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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday June 25, 2025 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: Frances Topping, Sarah St Laurent, Patricia Stamps, Glenn Babcock, and Ruth 

Platner 

 

Members absent: Laura Rom and Carol Mossa 

 

Others: Sean Henry, Town Planner, Attorney David Petrarca, and Richard Serra, Ex-Officio 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

A. Minutes from May 28, 2025 Regular Meeting 

 

The Commission reviewed the May 28, 2025 meeting minutes. 

 

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

Seconded by Mr. Babcock.  Motion carried with Ms. Stamps abstaining. 

 

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION 

 

A. Carolina Farms (owner Beechwood Enterprises, Inc./ KREG New Homes, LLC, 

applicant), Pre application Conference, for a Major Subdivision, proposing a 24-lot 

subdivision of single-family homes.  AP 28, Lot 82-1, Carolina Back Road. 

 

Mr. Henry briefly discussed his memo to the Commission that outlined the type of application that 

was before the Commission tonight. He wanted to make the Commission aware that the application 

being discussed tonight is a pre-application with conceptual plans.  The property is in an R40 zone, 

and the conservation development requirements as stated in the Zoning Ordinance Chapter 218-

52 allow for a lot of flexibility with respect to lot design and dimensional regulations.  The 



2 
 

Planning/minutes/ 2025/ 6-25-2025 regular meeting minutes 
 

applicant has demonstrated flexibility with respect to design and there are options to move things 

around, should the Commission deem it necessary.   

 

Attorney James Callaghan, attorney for the applicants, Jon and Michael Kent of KREG New 

Homes, LLC, addressed the Commission.  He began by stating they had been before the 

Commission last year for a pre-application discussion for a 78-lot subdivision.  After listening to 

the comments from both the Commission as well as the neighbors in attendance at that meeting, 

they went back and developed the proposal before the Commission tonight.  They are seeking a 

conventional or conservation subdivision for a 24-lot subdivision of single-family, 3 - 4 bedroom 

homes.  The property consists of 28.7 acres in an R40 zone.  He stated that the project they are 

proposing is a thoughtful proposal that would be positive for the Kents, the Town and the 

neighbors.  It is their view that this project is a “by right” use based on the size of the land and 

zoning regulations.   The applicants are hoping to receive feedback from the Commission and then 

come back soon for master plan.  He asked that Sam Hemingway, P.E., Garofalo and Associates 

review the engineering aspects of the project.   

 

Mr. Hemingway reviewed the application packet that was previously distributed.  The packet has 

three site plan proposals:  

 

1. Conventional subdivision - consisting of 40,000 square foot lots (24 single-family 

residential lots) in accordance with the minimum land area requirements in the Zoning 

Ordinance without offering any large areas of open space.   

 

2. The original plan - from 2001-2002 of the original proposed 24-lot conservation 

development plan.  The Zoning Ordinance allows (and still does) for reduced lots size from 

40,000 square feet to 20,000 square feet for this particular type of development.  The 

primary impetus of this plan allowed for buffering around the entire property including the 

area that abuts the Sprague Preserve.  It is the opinion of the applicants that this is still a 

viable alternative.  There are advantages to it in terms of overall buffering as well as some 

clearing and grading that has been already done.  This would be advantageous to the 

applicant because it would reduce some of the site development costs and minimize the 

amount of clearing for the infrastructure.  A lot of test information pertaining to septic 

systems and test holes was done but will now have to be redone due to the twenty-year 

time lapse, but it is very informative.  

 

3. Cluster subdivision – clusters the same conventional reduced size lots toward the rear, 

providing less open space adjacent preservation land while increasing the buffering and 

open space towards the residences on Carolina Back Road. 

 

 

Mr. Hemingway stated there are no wetlands on the property.  The topography is rolling in nature, 

there are some significant depressions, but based on the type of material, most of them are not 

substantive constraints when it comes to construction.  It is not a physical engineering constraint 

based on his estimation.    
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Ms. Platner said she thought that the neighbors, people in the village and the Commission members 

would probably prefer a plan with 24 houses rather than one with the 78 originally proposed.  She 

added that any questions or comments that she has are to understand the plan or just something for 

the applicants to consider.  She wanted to be clear that she did not want to go back to the increased 

density of the earlier proposal.   

 

Ms. Platner said the conventional plan with roadways does not show any stormwater infrastructure.  

She added that she was not trying to challenge the yield plan but questioned how the stormwater 

would be managed when there was no open space.  Mr. Hemingway answered that generally, the 

large lots allow for a little bit more LID type installations, but they would still anticipate a need 

for surface or subsurface retention.  Based on the soils information they have so far, they do not 

expect those to be significant in size.   

 

Ms. Platner stated the applicants are proposing a 24’ road width, which is what the zoning 

ordinance requires, but a reduced road width can be considered.  Other subdivisions have been 

allowed to reduce the road width to 22’, but that will be up to the Public Works Director to make 

that determination.  It would lower stormwater calculations.  She did note that the right of way 

would still be required to be 50’ and in Charlestown it is mandatory that all utilities are 

underground.   

 

Ms. Platner said that it appears that the lots are on average 24,000 square feet.  She suggested the 

lots could be reduced to 20,000 square feet to create more open space and buffering.  She stated 

that the project is required to have 40 percent open space, but it is fine to have more than that.    

Ms. Platner explained that a conservation design development, only requires a 50’ wide lot, which 

would allow for “hockey stick” lots.  This might be a design option that could reduce the length of 

the roads or make it more compact.   Ms. Topping added that the “hockey stick” design would 

allow for some movement of the homes so they can be set off from one another rather than all be 

in a line.   

 

Ms. Platner explained that one of the reasons that she prefers to see a conservation design as 

opposed to a conventional subdivision is because the site is located entirely in a Natural Heritage 

Area because of its proximity to the Pawcatuck River and the fact that a large vernal pond is located 

on an adjoining property.  In addition, all of the forest wraps around the village.  Basically, all the 

land between the village and the river that is undeveloped is in that Natural Heritage Area.  The 

property is zoned R40, it is hard to preserve a lot of open space.  This parcel interacts with the land 

behind it which goes to the river.  The important resources are not on this property anymore 

because the land has been disturbed but it still interacts with the whole eco system.   

 

Ms.  Platner said that she thought it was acceptable for the lots to go right up to the preserve, but 

it was important that there be no encroachment onto the preserve property. 

 

Mr. Henry suggested the Commission determine which of the three proposed layouts they would 

prefer the applicants proceed with.   He asked if the Commission would rather see a buffer between 

the lots abutting the properties on Carolina Back Road or if they would prefer more buffering 

between the Sprague Preserve and the properties that abut it.   
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Ms. Topping stated the properties that back up to the preserve, need have signage that specifically 

states that access to the Sprague Preserve is on Railroad Avenue and should not be accessed from 

the individual properties that abut it.  She felt that should be an item included in the deed.  Her 

concern is that property owners would create trails from their own properties into the Preserve.  

 

Ms. Platner said that another possibility would be to have a no cut easement around the back of 

some of the lots or just create a narrow buffer.  She said if they could shrink some of the lots, that 

the development proposed on PA-1 of the site plans is better in terms of roads and provides more 

substantial open space.  She added that the applicants would have to determine how they would 

prevent encroachment with that layout but if they utilized some of the tools to shrink the frontage 

of some of the lots by using hockey sticks it would allow more flexibility.   

 

Mr. Hemingway said that he felt that there was a benefit to larger open space areas.  He agreed 

that adding a 15’ buffer of open space behind the lots and an abutter’s property doesn’t functionally 

prevent encroachment.   

 

Mr. Henry said he felt that it would be easier from an enforcement perspective if a homeowner’s 

association was created, rather than an overseer of the Preserve having to address the encroachment 

issue from their side.   

 

Mr. Hemingway said they could consider making the lots 20,000 square feet and use any of the 

remaining land over that to create open space at the back of the properties.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that when they go for their RIPDES permits, there will be limits of disturbance. 

The smaller the lot, the larger the limit of disturbance in comparison to the lot but the more they 

will conform to those limits.   

 

Ms. Platner asked if it was necessary to have two exits, one being an emergency road.  She said 

she was not opposed to two, but questioned if it was necessary for a twenty -four lot subdivision. 

Mr. Hemingway said that he would defer to the Fire Marshal as to whether it would be required.   

It would not be intended for emergency vehicles.  

 

Ms. Topping suggested the emergency road should be gated at both ends.   

 

Mr. John Kent stated they would be open to looking at reducing the frontage and increasing the 

open space.  They are willing to consider some of the feedback that they have received tonight.  

He said they would consider the “hockey stick” configuration if that was amenable to the 

Commission.  He added it would not be a concept they would use throughout the project, but they 

could incorporate it in some areas.  They were also amenable to reducing the lot sizes to 20,000 

square feet from 24,000 square feet to create more open space in the rear of the lots that abut the 

Sprague Preserve.    

 

Ms. Topping said it appears a number of the septic systems are proposed to be outside the setbacks 

but if the lot sizes are decreased, they will be within those property setbacks.   
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Mr. Henry asked Mr. Hemingway if septic systems were allowed to be within the zoning setbacks.  

Mr. Hemingway responded that they were.   

 

Mr. Kent wanted to make it clear that the conventional subdivision, consisting of 40,000 square 

feet per lot, allows for plenty of room for a house, a driveway, a septic and a well will still maintain 

some limits of disturbance.  When you reduce the lots to 20,000 square feet, you will have a similar 

size house, septic, well, driveway, etc.  He said they will do what they can to maintain the limits 

of disturbance on each lot, but it will be much more difficult to maintain the majority of existing 

trees and foliage because so much of the property will be built upon.  Ms. Platner stated that the 

lot size and limits of disturbance are going to get closer together.   

 

Ms. Stamps asked if Mr. Kent had a minimum square footage for the homes.  Mr. Kent stated they 

have not determined that, but most will be predominantly colonials and ranches.   

 

Mr. Serra said that on one of the plans you could see some of the original road that had been cut 

in, it is overgrown now, but the gravel prep for the road is already there.   

 

Ms. Topping said when they were looking at the previous application for a much denser project, 

some of the neighbors expressed their concerns with the effect this subdivision could have on their 

wells as some of them were already having problems.  She is hopeful with the reduced density 

their wells will not be impacted.  Mr. Kent responded that he would have to defer to Mr. 

Hemingway, but in some cases, it could be a groundwater or well issue on the individual property 

owner’s lot.  He said they have reduced the project size by about 65% and that significantly will 

reduce water consumption.  Ms. Platner said much of the open space is in that area where there 

seemed to be the most concern.  The forest will infiltrate the water.   

 

Ms. St Laurent told the applicant she appreciated their willingness listen to the concerns of the 

Commission and townspeople and that they continue to do so.  Mr. Kent stated they wanted to 

work with the Commission and the neighbors.   

 

Ms. Topping said if the entryway to the development remains somewhat wooded, it will buffer the 

view from the road.  Mr. Kent said they had no plan to widen the entrance any more than the 

required 50’ for the roadway.  Ms. Platner added that Carolina Village is on the National Register, 

the less visual distraction would be beneficial.  

 

Mr. Henry asked if the applicants or the Commission had any preference as to the ownership of 

the open space.  He specifically asked if the applicants were intending to form a homeowner’s 

association.  Mr. Kent said, as the developer, they typically have ownership of the open space until 

they grant that ownership over to the homeowner’s association and they, the homeowners, will 

then be bound by their declaration to maintain it.   

 

Ms. Platner said in the language for conservation development there are options for ownership and 

then there’s options for how it is protected.  If the ownership of the open space is not going to the 

Town then each property owner within the development owns an equal percentage of the open 

space and it would require a permanent conservation easement that is dedicated to the Town or to 

the Land Trust, it is usually to the Town.  Ms. St Laurent said that within the homeowner’s 
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documents it should be written that there be no cutting of trees within the open space; only dead 

limbs and debris can be removed. Mr. Henry stated that it would be the association’s responsibility 

to the main the stormwater infrastructure if there is any within the open space.  Mr. Kent said that 

this is how they envisioned the development with the formation of an HOA.  He also said it was 

his understanding that the Town would prefer that the road be a private road owned and maintained 

by the HOA.  Ms. Platner stated that the roads are usually public roads.  Mr. Henry said the road 

would be a public road, but the open space parcel would be commonly owned by the HOA.   Mr. 

Kent replied that would be fine with them. 

 

Ms. Topping said generally they encourage permeable driveways and if there were any 

landscaping, the Commission would prefer native species.   Mr. Kent said they could consider that.  

They have done permeable asphalt before, but it can be problematic for homeowners that don’t 

know how to care for it properly.  They would be amenable to paver walkways and patios.  They 

are open to considering items that would help with infiltration.  Ms. Platner commented that it 

would also help with stormwater calculations.   

 

Ms. Platner asked if anyone from the public wished to speak.  There were no comments.  Ms. 

Platner encouraged anyone from the public or anyone watching the meeting to forward any 

comments that they may have to Mr. Henry.   

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that a Technical Review Committee meeting will be 

scheduled once he receives submission for the next stage in the application process.   

 

There was some discussion as to setting a site walk.   Mr. Henry said that could be scheduled now 

or once he receives their master plan submission.  Mr. Henry said site walk could be scheduled 

once he receives master plan submission, the application may not be complete, but they could still 

schedule a site walk before the application is certified complete.  Mr. Kent asked if the site walk 

was considered a public meeting.  Attorney Petrarca answered that technically it is.   Ms. Platner 

said it would be beneficial for the Commission to have plans to look at and refer to at the site walk. 

 

It was the consensus of the Commission that they liked the plan and much preferred it to the 

previous plan. 

 

5. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

Ms. Platner stated that the Commission will be receiving from the Town Council a request for an 

advisory opinion.  She added that there may be another shortly behind that one. 

B. Planner Comments 

 

Mr. Henry stated that he has already received that request for an advisory opinion.  The advisory 

pertains to amending Chapter 218-47- Mixed Use Overlay District. 

 

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that several bills have been passed through the legislature.  

He will have a presentation prepared for the next meeting to discuss the new legislative bills. 
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C. Solicitor Comments 

Attorney Petrarca reminded the Commission that the Rhode Island Attorney General’s Office 

was once again hosting a presentation regarding the Open Meetings Act.  The seminar is being 

offered both virtually and in person at Roger Williams University on Friday, August 1st. 

Registration is online on the RI Attorney General’s website. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 8:12 P.M.  Seconded by 

Ms. St Laurent and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 

 


