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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

 REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday November 20, 2024, 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, Denise Rhodes, Sarah St Laurent, Patricia Stamps, Lisa St 

Godard, Carol Mossa and Ruth Platner 

 

Members absent: None 

 

Others: Jane Weidman, Town Planner and Attorney David Petrarca  

 

Others in attendance for the applicant: Attorney James Callaghan, Jonathan Kent, KREG New 

Homes, LLC, and Samuel Hemenway, P.E., Garofalo and Associates 

 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

Discussion and/or potential vote(s) concerning: 

 

A. Minutes from October 23, 2024 Special Meeting and Public Workshop 

 

The Commission reviewed the meeting minutes from October 23, 2024. 

 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to approve the October 23, 2024 meeting 

minutes as written.  Seconded by Ms. Rhodes and carried by unanimous 

vote.  

 

4. LOCAL REVIEW BOARD APPLCATION – Planning Commission sitting as the Local 

Review Board pursuant to pursuant to § 45-53-1 et seq. 

 

A. Carolina Farms (Owner Beechwood Enterprises, Inc., applicant, KREG New 

Homes, LLC), Pre-Application Conference, for a Comprehensive Permit to 
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construct eighty-three (83) units on the site, twenty-one of the units to be low- and 

moderate-income housing units; AP 28, Lot 82-1, 427AB Carolina Back Road. 

 

A motion to sit as the local review board for the Carolina Farms Pre-

Application conference, Comprehensive Permit was made by Ms. St Laurent.  

Seconded by Ms. Rhodes and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

Attorney James Callaghan, representing the applicant, KREG New Homes, LLC, addressed the 

Commission.  He began by explaining that the applicant was proposing to construct 83 single-

family residences; 41 of which will be single levels with two bedrooms and two baths and 42 will 

be two levels with three bedrooms and two baths.  Each unit will be a free-standing unit.  Of the 

83 units, 21 will be affordable; 10 of the single level units and 11 of the two-level units.   

 

Attorney Callaghan stated that they received a lot of beneficial information and feedback from the 

Technical Review Committee meeting held November 13th and they have addressed some of the 

items that were discussed and were at tonight’s meeting to listen, learn and adjust their plans as 

needed.  He said that due to the new state law, the Master Plan phase has been done away with for 

a Comprehensive Permit.  The next phase will be the Preliminary Plan application.  He added that 

at that phase they will be required to have a fully engineered site. 

 

Attorney Callaghan asked Sam Hemenway, P.E., with Garofalo and Associates, to explain the 

project in greater detail.   

 

Mr. Hemenway said that he wanted to discuss some of the items that they took away from the TRC 

meeting, some of the ideas that they tried to incorporate in the way of modifications, and to provide 

some supplemental information.  Mr. Hemenway continued by stating that the property is just 

under thirty acres in size and abuts up to the town-owned Sprague Preserve.  The subject property 

has frontage in two places along Carolina Back Road which are intended to be utilized for two 

entrances to serve the property.  The project is a single condominium-type project with separate 

individual homes on it.  It will be a multi-family classification, but for all intents and purposes the 

homes will be much more like single-family homes all on the same lot.  Mr. Hemenway stated that 

through meetings with planning and town staff there was discussion concerning densities and the 

allowances under the regulations.  Following those discussions and the bonus calculations for a 

project of this type, the applicant has reduced the number of single-family units from 83 to 72.  He 

said that they felt that they could effectively lose about ten units and open up the lots to provide 

for passive recreational areas on the site that would help maintain and protect the adjacent preserve 

area and provide additional buffer.  He distributed the proposed alternative layouts to the 

Commission as well as depictions of the types and styles of housing they would be proposing to 

build.  Mr. Hemenway did not want to get too deep into the technical aspects of the project.  He 

explained there are engineering challenges involved in the development of the project and they are 

very early into it.  He said that Garofalo and Associates have done due diligence and feel they have 

gathered sufficient information to begin to formulate a plan to move forward.  The next step will 

include septic design, and they will address the concerns pertaining to nutrient loading and 

potential impacts to groundwater.  This will go through a rigorous permitting process through the 

state agencies.  Mr. Hemenway stated that a project of this density requires specific rules regarding 
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septic systems for large developments so it will go through a public notification process in 

coordination with the Town.   

 

Ms. Mossa asked the developer, Mr. Kent, what type of market research has been done to indicate 

the project is viable.  Mr. Kent said the market research is not specific to this project, but rather 

previous projects that they have done and are currently doing.  They have seen an unlimited 

demand for projects of this type.  

 

Ms. Topping stated that in Ms. Weidman’s memo she indicated that she had asked the engineer 

about making the development more compact to provide some areas of open space, by building 

two-story units rather than single story homes, reducing the footprint of the project.  Mr. Kent said 

the original iteration did increase the footprint, but after meeting with the TRC, they have reduced 

density by 13%.   

 

Ms. Platner asked Mr. Kent what income group they were targeting.  Mr. Kent responded that the 

affordable units will be geared to 120% of the area median income, but with the project as a whole, 

they are looking to sell a product that people can afford.  He added that even the houses that are 

not earmarked as affordable market rate will be in the $500k to $600k range that they believe is 

appropriate for this area, where many people are looking to downsize.   

 

Ms. Platner asked what the anticipated condo fees would be.  Mr. Kent said the condo fees will be 

$275/month.  She asked if the affordable houses would sell for approximately $400k on average.    

Mr. Kent felt that she was pretty accurate with her assumption, but that number is pretty fluid.   

 

Ms. Topping said that she thought that there was a need for more workforce housing. She 

questioned if this would be affordable for people and families just starting out.  Mr. Kent agreed 

and understood her concern but stated that price point by today’s standards is introductory house 

pricing, you cannot build anything new and sell it for $300k anymore.  He said the lower the 

density of the project, the higher the price of the homes will have to be to offset the cost of the 

land and the road.   

 

Ms. Rhodes stated that for years Charlestown has been looking to build not just affordable housing 

but low-income housing as well.  She said that we want our children to be able to buy homes here, 

but we are not achieving that goal with this type of development.  She did not understand why the 

project did not include low-income housing.  Mr. Kent understood her frustration, but he explained 

that this was not the development that they were intending to build, but it could be explored.  He 

added that he was not certain the community at large would want an 80-unit low-income project.  

Ms. Rhodes suggested they consider a mixture of affordable, low to moderate and market value 

housing.  Mr. Kent said that unless a developer gets a federal or state subsidy, you cannot afford 

to build units to sell for $275k, it is impossible at today’s costs for building materials.   

 

Ms. Stamps asked if the developer intends to build in phases.  Mr. Kent answered that they could 

build in phases if that was something that the town wanted, but they could construct the entire 

development within a two-year period.  He added the demand would determine how fast they 

build.  Ms. Stamps asked if all the houses would be for sale.  Mr. Kent confirmed they would all 

be for sale with 25% of the units affordable, but sometimes people don’t always qualify.  There 



4 
 

Planning/minutes/ 2024/ 11-20-2024 - regular meeting minutes 
 

may be some instances where the units are rented.  He said they would prefer to sell all the units, 

but if after months of marketing, they cannot leave the units vacant, then they may offer rentals.  

  

Ms. Mossa expressed her concern about groundwater levels, potential contamination and potability 

due to a development of this size and density.  She continued by stating that Charlestown has a 

very fragile infrastructure, we are on private wells and have septic systems.  She said the density 

of the project is frightening to her.  Mr. Kent understood her concern but stated that there are 

standards and guidelines set by the town and state agencies that they would have to adhere to.  Ms. 

Mossa asked Mr. Kent if he would be amenable to doing an environmental study as a condition of 

approval.  Mr. Kent answered they would be willing to do anything that was required under the 

comprehensive permit application process. 

 

Ms. Topping said another concern is the cul de sac that is very close to the neighboring property 

and the preserve with very little buffer.  She felt it would be beneficial to create more of a buffer 

in that area. 

 

Ms. Platner said that the multi-family ordinance does require a 100-ft buffer around the entire 

development.  The neighbors did go to court over a previous application for this property and the 

judge ruled that the neighbors should have that buffer and there shouldn’t be septic systems or 

drainage basins placed within the buffer area.  Ms. Platner added that if they could not meet that 

buffer requirement, the Commission would have to grant them a waiver and because of the history 

of the land, she would not be in favor of granting that waiver.   

 

Ms. St Laurent stated that at the TRC meeting, Mr. Michael Kent stated that they would not be 

seeking any waivers.  She said it was her impression that they were agreeable to the 100-foot 

buffer.  Mr. Jonathan Kent said he would have to look into that and confirm that statement.   

 

Ms. Topping requested that there be minimum lighting within the development and for the 

individual houses, it was the Commission’s hope that they would not have outdoor lights on 

continuously.  Mr. Kent stated that it is their preference not to have street lighting.  The houses 

themselves would be Dark Sky compliant, with full cut off lighting.   

 

Ms. Topping stated that it is undeniable that this development will have an impact on traffic and a 

traffic impact study will have to be done.   

 

There was discussion about the responsibilities of the condo/homeowner’s association.  Ms. 

Topping asked if in the condo association rules there would be regulations restricting car washing, 

the use of pesticides and fertilizer so as not to get into the groundwater and pollute the environment.  

Mr. Kent said the condo documents will prohibit any kind of offensive activity.  He said if the 

Commission wanted them to prohibit car washing, they would add that to the condo documents.   

 

Ms. St Laurent said that they would probably recommend in their list of conditions both Dark Sky 

lighting and a “no cut zone”.   

 

Ms. St Laurent said it was her opinion that there shouldn’t be any access from the property into 

the preserve.  Property owners should access the preserve from the entrance off Railroad Ave.  Ms. 
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St Laurent said that at preliminary plan, the Commission will need information pertaining to 

parking and snow removal.   

 

Ms. Topping suggested the areas where the property abuts the preserve there should be several 

markers that say that this is the property line, there is no access to the preserve from this area and 

should be in the condo documents as well.  Mr. Kent agreed and said that could be done.  She said 

there is an area between the property and the preserve that is rather thin.  Mr. Kent said they could 

look at revegetating that area.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that typically the Commission asks for 99 years of affordability because with a 

project of this type, there is a tremendous amount of density increase for just thirty years.   

 

Ms. Platner said that the TRC suggested community wells, but it still looks like they are proposing 

private wells.  Mr. Kent stated that no decision has been made as to whether there will be individual 

wells or community wells.   

 

Discussion about the actual look of the homes ensued.  Mr. Kent reiterated that they were still in 

the early stages, and there was time to develop other designs that the Commission might find 

aesthetically pleasing to suit the Carolina Village area.  Ms. Platner requested the Shannock Village 

guidelines as well as the Commercial Village Design guidelines be mailed to the applicant. 

 

Ms. Platner stated that the law that this development was coming in under is a new law from the 

legislature.  If 25% of the development is LMI, that allows for three dwelling units per acre.  She 

explained if the development was 100% affordable, the bonus would be eight units per acre.  DEM 

rules allow for three bedrooms per 20,000 square feet (6.5 bedrooms per acre).   In that same law, 

if the development were 100% LMI, 8 units per acre would work out to 24 bedrooms per acre 

because the law says you cannot require fewer than three bedrooms per house.  She stated that it 

would be impossible because DEM rules are 6.5 bedrooms per acre and the new state law is saying 

you can have 24 bedrooms per acre.  DEM rules and state law are saying two different things.  She 

felt that the density calculation in the state law has no basis in reality.   

 

Mr. Kent told the Commission that they were willing to have another pre-application meeting if 

the Commission wished to do so.  He said that they could digest what was discussed here tonight 

and come back again to offer some elevations and renderings.   

 

Ms. Topping asked Mr. Kent why they were proposing single family homes as opposed to duplexes 

and triplexes.  He said they could look at integrating some of them into the plan, but from their 

experience they have found homes of that type to be less desirable.   

 

Ms. Platner stated the Pawcatuck River is a national wild and scenic river.  She expressed her 

concern with what the impact of a development of this size would be on the quality of the drinking 

water.  Ms. Topping added that septic systems don’t contain everything, there is always some 

outflow.  Mr. Hemenway clarified that there were rules that said that if you treat your effluent well 

enough, there are no restrictions, there are technologies out there that can move toward that.  He 

said in the right circumstances, the LMI densities are achievable. 

 



6 
 

Planning/minutes/ 2024/ 11-20-2024 - regular meeting minutes 
 

Ms. Platner opened the discussion up to the public.   

 

Dan Delaney, 501 Carolina Back Road, addressed the Commission.  He expressed his concern 

with possible water contamination as well as the possibility of his well going dry should this 

development be approved.  He asked if studies could be done to guarantee that neighboring wells 

would not go dry. 

 

RB Quinn, Carolina Back Road, stated he abuts the property on the northwest side.  He said he is 

concerned about the buffer and restoring the buffer that was bulldozed when the application for 

development of this property was before the Commission years ago.  He wants to be sure that the 

immediate neighbors are protected from the encroachment of the occupants of the proposed 

development into the buffered areas and onto neighboring properties.   

 

Kerry Caparco, 289 Carolina Back Road, asked if the utilities would be run underground.  Mr. 

Kent responded the utilities would be underground. 

 

Kenneth Terranova, 489 Carolina Back Road, said that he understands where the developers are 

coming from, but he felt that the zoning for that area should remain at R40.  If they wanted to build 

24 single-family homes, he wouldn’t have a problem with that.  He said the water that runs through 

the property all runs toward Westerly.  We have the biggest aquifer in the State right under us.  

 

Ms. St Laurent said that there is a state law that has been passed that allows developments with 

densities such as the one being proposed to be built.  She suggested that people contact their 

legislators and explain to them their concerns and issues.  

 

Mr. Terranova asked who would make the final decision.  Ms. Platner explained the Planning 

Commission will render a decision.  She further explained that they can only make the decision 

within the context of state law and our town regulations.  Mr. Terranova asked if the people in the 

Village of Carolina had any say.  Ms. Platner said if the people did not want this, the Town Council 

and area towns could work together to try to change the law.  She added that it probably would not 

be in time to impact this particular development.  She restated the Commission’s decision cannot 

be arbitrary; it must be grounded in all the different laws.   

 

Wayne Bitgood, 496 Carolina Back Road, said that he has already been having to watch his water 

consumption and said that they could not guarantee that this project will not have an impact on the 

surrounding homes.  He wants to keep things are they are.   

 

Mr. Terranova asked if they could still make a profit with less density.  Mr. Kent answered that 

they want to build workforce houses and retirement homes on the property, not million-dollar 

homes.  There is a need for this type of housing and in order to build and make a profit as well, 

they need to build at this high density.  A comprehensive permit requires that 25% of the units are 

affordable and you lose $50-$75k per home.  The only way you can do a comp permit and have it 

make sense is with high density.   

 

Anne Averill, 503 Carolina Back Road, asked if the applicant has previously done a development 

with septic systems and wells.  Mr. Kent answered affirmatively.  She asked the Commission, with 
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the limited time for public input would they, the public, still have time to respond to the traffic 

study and DEM reports.  Ms. Platner said that they have not discussed what studies the applicant 

would be required to do.  She said the applicant has stated they were willing to come back for an 

additional preapplication discussion.  Ms. Averill said that she felt that a lot of the discussion was 

moot because they do not even know what is actually possible.  She added that as it stands right 

now, she would be opposed to the project because the soils on the property drain well but that is a 

problem when you have septic systems.  This would affect all the land to the south in Charlestown.   

 

John Winkelman, 625 Alton Carolina Road, stated that he was opposed to a project with a density 

of this size.  Low density bodes well for quality of life as well as the fact that we are all on septic 

systems and wells.  He urged the Planning Commission and Town Council to push back on the 

laws that are possibly going to exploit the South Shore towns. We do not have the infrastructure 

and water resources that developments of this density will require. 

 

Ms. Weidman reviewed her memo with a list of information that the applicant will need to provide: 

 

• A conventional yield plan of R-40 single family lots 

• How much of the land, in acres would remain in any kind of protected or common open 

space 

• Total acreage of pavement and building footprint 

• Location of the private wells – or public wells – and how many and which homes each will 

serve 

• Location of shared OWTS and how many and which homes each will serve 

• Traffic study needed 

• A review of parking based on requirements for each unit (number of bedrooms) and need 

for visitor parking 

• Landscaping and signage and type of outdoor lighting proposed 

• How would access be provided to the preserve and what kind of steps can be taken to 

(attempt to) alleviate the significant impact on the preserve that is likely to result.   

 

Ms. Weidman said that when the applicant comes back with more engineering and the traffic study, 

the Planning Commission may require their own peer review.   

 

Ms. Platner had some questions about the streets and sightlines.  She questioned if there had to be 

two entrances.  When driving down Carolina Back Road, the driveway of one of the abutting 

properties is right next to the proposed new road and then after the new road is the church and then 

the second proposed road entrance.  She felt that it would be less impactful to have only one 

entrance.  Mr. Kent responded that he would be glad to do one road and to provide a gravel entrance 

with a crash gate for emergency access if fire and safety agreed. 

 

Ms. Platner asked why the roads were private.  She added that it was better for the Town because 

the Town doesn’t have to maintain them.  It is a burden on the condominium association and their 

fees.  Mr. Kent responded that insurance is the number one driver of costs in a condo, followed by 

landscaping and snow removal.  He said that you cannot do a public road with a condominium 

development because it is all on one piece of property so the road cannot be deeded over to the 

Town.   
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Ms. Platner stated that in the Subdivision Regulations there is a section on environmental 

assessment.  The Commission would be looking at the groundwater impacts of pollution from the 

proposed septic systems, the impact to the river, and the impact on water quality and quantity to 

neighboring properties within a certain radius.   

 

Ms. Topping stated that the Commission’s job is to protect the town and its residents.   

 

Ms. Platner suggested that if there were additional comments or concerns from the public, they 

could email Ms. Weidman. 

 

The Commission took a brief recess.   

 

A motion to adjourn as the Local Review Board was made by Ms. Rhodes.  

Seconded by Ms. Topping and caried by unanimous vote. 

 

5. PLANNING PROJECTS 

 

Discussion and/or potential action concerning: 

 

A. Update on Charlestown Needs Analysis and Zoning Update (Housing Density Study) 

funded through the RI Housing Municipal Technical Assistance Program. 

 

Ms. Weidman said that the Housing Density Study is almost complete.  Following two workshops 

and much staff input, the consultants have put together a very detailed report. Ms. Weidman, Mr. 

Dowling and Ms. Hemphill have gone through it thoroughly to be sure that it is readable and 

cohesive.  They are in the process of finalizing the report and that should be completed before 

Thanksgiving.  Once that is completed, the report will get distributed for review and allow time to 

digest all the information contained in the report.  A final public workshop will then be scheduled 

to go over and discuss the completed report.    

 

B. Update on Commercial and Village Design Standards Final Report 

 

Ms. Topping said the final report was presented to the Town Council for their acceptance.  The 

Council did recommend that the Planning Commission sit down with the Economic Improvement 

Commission and review the final report with them to address some of their concerns and 

suggestions.  A date for that meeting has not been set.   

 

Ms. Weidman stated that the report has been finished and the consultants have completed their 

work.  That report is available on the website.  Ms. Platner stated that right now they are 

functioning as design guidelines and should be given to all commercial applicants.   

 

Ms. Weidman stated that the Council had asked that the report be sent back to the Planning 

Commission (it came from the Planning Commission) and the EIC to collectively review and make 

recommendations on edits and modifications.  You cannot make edits or modifications to someone 

else’s document.  The document is complete, it has been published and distributed.  What the 
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Commission would want to do is at some point have a joint workshop to discuss the next step 

working toward design standards. 

 

Ms. Weidman suggested that once the new Planning Commission is seated, they might want to talk 

about what they want to work on in 2025 in terms of zoning rewrites and design standards. 

 

6. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Review and potential vote on 2025 meeting schedule 

 

There was some discussion about possibly changing the dates of the special meetings to 

accommodate Attorney Petrarca’s schedule.  Ms. Lombardo stated that she would look into the 

possibility of changing the schedule.  The Commission tabled the vote until the December 18, 2024 

meeting. 

 

B. Planner Comments – Recognition of Commissioners 

 

Ms. Weidman stated that this was the final meeting for Commissioner Rhodes and the Commission 

wanted to thank her for her valued contribution to the Planning Commission and the Town of 

Charlestown for the last six years.  Ms. Rhodes stated that she has enjoyed her time serving 4 years 

with the Town Council and the last six years with the Planning Commission.  She said it was a 

pleasure to represent the taxpayers and residents of Charlestown and hopes that she has made a 

positive impact on the Town.   

 

C. Solicitor Comments 

 

No comments were offered. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Rhodes to adjourn at 9:38 P.M.  Seconded by Ms. 

St Laurent and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 


