CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
REGULAR MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday October 22, 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 7:00 P.M.
2. ROLL CALL

Members present: Frances Topping, Sarah St Laurent, Patricia Stamps, Glenn Babcock, Laura
Rom, Carol Mossa, and Ruth Platner

Members absent: All members were present

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

3. MINUTES APPROVAL
A. Minutes from September 10, 2025 Special Meeting
The Commission reviewed the September 10, 2025 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.

B. Minutes from September 24, 2025

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the minutes as written.
Seconded by Ms. St Laurent and carried by unanimous vote.

4. ADVISORY

Discussion and/or potential action and/or votes concerning advisories to the Charlestown
Town Council on proposed zoning map and text amendments:
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A. Ordinance No. 433 —an Ordinance amending the Comprehensive Plan Future Land
Use Map, specifically Map 13, Lots 80 and 81, also known as 2195 and 2231 Matunuck
Schoolhouse Road from “General Commercial” to “Medium Density Residential.

B. Ordinance No. 434 — an Ordinance amending Chapter 218-Zoning Ordinance Map,
specifically Map 13, Lots 80 and 81, also known as 2195 and 2231 Matunuck
Schoolhouse Road, from “C-2” to “R-40.

Attorney Margaret Hogan, representing the applicants, Thomas and Karen Brophy began her
presentation by stating they are asking for an amendment to the Comprehensive Land Use Map,
specifically Map 13, Lots 80 and 81, also known as 2195 and 2231 Matunuck Schoolhouse Road
from General Commercial to Medium Density Residential as well as an amendment to Chapter
218 — the Zoning Ordinance Map seeing for the same above referenced properties. She stated the
properties have been under-utilized and essentially abandoned for many years. The properties had
previously been used as a tourist accommodation and open-air market. Her clients recently
purchased the property through an auction through the RI Superior Court and have taken title to
the property and are seeking to change the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan. They
also requesting a zone change from C2 to R40, which would be residential use with one home per
lot.

Attorney Hogan asked Mr. Brophy to explain to the Commission the condition of the properties
both before and after he assumed ownership. He explained there is a structure that housed horses
that they refer to as a “horse barn” and two pavilions remaining. When they first took title to the
property there were additional items on it. Attorney Hogan asked Mr. Brophy to describe to the
Commission the kinds of things were on the lots. He stated the property was significantly
overgrown. On both properties there was a significant amount of junk. They have removed 50
tons of junk to date. The “horse barn” was filled with horse manure. They removed nine trucks
of horse manure. There were also vehicles on both lots. Attorney Hogan asked Mr. Brophy what
was stored under one of the pavilions. Mr. Brophy stated there were ten porta potties stored there.

Attorney Hogan asked Mr. Brophy what he intended to use the properties for should the Town
Council vote to rezone the properties from C2 to residential? Mr. Brophy said their intent was to
build a single-family residence at 2195 Matunuck Schoolhouse Road for he and his wife for their
retirement and to eventually build another single-family residence on the other property with the
hope that one of their children would wish to live there.

Attorney Hogan introduced Edward Pimentel, AICP of Pimentel Consulting, Inc. Mr. Pimentel
reviewed the report he had prepared explaining his findings. Attorney Hogan gave the clerk Mr.
Pimentel’s resume to be entered as “Exhibit A” (attached).

Mr. Pimental stated that he has visited the property on multiple occasions. He attested to Mr.
Brophy’s claims as to the state of the property, both before and after clean up began. Mr. Pimental
explained how he approaches preparing a report for this type of application. He begins by looking
at the characteristics of both the property and the neighborhood and the goals, objectives, and
desires of the municipality as determined in the Comprehensive Plan. He explained that
Charlestown is a community that is unique; it has no public water or sewer and there are
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environmental constraints and features that the Town wants to preserve and protect. The subject
property was historically used as residential in a “tourist type” nature. According to his research,
it was never truly utilized as commercial/industrial. He felt that the uses to which the property
could be utilized could have a negative impact on the existing neighborhood if it were to remain
commercial. The surrounding area is predominantly residential.

Mr. Pimentel added the applicants are seeking the R40 zone change and the corresponding land
use classification because that is what is called for in the Comprehensive Plan and what is in
character with the neighborhood.

Mr. Pimental ended his review by stating that it is his professional opinion that the proposed zone
change and the amendment to the Future Land Use Map is consistent with the Comprehensive
Plan.

Ms. Topping understood that it was the applicants’ intent is to build two single family residences,
one on each lot, but was concerned that a future property owner could intensify that use with a
comprehensive permit. Mr. Pimentel said there are always other regulatory tools that the State
Legislature has adopted, but outside of those, just pursuant to the Towns regulations. If the
applicants are successful in rezoning the property to R40 and the amendment to the Future Land
Use Map is adopted, then all they are entitled to is one single family residence per lot.

Ms. Mossa asked if the applicants had a plan if they were unsuccessful in getting the proposed
zone change. Mr. Brophy answered that he was not sure at this time, but they would figure
something out.

Ms. Platner commented that during the Comprehensive Planning process landowners along
Matunuck Schoolhouse Road that were utilizing their property for residential use were contacted
by the Town Planner to see if they wished to change from commercial to residential. She did not
believe that anyone wished to make that change. She noted that she was uncertain if the property
owners of these two parcels were contacted.

She stated that she doesn’t believe the Comprehensive Plan states that the Town doesn’t want
commercial development, it just recognizes that Wakefield, Westerly, and Hope Valley are very
close by, and people tend to go in those directions for large commercial development. Charlestown
cannot compete with that, but it does have the incredible natural resources that attract people and
businesses that are compatible with the townspeople and tourists and the things they want locally.

Ms. Platner said she had no objection to this kind of change, she felt it was reasonable. She stated
we do have a nitrogen problem in the groundwater in that area, but it is zoned for development,
and a residential property may be less intensive.

Ms. St Laurent stated that she felt this proposed change would be better for the neighborhood.

Ms. Platner asked for public comment.
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Patricia Fitzgerald, 30 Keith Drive, explained that she lives directly behind 2195 Matunuck
Schoolhouse Road. She said she is not opposed to change, but her property has been greatly
impacted by the work that is being done on the property. The new owners of the property have
been burning on site, and it is her understanding that burning is prohibited in the C2 zone. Ms.
Fitzgerald expressed her concern with the potentially harmful material they were burning on site
that was causing noxious and suffocating smoke.

Ms. Platner asked Attorney Petrarca his opinion as to whether the issues Ms. Fitzgerald was
discussing were something that should be addressed to the Planning Commission. Attorney
Petrarca responded that the Planning Commission’s role tonight is advisory to the Town Council
on two matters: the proposed Future Land Use Map amendment and the and the proposed zone
amendment. To the extent it is interpersonal between neighbors and is relevant to the factors in
which the Commission needs to consider this evening is allowed. He added that there is public
comment and Ms. Fitzgerald is allowed to make whatever comments she wishes he just asked that
she stays focused on the topic.

Ms. Fitzgerald continued by stating there are zoning violations on the property that have not been
addressed. She requested that the zoning violations be cleared up prior to a zone change. There
was a 40-year old buffer zone of cedar trees that had been destroyed. She said she has lived there
for 14 years and has enjoyed peace. The trees were beautiful. She now has a view of Matunuck
Schoolhouse Road with the traffic which she has never had before. She felt there was no reason
to take down 40-year old mature trees.

Ms. Fitzgerald stated she wants to see that the clean-up is done properly. The property is in the
Groundwater Protection Overlay District and the well head is right next to the Breachway Grill.
She expressed her concern as to what could have been leaking into the ground with the manure
that was on the site, the abandoned vehicles, and the junk on the property. She expressed her
concern with the demolition of the existing buildings because they may contain asbestos, mold,
and lead. She has great concerns for the environment.

Ms. Platner said she understands her concerns, but the Commission does not have any jurisdiction,
these are more issues that should be addressed to the Zoning Officer. Ms. Fitzgerald stated she
has contacted the Zoning Department, but they do not reply to her requests. She said she would
like the mitigation of the zoning violation to be in the public record so she can be sure the violations
are addressed and corrected properly.

Ms. Carney informed the Commission that she had also spoken with the Zoning Official they did
investigate it and there were no violations from a zoning perspective. From what she was told,
they were responsive.

Ms. Fitzgerald said that if we could control the type of commercial business that went onto the

site, it could be beneficial to the Town. She enjoys walking from various businesses from her
location.
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Ms. Platner reiterated that she understands Ms. Fitzgerald’s concerns, but the Planning
Commission does not have the jurisdiction to address them. The question before the Commission
tonight was to decide if the property should be changed from commercial to residential.

Sandra Karasuk Puchalski, informed the Commission that she had sent Attorney Ruggiero an email
earlier in the day. Attorney Petrarca said that he was unaware of any email.

Ms. Puchalski said the subject property had been in her family for approximately 60 years. She
sent an email to Attorney Ruggiero informing him that the properties are in court and pending
litigation. She asked if there were any copies of the consultant’s report for the public to view.
Ms. Lombardo stated that it had not been added to the Town’s IQM2. It was an oversight as the
packet came in after the agenda was posted. She informed Ms. Puchalski that she would provide
her with a copy within the next day or so. Ms. Platner offered her packet to Ms. Puchalski, to
which she stated that it would not be necessary.

Ms. Puchalski explained in her email she was seeking a legal opinion regarding the advisories as
it was pending litigation. Attorney Petrarca stated that he could not give Ms. Puchalski a legal
opinion, but he said that neither he nor the Commission were aware of any stay or court order
pertaining to the properties. The Commission may proceed with their advisory opinions.

Ms. Puchalski stated the properties have always been commercial. Her parents went before the
Town Council in the 70’s to request that the properties be considered general business. The
properties have always been used for business purposes.

Ms. Puchalski said that she objects to the zone change on sound planning principles. She finds
that the changes are inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan and it should never be considered.
There is no need to change the properties to residential because it only serves an individual.

Ms. Platner said the most recent Comprehensive Plan did recognize some of the properties in that
area might be better as residential. She said it is her opinion that this application is not in conflict
with the Comprehensive Plan.

Attorney Hogan responded to Ms. Puchalski’s public announcement. She asked Mr. Brophy if he
was aware prior to tonight’s meeting that there was any litigation involving the property that he
owned. Mr. Brophy responded that he was unaware of any litigation. She verified with him that
he owned the property through a deed issued by a Commissioner of the Superior Court.

Mr. Babcock stated Mr. Brophy has lawfully purchased the property. It was his opinion that if the
Brophys want to improve the property, as it was in such disrepair and if they wished to change the
zoning from C2 to R40 they should be allowed to do so. It would benefit both the Brophys and
the Town.

Ms. Stamps said she was also in support of the zone change to R40. It was her opinion that it

would be a great improvement. It would be in the best interest of the Town to allow the zone
change to R40.
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Ms. St Laurent agreed and said it is a benefit to the community that the property is getting cleaned
up. She added that it should be done correctly.

Ms. Topping said the property has been in disuse for a long time. There doesn’t seem to be a big
desire for commercial use. If it has not had a commercial use, it is indicative of the fact that no
one has seen the need to put something there. It was her opinion that changing the parcels to
residential is appropriate and it does comport with the Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. Rom added that she was in support of the zone change as well.

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to authorize the Town Planner to write
a positive advisory to the Town Council in support of Ordinance 433 to amend
the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map, specifically, Map 13, Lots 80
and 81, a.k.a. 2195 and 2231 Matunuck Schoolhouse Road from “General
Commercial” to “Medium Density Residential”’. Seconded by Ms. Stamps.
Those voting in favor: Babcock, Topping, St Laurent, Stamps, and Platner.
The motion carried by unanimous vote.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to authorize the Town Planner to write a
positive advisory to the Town Council in support of Ordinance 434 amending
chapter 218 — Zoning ordinance Map, specifically Map 13, Lots 80, a.k.a. 2195
Matunuck Schoolhouse Road, from “C-2” to “R40”. Seconded by Mr.
Babcock. Those voting in favor: Babcock, Topping, St Laurent, Stamps and
Platner. The motion carried by unanimous vote.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to authorize the Town Planner to write a
positive advisory to the Town Council in support of Ordinance 434 amending
chapter 218 — Zoning ordinance Map, specifically Map 13, Lot 81, a.k.a. 2231
Matunuck Schoolhouse Road, from “C-2” to “R40”. Seconded by Mr.
Babcock. Those voting in favor: Babcock, Topping, St Laurent, Stamps and
Platner. The motion carried by unanimous vote.

The Commission took a brief recess.

5. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION

A. Coastal Woods Major Subdivision, (Owner: Dune Top Realty, LLC), Preliminary
Plan application; for a proposed a 5-lot subdivision of single-family homes with the
creation of a road. AP 16, Lot 119, 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

Continuation of preliminary plan review to a date determined at the meeting.
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Mr. Henry wanted to note that the project started as a minor subdivision, but it was later promoted
to a major subdivision application during the application process. Any further documentation or
changes to plans should reflect that it is a major subdivision. He also stated that the application
would be reviewed under the current subdivision regulations.

Attorney Daniel Carter, representing the applicant, David D’ Ambra of Dune Top Realty addressed
the Commission. He noted that Mr. D’ Ambra and Patrick Freeman, P.E., American Engineering
were with him tonight.

Attorney Carter stated that the property is a 10.6-acre parcel on Buckeye Brook Road. The
applicant proposes to subdivide into 5 residential building lots. The Master Plan was approved in
September of 2024, and they were here this evening seeking Preliminary Plan approval. He said
they were in receipt of Mr. Henry’s memorandum, dated October 17, 2025, and were ready to
address the points raised by the Technical Review Committee as well as the recommended
conditions.

Attorney Carter stated site work pertaining to ledge was done as required by DEM regulations. It
was his belief that Mr. Freeman submitted the report a year ago with their soil findings.

Mr. Freeman said they have located many of the areas of ledge on the property. They did soil
suitability and ledge testing and have received approval for subdivision suitability.

Ms. Platner said the applicant is not trying to max out the density of a 10-acre parcel that is zoned
R40. If they were, then they would have to subtract those areas of ledge from the total buildable
area. She explained that the Commission wants them to avoid blasting and that is why they wanted
to locate their septic, houses, etc. away from the areas with ledge.

Mr. D’Ambra said that they were pretty successful locating areas for all their septic systems and
the best use of the shape of the houses they were proposing. He added that things could change,
garages could get turned and offset. It really depends on the topography of the lot.

Ms. Topping had some concern about the rapid draining of a few of the soils with regards to septic.
Rapid draining does not allow much time to process the nitrogen. She said there is a concern about
seepage if it is located above ledge. She asked if DEM takes that into account. Mr. Freeman
answered that DEM does look at how receptive a soil is to infiltrating the effluent and they
determine the size of the leach fields based on those findings. A larger leach filed spreads it over
a larger area and it enhances the treatment by spreading it through more soil. Ms. Topping
confirmed with Mr. Freeman that they would be using conventional OWTS, gravity fed systems.

Ms. Platner asked if all of the road plan has been reviewed by the DPW. Mr. D’ Ambra answered
that it has. He explained that very little has changed since Master Plan, when former DPW Director
Alan Arsenault reviewed the road plan. Mr. D’ Ambra said that he met with Mr. DiCicco, the new
Director of Public Works today and they briefly discussed the road.
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Ms. Platner asked about the guardrail on the plans. Mr. Freeman explained there is a swale on the
adjacent property. The applicant has a 50° right of way to work with. The road must meet
separations to the groundwater table from the subbase of that road. The road is elevated, and they
need to make a grade change down to the abutter’s property, so they are not damming up any water
on their property. They did an aggressive 1:1 reinforced slope down from the side of the road.
The guardrail is more to protect drivers and the residents.

Mr. Henry said he has noticed in some instances the subdivision is referenced as a 5-lot subdivision
and sometimes a 6-lot subdivision. He brought the Commission’s attention to sheet three of the
plan set. There are five parcels designated as residential house lots and the sixth lot contains a
detention basin with associated drainage infrastructure. It was his understanding that the road was
to be a Town road. He asked if they intended to have a Homeowner’s Association to maintain the
drainage infrastructure, etc. Mr. D’ Ambra answered that that parcel, the road, and all the drainage
would be owned by the Town. Mr. Henry explained that if the Town is taking over the road as
well as the infrastructure, he just wants to be sure that it is manageable for the Town.

Ms. Platner stated there was a condition at master plan that the stormwater management plan be
reviewed by the Director of Public Works. We have had a change in DPW Directors. She wants
to be certain that the requirements that Mr. Arsenault requested are adhered to. She wanted to
have the new Director review the plan as well.

Mr. Henry said it was his understanding that feedback had already been provided to the applicant
at the Technical Review Committee meeting. He anticipated that if the Commission was looking
for an updated revised review by the DPW Director, he felt it could probably be ready for the
November meeting. Ms. Platner wanted assurance that someone has reviewed the plans because
the Town is going to take ownership of the road and the stormwater infrastructure.

Ms. Platner asked if the applicant has received their stormwater permit. Mr. Freeman said they
have submitted to Rl DEM RIPDES and have received comments from them and are currently
addressing those comments. The comments are minor in nature; they just want some wording
changes in the operation and maintenance plan.

Ms. Topping asked who would maintain the fire cistern. Mr. Freeman stated it would be the fire
department. Ms. Platner explained Charlestown has two different fire departments and each one
has different requirements and it is important that they receive approval from the Fire Marshal.

Attorney Carter said Mr. D’ Ambra spoke with the Fire Marshal today and he was satisfied with
the size and location of the fire cistern.

There was some discussion about whether a chain link fence would be required around the
detention basin, as it was a dry basin. Mr. Freeman explained that there would be water in the
basin during a storm, so it was more of a safety issue. Ms. Platner requested the DPW Director
review and give his opinion as to whether a fence was necessary.
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Ms. Topping asked where the drainage from the cul de sac went. Mr. Freeman answered that the
cul de sac drains to the north toward catch basins 5 and 6 and then gets conveyed to Parcel F with
the stormwater system. It was noted that the stormwater management plan was included in the
submission.

Mr. Henry clarified for the applicant that the road must be constructed after preliminary plan
approval and before final plan submission. Final is an as-built plan.

There was discussion as to how the traffic count and number of people was calculated. It seemed
rather low with each property being a 5-bedroom residence. Attorney Carter explained that Mr.
Freeman is limited in his calculations by industry standards.

Ms. Topping questioned how the water usage was calculated. Mr. Freeman said in regard to water
usage, because they are using onsite wastewater treatment systems most of the water that gets used
in the household goes back into the ground.

Ms. Topping said in the landscaping plan, the applicant was using native and deer resistant plants,
but there are a lot of plants in the plan and some of them are potentially invasive in nearby states.
She stated that she would personally prefer the applicant to use native plants as much as possible.
Mr. D’ Ambra asked if Ms. Topping could give him some “off record” suggestions. Ms. Topping
said she will pass her suggestions onto Mr. Henry and he can then forward them to Mr. D’ Ambra.

Mr. D’ Ambra asked if it the Commission would consider easing up a little on the restriction that
there was to be no further clearing until preliminary plan approval. Ms. Platner said all the items
in the memorandum would e discussed tonight and the Planner would prepare a decision and next
month it would be voted. One of the conditions from master plan was the limits of disturbance
(LOD) are to be located on each individual property. The LOD signs/markers must be physically
posted on the individual house lots. There is to be no clearing beyond that point. Also, the
subdivision regulations do not allow clear cutting within the setback. Mr. D’ Ambra stated there
is a particular lot, where they may have to clear within the setback while developing the lot, but
they would revegetate following.

Ms. Platner asked for public comments.
Mr. Matthew Delillo, 479 Ross Hill Road reviewed a number of his concerns:

1. One of the proposed detention ponds is right in his backyard. He is concerned about the
mosquitoes and other bugs that the standing water will attract.

2. His property is at the bottom of the grade and all the slope runs through his backyard when
it rains, there can be standing water in his backyard and he cannot see the situation getting
better.

3. This development will take more land away from wildlife.
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4. The houses being proposed are 2400 square feet and the lots vary in size from 1.5 to 2-
acres lots. He felt that it is a very expensive house and not something he, his peers, or the
average person in RI could afford.

5. He has been made aware that the lot contains silica dust which is very dangerous if inhaled.
If there is going to be blasting, the surrounding neighbors will be exposed to it.

6. A neighbor who was unable to be at the meeting asked Mr. Delillo to address the fact that
one of the houses is 100’ from his backyard and he feels that seems very close.

7. He is concerned with light pollution.

8. Some of the ledge identified on the site plan seem to be directly where some of the
buildings are proposed to be situated. He assumes that will mean a lot of blasting.

9. He questioned how a fire truck would be able to navigate around the cul de sac.

Ms. Platner stated that the Fire Marshal has reviewed the design of the cul de sac and the fire trucks
can make the turn. It is designed for their trucks.

Mr. D’ Ambra said there will be construction but during construction they will still have to comply
with federal OSHA rules regarding dust and exposure and they have tried to minimize the location
of houses to minimize rock removal. Not all the rock will be removed by blasting, there is
mechanical rock removal. They will do their best to minimize the disturbance.

Mr. Freeman addressed Mr. Delillo’s concern about standing water and the detention basin. He
said they are proposing a dry detention basin that has a low flow outlet. It is designed to dewater
over a 24-hour period. That would not allow the mosquitoes to go through their full life cycle
within 24 hours and become airborne. That is the same for the infiltration basin, it is designed to
infiltrate the water in a reasonable time and it is not going to cause a bug problem. It was his
opinion that it may improve the situation a little because they have separations to water tables and
with dewatering it takes any low spots that are in the area of the basin and removes of them so
there will not be any small pools that linger for a few days and create bug problems. They are also
required to reduce peak runoff rates for the 110- and 100-year storm. They have proved
mathematically that there is a large watershed that flows through the area. The pond has been
designed to meter out that water. That is why it is so large and they have the outlets structured to
discharge to a level spreader that prevents a large and fast discharge of water from the site. It has
been reduced to less than pre-project conditions.

Ms. Platner explained subdivision enabling law comes from the State. The applicant owns a piece
of land that is zoned residential, so under State Law, if they are following our regulations, they
have the right to do a subdivision. The Commission does not have the power to just say no, they
do have the power to be sure they are in conformance with our regulations. The Town cannot tell
a developer what type or size of a house to build.

Ms. Topping added that the Commission was cognizant that whenever they take down trees it
impacts the wildlife, neighboring properties etc. but there is little they can do.
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Ms. St Laurent commented the lots are larger than required, and the impact could be greater if the
applicant had chosen reduce the lots size and build more residences for the zone.

Mr. Henry said that he sensed the Planning Commission was moving toward an affirmative
decision. In anticipation of that he provided some suggested conditions of approval. Most of them
are master plan conditions that have been carried forward. He asked if the Commission had any
additional recommendations or conditions of approval that they would like included. Ms. Topping
requested that he add that the applicant “shall use native plants as much as possible” for
landscaping. Ms. Platner said another condition would be that the limits of disturbance markers
must be posted on each lot.

Darlene Dubois, 63 Buckeye Brook Road, asked who would be responsible for the landscaping
once the plan is finalized. Mr. Henry said that with no Homeowner’s Association, the common
areas such as the open areas would be the responsibility of the Town. There is a one-year
maintenance bond for the plantings, but beyond that, it will become the Town’s responsibility.

Ms. Dubois asked if the applicant, at this stage of the application process is allowed to work on
the road. Ms. Platner said once they receive preliminary plan approval they can begin work on the
road, but they should also wait until they receive RIPDES approval because they are putting
themselves at great risk if the State has changes they want implemented. Ms. Dubois said they are
working on the road at present. Ms. Platner told the applicant that it generally a good idea not to
begin construction on the road until he receives preliminary plan approval.

Mr. Henry said he will seek DPW comments and get them to the Commission and applicants before
next month’s meeting if they are available. He is not sure how quickly they can have an engineer
turn around their review.

Ms. Platner asked if the Commission can issue preliminary plan approval prior to the applicant
receiving RIPDES approval. Attorney Petrarca confirmed the applicant cannot begin construction
of the road until they receive their RIPDES permit, even if they are given preliminary plan
approval.

Mr. Patrick Quirk, 71 Buckeye Brook, explained his home abuts parcel A. He said that his house
is visible from the top of parcel A. He asked the type of additional trees they intended to plant to
screen between his home and Parcel A. Mr. D’ Ambra said they may try to relocate some of the
trees on the site. Mr. Quirk said it is a little disheartening to have a house built behind them and
is concerned they could have neighbors looking into their yard.

Mr. D’ Ambra asked if he would be allowed to work on the lots to do relocation of screening. He
would like to rough in the driveway to Parcel A and there are a few trees in the way that he may
want to move.
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Mr. Henry stated it was his opinion that driveways should not be cleared before the road is
constructed. Work on the individual lots is beyond the scope of the work that needs to be done
prior to road construction.

Mr. Delillo had a few follow up questions. He asked in reference to Parcel C, the direction of the
draining for the detention pond Mr. Freeman stated that pond will eventually overflow to the
southwest. Mr. Delillo stated that concerned him as his property was in that area and there is a
gully there between the two existing homes where the water flows. Mr. Freeman explained that is
the reason they had to put a pond there to address any runoff to that area.

Mr. Delillo asked if the proposed leach field for Parcel C is the required distance from their well.
Mr. Freeman responded that the required distance from a leach field to a well is 100°, he roughly
estimated the distance from their well to the leach field in question was approximately 200°.

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to continue the Preliminary Plan
application for Coastal Woods to November 19, 2025 at 7:00 P.M. in the Town
Council Chambers. Seconded by Ms. Topping and carried by unanimous vote

6. 2026 MEETING SCHEDULE
A. Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) concerning:
1. 2026 Meeting Schedule

The 2026 annual meeting schedule was briefly reviewed.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the 2026 Planning Commission
annual meeting schedule. Seconded by Ms. Stamps and carried by unanimous
vote.

7. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS

A. Chair Comments
Ms. Platner had no additional comments.

B. Planner Comments

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that the Final Plan for the Summer Winds Subdivision (Phase
1) has now been recorded.

C. Solicitor Comments

Attorney Petrarca had no additional comments.
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8. ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Ms. Stamps to adjourn at 9:56 P.M. Seconded by Mr.
Babcock and carried by unanimous vote.

Respectfully Submitted,

Janet Lombardo
Planning Assistant
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