potentially show six lots and there would be no variances or waivers required because 

you could put a road in from Shannock Road because you would have the required road frontage.  

She stated she is not convinced the Commission would grant a 140’-160’ foot variance and then 
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another variance.  The yield plan they have prepared is based on variances, and the regulations 

say it should not be.  She felt what she was suggesting might be a simpler solution.   

Both Attorney Fricassa and Mr. Dowdell agreed that what Ms. Platner was proposing made 

sense.  Attorney Fricassa was concerned that if they were going to use the 40’ strip of land, it 

would require a variance.   

Attorney Petrarca said there is a “quirk” in zoning and planning law where access does not have 

to be through the required frontage of a lot.  What he advises in situations like this is that it is 

specifically called out as a condition in the decision that states it is allowed.   

Ms. Platner said our lot design standards require that access be through the frontage.  That is 

usually a yield plan issue so that you are not creating lots that would require easements.   

The Commission discussed with the applicant and engineer how the yield plan would be 

designed if the lots were merged as per Ms. Platner’s suggestion.   

Mr. Henry brought to the applicant’s attention that the residential compound ordinance includes 

restrictions against further subdivision.  If they were to bring that other lot into this subdivision 

that lot would also be encumbered by that restriction as part of the residential compound.  He 

also noted there was a waiver that the Commission would have to revisit further down the road is 

that the larger lot, lot 70 is also part of the subdivision currently and we do not have a Class One 

survey available for that lot.   

Ms. Platner asked how that is part of the subdivision.  Mr. Henry explained in order for the 

Commission to deal with how the lot was created, they would have to authorize the legal creation 

of Lot 71 from Lot 70 as a part of this entire process before the residential compound can be 

contemplated.   

Mr. Henry stated the critical piece  moving forward with the residential compound beyond 

making a legal lot of record, would need a yield plan free from waiver requests even if they do 

not intend to go in that way.   

Attorney Fricassa said they would go back and see what they could do with what was discussed 

and the potential alternatives to their pre application plan.   

 

 

 

 

4. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

Ms. Platner had no additional comments. 

B. Planner Comments  
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Mr. Henry said he is continuing to work on the RFP for the Commercial Village Standards.  

Mr. Henry said is looking at the implementation aspect of the Comprehensive Plan, the report 

that he must provide to Statewide Planning by August.  He said unless there are more pressing 

topics to discuss at our special meetings, it might be best to plan to discuss the Comprehensive 

Plan at both the June and July special meetings.  

 

C. Solicitor Comments 

Attorney Petrarca informed the Commission that the Attorney General’s Open Government 

Summit is being held on June 4th this year.  This is beneficial for all Town Departments.  The 

Summit is available via Zoom or in person at Roger Williams University. 

 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 9:30 P.M.  Second by Mr. 

Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Sean Henry, Town Planner 

Janet Lombardo, Planning Assistant 

 


