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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday December 17, 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, Glenn Babcock, Patti Stamps, and Ruth 

Platner 

 

Members absent: Laura Rom and Carol Mossa 

 

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

Solicitor 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

A. Minutes from November 19, 2025 Regular Meeting 

 

The Commission reviewed the November 19, 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. 

 

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION 

 

A. Continued: Coastal Woods Major Subdivision, (Owner: Dune Top Realty, LLC), 

Preliminary Plan application; for a proposed 5-lot subdivision of single-family homes 

with the creation of a 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 
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2. Continuation of preliminary plan review to a date determined at the meeting. 

 

Ms. Platner suggested that Mr. D’Ambra begin the discussion by reviewing the comments prepared 

by the engineering group, VHB. 

 

Mr. D’Ambra began by explaining he felt there was some confusion on the road width, but he felt 

they were all in agreement.  The Coastal Woods plans show a 20’ road width with a 1’ berm on 

each side as was discussed at the Technical Review meeting last year. 

 

Ms. Platner disagreed with Mr. D’Ambra’s explanation of the 20’ road width.  Per the Subdivision 

Regulations, the Town requires 24’ of pavement end to end, which gives 22’ of pavement and 1’of 

berm on each side.  She stated that she was unable to attend that TRC meeting, but has since 

reviewed the video twice, the last time was yesterday.  She said that the former DPW Director, 

Alan Arsenault, was asked at that meeting if he would be satisfied with a 22’ road.  He stated he 

would prefer the 24’ road width as set forth in the subdivision regulations, but he would accept the 

22’ road width.   

 

Ms. Platner further explained that the subdivision regulations specifiy a 24’ road width with 12’ 

travel lanes.  Mr. Arsenault had agreed to a 2’ reduction to the travel lanes (11’ per lane), which 

did not include the berm in that measurement.  The applicant was showing on his plans a reduction 

of 4’ (10’ per lane).   

 

Mr. D’Ambra stated they had interpreted the 22’ road width to mean “pavement to pavement” 

which included the berm.  

 

Ms. Platner said it was very clear at the TRC meeting that what the applicant was asking for was 

not what the TRC was agreeing to.   

 

Following some discussion, Mr. D’Ambra stated they would be willing to make the changes to  

22’ road with 1’ berms on each side. 

 

Ms. Topping asked if this change would affect their stormwater calculations.  Mr. Freeman 

answered that it would.  They would send an amendment to DEM.   

 

Ms. Platner if the change in the road width would impact any other calculations such as the grade 

of the road.  Mr. Freeman answered that the grade of the road is based on centerline so it would 

not impact the road profile in any way. 

 

Ms. Platner asked how the change in road width would affect the location of the guardrail.  Mr. 

Freeman responded the guard rail location will change by 1’.   

 

Ms. Topping asked about the cistern location. Mr. D’Ambra said they have determined the size, 

and he is fairly certain they have locked down the location.   

 

Mr. D’Ambra met recently with the fire Marshal, Chief Bobola and he said that the Chief was 

amenable to moving the cistern to the location as shown on the plan set should they encounter 
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ledge.  Mr. D’Ambra said he had a site plan that he had reviewed with the Fire Marshal and Chief 

Bobola had initialed it with his approval.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if the fire department would maintain the cistern even though it would be 

located on a homeowner’s property.  Mr. D’Ambra suggested changing the right-of-way property 

line and sneak it behind the tank so that it stays on the Town’s property or they could keep the 

right-of-way parallel to the road and they could record an easement on the lot on which it is 

situated.  Mr. D’Ambra felt it would be preferable and easier to maintain if the cistern was located 

on the town-owned portion of the property.   

 

Ms. Platner asked who would be responsible for filling the cistern.  Ms. Platner explained that the 

requirements for a cistern, the location, and who was responsible for maintaining it were the 

requirements of the Fire Department.  Mr. D’Ambra said the Fire Marshal’s letter stated, “All 

underground tanks in residential subdivisions shall be maintained repaired /replaced as necessary 

by the homeowners living in that subdivision”. Ms. Platner questioned how it could be the 

responsibility of the homeowners if they do not have an HOA.  She said assuming that the cistern 

will be located on a public road, on town land, the fire department can come and pump water out 

to use for fires outside of the subdivision.  She said she did not know why the five property owners 

would have to be responsible for the filling and maintenance of the cistern.  Mr. D’Ambra agreed.  

Ms. Platner asked if there was a mechanism to require the fire department to maintain the cistern 

when there was not a homeowner’s association in place.  Mr. D’Ambra said he would be willing 

to donate it to the Town, and the fire tax budget could maintain it.   

 

Attorney Petrarca answered that it would have to be a separate agreement with the fire district 

and/or the Town and if they would accept the donation and responsibility.  He said there are 

different options to explore, and it all comes down to what people are willing to do.  It will 

ultimately require some kind of agreement, whether it be the homeowners, fire department, the 

Town, or some combination. 

 

Mr. D’Ambra said they would have to work it out with the fire department.  He suggested worst 

case scenario; they would have to create an HOA whose only purpose would be to maintain the 

cistern.   

 

Attorney Petrarca stated that a formal agreement regarding the cistern will be required at final plan.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if the applicant had determined how they intended to flag the limits of 

disturbance.  Mr. D’Ambra said they were planning on tying plastic ribbons to the trees at forty-

foot intervals to mark the limits of clearing.  Ms. Platner explained that the Commission would 

require permanent markers to delineate that line as any clearing in those areas would impact the 

stormwater calculations.  She suggested she speak with Mr. Henry or other developers to see what 

they have used.  Ms. Topping said the Commission wants the future landowners to know in 

perpetuity to where the LOD was.  

 

There was discussion as to how the no cutting within the LOD’s could be enforced.  Mr. Henry 

explained the Town had no enforcement mechanism in place to enforce a requirement set forth in 

a DEM permit. 



4 
 

Planning/minutes/ 2025/ 12-17-2025 regular meeting minutes 
 

 

Mr. D’Ambra commented that he felt this was an unnecessary concern.  He felt that if a property 

owner in the future cut into the LOD and if there was an impact to the flow of water onto a 

neighboring property, that neighbor could contact DEM because it is a DEM violation. 

 

It was suggested that each deed references the LOD and that should there be a time that the property 

owner wished to do some clearing for a tennis court, barn, garage, etc. that they would be required 

to go to DEM for approval.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that typically, the Town usually maintains the drainage associated with town 

roads.  Therefore, it is important that the stormwater design plan works.   

 

Ms. Topping asked about the secondary detention basin located on Parcel “C”.  She was 

questioning who would be responsible for the maintenance.  Mr. D’Ambra stated the homeowner 

of Parcel “C” would own the land, but the Town would have a maintenance easement across the 

property to maintain the detention basin.  He said he had asked Mr. Arsenault’s opinion in creating 

access from the road to the detention basin to avoid the Town having to access the basin from an 

easement on the property.  Mr. Arsenault had said at the time that he would want that reviewed by 

an engineer.  Ms. Topping said that would be something that would have to be worked out prior to  

final plan. 

 

Discussion ensued about forming an HOA to address the maintenance of the detention basins, 

cisterns, etc.  The applicant was not in favor of forming an HOA.  Condition continued as to who 

should be responsible for the maintenance of the detention basins.   

 

Ms. Platner stated that the Town usually maintains the drainage that goes on public roads.  The 

subdivision has a complicated drainage system, and it is important that it all functions properly.  It 

was her opinion that the Town will have to take responsibility for the maintenance of the 

stormwater drainage system to ensure it is done and is done correctly.  

 

The Commission briefly reviewed with the applicant the comments from the engineering group, 

VHB.   

 

Mr. Henry explained that the Commission has the draft letter of preliminary approval that he had 

prepared.  The letter contained as many of the conditions that he could anticipate, but more have 

been added tonight.  There have been several revisions and comment letters between the engineer 

and the peer reviewing engineer since he wrote the draft approval.  He was not certain if the 

Commission was ready to issue a conditional approval tonight.  The Commission discussed the 

conditions in the draft as well as the ones added tonight.   

 

Mr. Henry reviewed the issues that were identified tonight as potential issues or conditions: 

 

1. Language requires that any development beyond the LOD must return to DEM for approval 

if modified by future homeowners.  The applicant will include a letter to be recorded as a 

public notice.   
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Attorney Carter said it would be indexed as a notice, but under Coastal Woods and then 

within the deed, it would be a deed from Coastal Woods to Dan Carter referencing the 

recorded plat and referencing notice recorded on the book and page.  That legal description 

would follow in perpetuity.   

 

2. Mr. Henry said it would be a legal document submitted at final to be reviewed with the 

other legal documents.   

 

3. The cistern and the entity that will be responsible for the maintenance, whether it be 

through an HOA or the fire department must be determined at final plan. 

 

Mr. Henry felt the applicant should communicate with the fire department to see if they will agree 

to accept the responsibility and maintenance of the cistern.   If the fire department agrees, it will 

require a written letter stating the fire department accepts the maintenance and responsibility.  

Should the applicant choose to form an HOA to address the cistern maintenance, that would have 

to be indicated in writing as well. 

 

Mr. Henry stated he would add these items to the list of conditions that were already contained in 

the draft decision.  He suggested the Commission may also wish to modify the language pertaining 

to LOD to account for the revised notice language.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if, when the fire department requests a cistern, do they state who will be 

responsible for the maintenance?  Mr. D’Ambra said the fire marshal wants the homeowners to 

pay for the cistern maintenance.   

 

The applicant and the Commission briefly discussed if the fire marshal had the authority to 

determine who was responsible for the maintenance of the cistern. 

 

Attorney Petrarca explained the fire marshal has the authority to require a cistern but does not have 

the jurisdiction to mandate who is required to maintain it.  If the fire district were to accept 

responsibility, then it could get paid for through the fire district taxes.   

 

Ms. Topping said that responsibility must be figured out prior to final plan.  The applicant should 

speak with the fire marshal to discuss the issue. 

 

Ms. Platner noted the Commission wants the cistern location shown on the plans to ensure that it 

does not affect the drainage.  Mr. D’Ambra felt that if the cistern is located on town-owned land, 

it is further protection from a homeowner doing something that could affect the functioning of the 

cistern.  Ms. Platner added that if it were on Town property, it would allow the fire department to 

access it by right for any surrounding neighborhood.   

 

Mr. Henry said it is his understanding that the cistern location must be shown on the plans and if 

you modify property lines that must be shown as well.  He suggested the applicant remove the 

alternate cistern location on parcel “F” if that location is not going to be used.  
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Mr. Henry asked Mr. Freeman the class of the reinforced concrete pipe that is going to be used and 

to show that on the revised plans.  

 

The Commission discussed the required radius for the cul-de-sac.  It was determined that the 57’ 

turning radius was what is requested for the fire trucks.  Mr. Freeman stated that he would look at 

the subdivision regulations and verify that the 57’ is what is required even with a decreased road 

width of 22’ (with an additional 1’ of berm on each side of the road).   

 

The Commission reviewed the three waiver requests: 

 

1. Section 11.2 of the Charlestown Subdivision and Land Development Regulations.  The 

waiver reduces the total paved width of the proposed subdivision road by 2’ to a proposed 

width of 22’, with a 1’ berm on either side of the roadway.  This was discussed earlier in 

the meeting and at the TRC meeting in 2024. 

 

2. Section 11.2K (3) maximum intersection grade.  This allows the engineer to adjust the road 

grade to best match the surrounding land and provide the most natural looking entrance as 

possible.  

 

3. Section 12.5 (C) of the Charlestown Subdivision Regulations, requires minimum of three 

(3) feet of cover over subsurface drainage structures within the street right-of-way.  The 

applicant is proposing an 18-inch storm drain consisting of reinforced concrete pipe within 

the proposed road right-of-way.  The minimum cover at the shallowest point is 

approximately 2.3 feet.  The applicant states the purpose is to lower the roadway profile, 

reducing the side slope grades. 

 

In their review, VHB said that if the variance is granted, they would recommend that the 

Town requests that the applicant specify an appropriate RCP class, bedding, and backfill 

for the reduced cover. 

 

The Commission took a 10-minute recess.   

 

Ms. Platner opened the hearing to the public. 

 

Mr. Patrick Quirk, 71 Buckeye Brook Road, offered a comment.   He stated that he was employed 

by the USPS in a supervisory capacity.  He explained that AMS (Address Management System) 

out of Boston is going to require they put in a CBU locker for new developments.  If there are five 

residential units, they will require 5 mail slots with a parcel locker as well.  He wanted to make 

the applicant aware of this requirement.   He said they might want to consider this when making 

their design plan and allow for room on the road near the entrance or on the cul-de-sac for the CBU 

locker and an area for the mail truck to pull off while putting the mail in the receptacles. 

 

Ms. Platner recommended that Mr. Henry take all the conditions and waivers as discussed tonight 

and in the draft approval letter and combine them into very tightly written conditions and bring 

them back to the next meeting ready to be voted on.  Ms. Platner explained that the time clock to 
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hear the application was running out and the applicant would have to approve an extension to 

continue the application.   

 

Mr. Henry agreed and said he could have that draft decision ready for the next meeting.  He said 

as there appeared to be no objections to the conditions or the waivers, the applicant could make 

the changes to the plan as discussed at tonight’s meeting and incorporate them into the revised 

preliminary plans and have that done prior to the next Planning Commission meeting.   

 

Mr. Henry reviewed the list of conditions: 

 

1. Modify the limits of disturbance to include the caveat that a homeowner should go back to 

DEM if they wish to modify the LOD.  This note should also be included as a notice and 

permanently recorded in the Land Evidence Records.  

 

2. The wording for the waiver for the 22’width travel lane will be revised. 

 

3. The responsibility of the cistern, be it through HOA or the fire department, will be 

definitively determined and put in writing at final plan.  The cistern location should be 

updated to where the fire marshal located it on the plans.  

 

4. The plans should be revised to incorporate the waiver requests.   

 

It was noted that the language easement to the drainage basin on Parcel “C” does not have to be 

shown on the preliminary plan but needs to be put on the final plan to protect that area.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if the stormwater plan accounts for paved or gravel driveways.  Mr. Freeman 

said it accounts for paved driveways.   

 

Mr. D’Ambra asked about the cistern location if they encounter ledge.  He wanted to know if the 

Commission would consider using the alternate location.  Mr. Henry said he spoke with the fire 

marshal and moving it to another location would require his approval.   

 

Attorney Petrarca stated the Commission needs approval from the applicant to extend the state 

mandated time clock for a decision currently expiring on January 5, 2025.  It was his 

recommendation that the applicant grant a 30-day extension.  Mr. D’Ambra agreed to grant the 

extension to expire February 5, 2026.   

 

A motion to extend the review period for the Preliminary Plan public hearing 

for Coastal Woods to January 28, 2026 at 7:00 P.M. was made by Ms. Topping.  

Seconded by Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

5. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

Ms. Platner had no additional comments.  She asked if Ms. Topping had any updates to share with 

the Commission pertaining to the Design Standards Subcommittee and their progress.  Ms. 
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Topping said they were continuing their discussion at their next meeting that would follow the next 

EIC meeting.  Mr. Henry said he will find some hypothetical applications for the committee to 

review to which they could apply the design standards to achieve their goal.   

B. Planner Comments 

 

Mr. Henry had no additional comments 

 

C. Solicitor Comments 

 

Attorney Petrarca had no additional comments. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Mr. Babcock to adjourn at 9:19P.M.  Seconded by Ms. 

Topping and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 


