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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday May 28, 2025 at 7:00 p.m. 

 

Charlestown Town Hall, Council Chambers 

4540 South County Trail, Charlestown, RI  02813 

 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

 

Chair, Ruth Platner called the meeting to order at 7:01 P.M.   

 

2. ROLL CALL 

 

Members present: Frances Topping, Sarah St Laurent, Glenn Babcock, Carol Mossa, Laura Rom, 

and Ruth Platner 

 

Members absent: Patricia Stamps 

 

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

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) concerning: 

 

A. Minutes from May 14, 2025 Special Meeting  

 

The Commission reviewed the May 14, 2025 Special Meeting Minutes. 

 

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

written.  Seconded by Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

4. LOCAL REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION - Planning Commission sitting as the Local 

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

 

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to sit as the Local Review Board for the 

Ross Hill Road Pre application conference for a Comprehensive Permit.  

Seconded by Ms. Rom and carried by unanimous vote. 
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A. Ross Hill Road Development (owner/applicant Brighter Vision, LLC), Pre 

application Conference, for a Comprehensive Permit / Major Land Development, for 

a 55-plus community consisting of 158 residential units of which 25% (40 units) will 

be designated as low- and moderate-income housing units.  AP 16, Lot 212, Ross Hill 

Road. 

 

Ms. Platner began by providing the audience with a brief history of the different iterations of the 

project that have been brought before the Commission: 

 

October 2023 the parcel was before the Commission for a pre-application for a conservation 

development, a type of cluster, of 22 lots. 

 

February 2024 there was a pre-application meeting with the Technical Review Committee (with a 

yield plan of approximately 21 lots). 

 

September 2024 there was a pre-application meeting for a 416 dwelling unit Comprehensive 

permit. 

 

Ms. Platner explained that tonight the Commission was reviewing a pre-application for a 158 

dwelling unit Comprehensive Permit.  She noted that no votes were taken during the previous 

meetings and no votes will be taken during the meeting tonight.  Tonight’s meeting was more for 

discussion and information gathering.   

 

Ms. Platner informed the audience that the State had made changes to the LMI law requiring 

communities without sewer and water to allow minimum zoning incentives of 3, 5, and 8 units per 

acre that went into effect on January 1, 2024. 

 

Mr. Henry referenced the memo that he sent to Commission members as well as the applicant.  In 

his memo he referenced two items that he wished to see addressed tonight:   

 

How was the density calculated with the bonuses that they included? 

Would the road(s) be public or private? 

 

Attorney Mancini addressed the Commission and began by explaining the applicant/owner was 

applying for a Comprehensive Permit under RI General Laws 45-53-1 that allows for density 

bonuses and different variances that are designated for review by a local board.  He thanked Ms. 

Platner for her brief overview.  He stated that for the last year and a half the applicant has tried to 

find a good balance for developing the property.  It is unquestionable that the owner is going to 

develop the property.  Current construction and excavation on the site is going to come to an end 

and as a result, the site needs to be redeveloped, and the question for both the Town and the 

developer to find a proposal that is amenable to both parties.  He explained that as Ms. Platner had 

already stated, their first pre-application was for a 22-lot subdivision.  After that meeting, it was 

the applicant’s impression that the Commission was not in favor of a conservation subdivision.  

The applicant then went back to the drawing board and looked at Statute 45-53-1 that was newly 

passed at the time.  At that point, the applicant returned with a proposal for a multi-family 

development of 416 units consisting of 52 buildings.  A tremendous amount of testing had been 
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done on the site which focused on the determination of two primary utilities; septic and water to 

determine if a project of that density could accommodate septic and wells.  He said the 

Commission had been overwhelmed by the number of units proposed.   Following that meeting, 

they went back and revised their plan to the current proposal of 158 residential detached single-

family age restricted units.  The applicant feels that the current application before the Commission 

tonight would work well for both the applicant and the Town.  They took into consideration the 

issues with respect to the economic impact that school-age children would have on the Town and 

made it an age restricted community.  Attorney Mancini said it is their opinion from an engineering 

standpoint, the application is certainly feasible.  Under the new statutory procedure for a 

Comprehensive Permit, there are two phases of approval: the preliminary phase and the final 

phase.  At the preliminary stage, the applicant is not required to come before the Commission with 

any state approvals.  Under the Comprehensive Permit approval process the applicant can forgo 

state approvals as far out as the issuance of the building permit.  The applicant does not intend to 

wait that long.  They are hoping to have their approvals by preliminary plan but if not then, most 

certainly by final plan.   

 

Attorney Mancini addressed some of Mr. Henry’s comments.  The roadways will be private.  With 

respect to septic and water, the 158 dwellings will not be served by individual septic but will be 

grouped with several buildings on a septic system.  The various septic systems will be laid out 

throughout the parcel.  The applicant has done extensive engineering as far as soil testing, wetlands 

review, and drainage review and calculations.  They are confident as to where they will be placing 

the septic systems (as depicted on the site plan).  He added the same applies to the well locations.  

At this stage in the process, what is before the Commission is a concept plan, it will be more 

detailed at preliminary plan.   

 

Attorney Mancini said that 25% (40 units) of the 158 units will be affordable.   The application 

meets the criteria of the State Statute.  At the preliminary plan phase, a traffic study, economic 

impact study, and a physical impact study will be available for review.  An expert will be present 

at the next meeting to testify that the application is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  He 

explained the goal of the application is to meet each of the elements of the State Statute.  The 

Commission is aware their review of this application is a bit different from their normal review as 

they are going to be subject to the criteria as set forth in the State Statute.  Those are the elements 

the applicant has the burden to meet and to which the Commission has the obligation to review.   

 

Attorney Mancini finished his presentation by stating the applicant has done other similar 55+ 

communities in the State that have been very successful: Overlook Ridge, Bella Vista and 

Crompton Meadows. 

 

Ms. Platner disagreed with Attorney Mancini’s statement about the Commission not viewing their 

application for a conservation subdivision favorably.  She stated the applicant must have 

misunderstood.  The Commission was very much in favor of a conservation development proposal.  

At the October 2023 meeting it was the opinion of the Commission that the gravel bank should not 

be utilized for open space while the forested area would be cleared for houses.  
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Ms. Topping stated that from the point of what was proposed, the yield calculated was 21, but the 

applicant was adamant they wanted 23 units.   She said that when reviewing a proposal for a 

conservation development the Commission also looks at where it is best to situate the homes. 

 

Attorney Mancini said it was unfortunate there was a misunderstanding, they would have moved 

forward with a conservation subdivision, but by reducing the number of dwelling units by two 

made the proposed project economically unfeasible.  He said it was unfortunate there was a 

misunderstanding, but that opportunity has passed.  Once the Comprehensive Permit Statute with 

the density bonus was enacted, they looked at the higher density with the multifamily.   

 

Ms. St Laurent felt that in the current proposal, the applicant was embracing conservation 

development and she appreciated that fact.  She said that when the applicant gets further into the 

application process, it would be helpful to the Commission if they would show what the calculated 

open space would be as well as the percentage of active open space.  She confirmed with Attorney 

Mancini that they would be two-bedroom units and would be for sale rather than rented.   

 

Attorney Mancini explained the property will be a condominium association where the association 

owns the land, all the common areas, and all the limited common areas.  The only thing that will 

be owned by the individual owners will be residence itself, and the possessions within.  There will 

be condo fees associated with ownership.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if the LMI units would be charged a condo fee?  Attorney Mancini responded 

affirmatively.  She asked if the applicant was considering LMI’s at 80, 100, or 120 percent?  

Attorney Mancini stated that the LMI percentage has not been determined yet.  He added that those 

units will be monitored by a monitoring agent that will be designated by or through RI Housing.  

Should there be a foreclosure, the condo association will have the right of first refusal, where they 

can buy the unit back from the bank or can step into the shoes of a borrower who is in default.  He 

said as a condo association, you don’t want foreclosures in the association, you try to mitigate that 

as much as possible.   

 

Ms. Platner said that at some point during the application process the Commission would want to 

see how they would protect the units from potential foreclosure.  Attorney Mancini stated that by 

final plan the Commission will have a draft of the legal documents pertaining to any possible 

easements, a copy of the proposed deeds and the condo documents. 

 

Ms. Topping stated that in previous applications, the Commission has requested 99-year limits on 

LMI units.  The recent housing regulation changes have acknowledged the 30-year LMI limit has 

been found to be too short.  Attorney Mancini said they would follow whatever the state law 

governs within the Comprehensive Permit process, they would follow.   

 

Ms. Mossa said the applicant was planning that the septic systems would be grouped; one septic 

system to service several units, she asked if the same idea would be used for the wells.  Attorney 

Mancini answered the same idea would apply; it would be a water system.   

 

Mr. Henry stated that in regard to the septic systems, it appeared that this appeared to be a change 

from what was described in the narrative.  The narrative states that each structure would have its 
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own individual septic system and leach field.  Attorney Mancini answered that the narrative was 

not properly crafted.  He explained that the proposed septic systems will service potentially 10-20 

detached residential dwellings.   

 

Mr. Henry asked about the density bonus calculations.  Attorney Mancini said that at preliminary 

plan, the Commission will have a yield plan that will show both the land suitable for development 

as well as the land that is unsuitable.  One of the reasons that the yield plan has not been printed is 

that the State Statute is being considered for a change.  They are going to change what can be 

considered as land suitable for development.  It used to be that wetlands buffers and open space, 

etc., were not included in the calculations for suitable land.  That is under review and is subject to 

change.   

 

Ms. Platner quoted RI General Law Section 45-53-4, the affordable housing law which currently 

states, “land utilized in the density calculation shall exclude wetlands; wetlands buffers; area 

devoted to infrastructure necessary for development; and easements or rights of way of record”.  

She did not believe that under the proposed changes, they would be taking out the rights of way of 

record, but they may be taking out the buffers.  She stated that the areas for public wells would 

have to be removed from the areas calculated from development.   

 

Mr. Henry commented that the drainage infrastructure would have to be calculated as well.  The 

density bonuses will be based on the developable area, so he wanted to be sure they could 

understand where that number is coming from and how it is being calculated.   

 

Ms. Platner suggested, to reduce future misunderstandings, should the Commission have any 

further comments or questions that they email them to Mr. Henry and he would then share them 

with the applicant.   

 

Attorney Mancini said, as stated in the narrative, they have done two calculations, one for this 

particular development and one just based on the State Statute. By looking at the two calculations, 

the proposal before the Commission is less than what the law would allow.  It was his opinion that 

the number of 158 units they have proposed will not change much, if at all.    

 

Ms. Platner returned to the narrative to correct a few things.  She stated the narrative states the site 

is not in a “National Heritage Area”, but it should be referred to as a “Natural Heritage Area”.  The 

State has directed towns to use the Conservation Opportunities and Environmental Resource maps 

rather than just the Natural Heritage Areas.  From the Conservation Opportunities and 

Environmental Resource maps at DEM, this site, except where excavation has been done, is within 

an area of unfragmented forest of 500 acres or more.  Because unfragmented forests of 500 acres 

or more are so valuable, the forested areas should be protected on the site, no matter how the 

property is developed.  She added, the entire site is a climate control corridor with a confirmed 

habitat diversity.  The site contributes to a cold-water fishery, thus it is important to limit 

disturbance.   

 

Ms. Platner continued by saying the law requires that towns allow a density bonus of up to 8 houses 

(24 bedrooms) per acre.  DEM rules set the maximum at 6.5 bedrooms per acre.  The law is 

mandating an impossible density bonus.  Even the lowest density bonus, for developers providing 
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only 25% affordable, of 9 bedrooms per acre exceeds the DEM rules.  RI Housing has just released 

a plan to increase housing production in RI and set housing production goals for each community.  

For communities like Charlestown that are outside the urban services boundary and without job 

and transit centers they set a growth rate of 0.4% per year on average.  0.4% for Charlestown is 21 

or 22 new homes a year, Charlestown meets that goal already.  Ms. Platner said that this one 

development of 158 single-family residences represents seven and a half years of growth.  This 

project will have a huge impact on the town. 

 

Ms. Platner felt the 2400 square foot homes were rather large, especially for a 2-bedroom home.  

She expressed her concern that with a home that size, there was the potential to add bedrooms 

within the footprint and result in an added increase to the septic systems.  She said with 75% of 

the units selling at market rate, and at 2400 square feet that is hitting the high end of the market.  

41% of the houses sold in Charlestown are being purchased by out-of-state buyers.  The size of 

the homes they are intending to build would attract those buyers.  It will not help work force 

housing. 

 

Attorney Mancini responded that the Commission could not mandate the size of the residences, 

they could potentially reduce the size.  The applicant is just following the law.  The law does not 

dictate who is buying the homes.  State law says Rhode Island has a housing crisis and Charlestown 

has not met the housing obligations.  There will be no towns in RI that will be exempt from 

comprehensive permits.  The thrust behind the law is to create more housing and it is giving 

property owners the ability to do that in a market in which it is costly to build.   

 

Ms. Topping said in the narrative, the applicant references the Comprehensive Plan where it states 

the goal is to provide a range of housing opportunities.  Charlestown’s population is already aging 

according to the census and a project like the one being proposed is just going to exacerbate the 

problem more.  Charlestown needs housing for work force people, etc.  She added that she felt the 

project was out of scale in comparison to other neighborhoods and it will not reinforce 

Charlestown’s rural heritage, small village character, or environmental setting.   

 

Attorney Mancini responded that the applicant could consider offering an age restricted component 

and a non-age restricted component of the project.  They would have to think about that idea 

because separate condominium associations would have to be created.   They could make the age 

restricted units smaller and the non-age restricted work force/family units larger.   

 

Ms. St Laurent felt it would be important to listen to the public in attendance and get their input.  

She stated she did not necessarily feel that 55 and older is a problem, but if they are considering 

both age restricted and non-age restricted uses, it was her opinion that they did not have to be 

segregated.   

 

Ms. Platner asked about the wells.  Two of the wells are shown to be in the open space belonging 

to the Oakwood subdivision.  The Department of Health requires that the applicant control the 

entire wellhead protection area.  She said that it appears there is room to pull those wells entirely 

onto the applicant’s property.  If they cannot do that, they will need to obtain an easement from all 

the people who own homes in the Oakwood subdivision.   
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Ms. Platner continued by stating that multi-family projects require a 100-foot buffer.  The 

condominium ordinance mandates that a buffer must be planted, screened or otherwise maintained 

to protect the abutting land uses and abutters.   

 

Ms. Platner commented that some of the septic systems and stormwater structures are currently 

shown right up to the property lines.  They would be required to be away from the buffer because 

you cannot have trees within a certain number of feet from a septic system.   

 

It is Ms. Platner’s understanding that Fire Marshal Bobola will probably require cisterns for the 

property.  He has some jurisdiction over fire suppression systems in that area of Charlestown.   

 

She also stated that all outdoor lighting will have to be full cutoff fixtures and only utilize the 

minimum lighting necessary.   

 

Ms. Platner asked Attorney Mancini if DEM has verified all the wetlands including the areas 

subject to storm flowage.  He stated that the applicant has had them verified, but they have not yet 

been sent to DEM, they will be submitted as part of their RIPDES permit.  She said the 

Commission will require an environmental assessment as part of a major land development.  

Attorney Mancini affirmed they will provide an environment impact study; the statute states the 

applicant must prove there is no negative environmental pact.   

 

Ms. Platner explained that in the subdivision regulations, it specifically states the following should 

be included in the environmental impact study:   

 

Impacts on quantity and quality of the water supply for the area in general; 

Impacts on streams; 

Impacts on the climate corridor, unfragmented forest and wildlife in general;  

Impact from increased traffic; 

Impact of light pollution; 

An accurate up-to-date survey, and the total acreage of the remaining undisturbed land that is not 

building footprint, road, parking drainage structures, or any disturbed area; and finally, any 

additional requests from the Commission or the Town Planner. 

 

Mr. Henry said that one additional item that has not been discussed yet is the remediation required 

following the excavation activity and what will need to be done to the property to return it to where 

that area is suitable for residential use and will meet permitting requirements for the septic systems.   

 

Ms. Topping asked Attorney Mancini if he could give them an idea of what it will take to remediate 

that area.  Attorney Mancini responded that it wasn’t about remediation, it was more about 

restoration.  They may bring in material and some material is already onsite.  He explained that 

the Commission would see the topography plan at the preliminary plan phase which will show 

what material is going where.   Some of the units will have a basement, some will be on slab and 

that will change what needs to be done as far as levelling the land. 

 

Ms. Platner asked when the excavation will cease.  Mr. Enrico DiGregorio addressed the 

Commission.  He said the excavated area is where they are proposing the community center.  That 
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is the area where there would be some remediation.  Remediation will occur as the development 

is going on.  The excavation will cease once they get approval for the project.   

 

Ms. Topping asked Mr. DiGregorio if they would be doing the work in sections.  Mr. DiGregorio 

responded they would be doing the site work on the entire property, not in sections.  Mr. 

DiGregorio stated they would not be clearing the forest; they are only going to clear for the roads.  

The lots themselves would be wooded.   

 

Regarding the square footage of the homes, Mr. DiGregorio said that 2400 square feet was the 

largest that would be built but they were thinking more like 2000 square feet.  He agreed with Ms. 

Platner that 2400 square feet may be too big.     

 

Ms. Platner asked how the homes could be prevented from becoming short-term rentals.  Attorney 

Mancini responded that could be addressed within the condo documents.   

 

Ms. St Laurent asked about the access road and if it would be gated off.  Attorney Mancini said it 

would have either a gate with a key for the fire department or a break away gate, depending on the 

fire department’s preference.   

 

Ms. Platner asked if the applicant had permission to cross the other property as shown on the map.  

Attorney Mancini responded, “I believe we do”. 

 

Ms. Topping said it was nice to see some on-site amenities.  It is her opinion that the community 

center and other amenities be done along with housing construction.  She said she has seen other 

instances where a development advertises amenities, but they never get done.   

 

Mr. Babcock asked if there was historical data to support a cluster of homes utilizing one septic 

system should someone cause damage by a clog, etc.   Attorney Mancini responded that he didn’t 

know if there was any real data on that.  The septic systems will be maintained by the association.  

It is the association’s obligation.   

 

Ms. Platner opened the discussion to the public. 

 

Neil Williamson, 39 Riidam Way, stated that within Charlestown, houses are typically spread out 

so water usage is spread out over large areas.  The average U.S. citizen uses 100 gallons per day.  

At full occupancy with 300 people, water usage would be over 30,000 gallons per day, 1million 

gallons per month, all over 60-plus acres.  The applicant is proposing three wells which will 

probably have to pull 100 gallons each per minute, or more.  His concern is for the abutting 

property owners.  Such a draw is going to decrease the water levels.  To make it worse, the homes 

to be built are market value homes and the people who will be purchasing them are going to want 

green lawns, there will be irrigation.  He asked who will enforce restrictions.  Charlestown does 

not have public water, who will be monitoring water usage?  He ended by stating the size of the 

project should be contingent on the water that is available, he questioned if the water supply would 

be able to sufficiently serve the development at no detriment to the abutting property owners.   
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Ms. Platner said that because they are proposing community wells, they will be regulated by the 

Department of Health and they will test the wells.  The Commission has also requested that the 

applicant outline the impacts on the quantity and quality of the water supply in general for the area.  

Ms. Platner asked Attorney Petrarca if peer review could be utilized for this process.  He responded 

that under both state law and the subdivision regulations you can always request peer review.   

 

Attorney Mancini said they will have Bob Ferrara, a hydrologist that they have used in the past to 

do the water calculations and if the Commission requests a peer review they will do what is 

required. 

 

Ms. St Laurent noted that the Commission usually requests that the condo documents specify there 

be no use of chemicals, pesticides, herbicides, and no watering.   

 

Stephanie Williamson, 39 Riidam Way, expressing her concern that there was only one point of 

ingress and egress.  She questioned if it was safe for a development of this size.  Ms. Platner 

pointed out that there was a second road that crosses over another property, but it was her 

understanding that there was an agreement.  Attorney Mancini stated that he did not believe they 

were passing over another property.   

 

Paul Coombs, 25 Healy Brook Drive, began by stating that his home is 450 feet from Healy Brook.  

When he first moved in in 2001, Healy Brook flowed continuously all year and Woody Hill feeds 

it.  It is his belief that Shelter Harbor Golf Course is pumping water from the swamp at Woody 

Hill, rather than pumping it from wells as they are supposed to be doing (he said he cannot be sure 

the information is factual) to water the grass.  Healy Brook is flowing a lot now but come late July 

or end of August, it will be just a trickle.  He explained that he has pumped his well dry 3-4 times 

in the last few years and his well is 200 feet deep.  He knows that the applicant is pumping water 

from Healy Brook for their stone crusher.   

 

Stephanie Shawn, 350 Ross Hill Road, said she lives across from the gravel operations and it has 

been horrible.  She said that she assumes the operations have affected everyone in the room.  The 

trucks begin driving up the road at 6:30 in the morning, but don’t start work until 7 a.m.  She said 

the surrounding swimming pools are filled with silt.  She said her property abuts the Woody Hill 

Pond and it is completely dry; she doesn’t know where they are getting their water from.  She said 

they have destroyed the land.  She expressed her concern with the increased traffic coming onto 

Ross Hill Road a project of this size would bring. 

 

Dan Macieski, 336 Klondike Road, said the western edge of his property is the eastern edge of the 

gravel bank.  They have experienced all the noise, silt, etc. as was previously mentioned.  He 

expressed his concern that some of the proposed homes are right along his property, one of the 

proposed septic locations is right on his property line.  There is going to be a lot of people living 

in the development and although it will be on 60 acres, that is still a lot of people and it will impact 

the entire area.  It is his opinion that a project of this size is too big for the area.  The original 

proposal for twenty-three houses was more acceptable and the gravel operations would cease.  He 

said just because the State will allow a development of this size, the Town of Charlestown should 

not.   
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David Dawley, 245C Ross Hill Road, pointed out his property on the site plan.  He was concerned 

with the proposed location of three of the septic systems and their proximity to his own septic and 

well.  He is also concerned about the wells drying up.  He concluded by saying this is a project he 

would not like to see. 

 

Faith LaBossiere, 30 Daventry Street, asked if any of the applicant’s other projects that were 

similar in nature had city services or were they one septic and well like this project would be. 

Attorney Mancini answered they did not have city services, and some were on former gravel pits. 

She questioned if the homes would be fee simple ownership.  Attorney Mancini said the property 

is a fee simple ownership, the condominium units will be fee simple as well, but only to the units 

themselves.  She asked if there would be reserve funds set up so should a septic system or well fail 

or need repair the property owners would not be hit with special assessments.  Attorney Mancini 

responded affirmatively, but he did add that he could not guarantee that the condo owners would 

never be hit with a special assessment.   As each unit is sold a percentage of the condo fee that is 

collected goes into a reserve.  That reserve is for stormwater maintenance, septic and well.   

 

Ms. Topping read into the record an email received just prior to tonight’s meeting from Joshua 

Vallee, 246 Ross Hill Road.  The email voiced his opposition to the proposed project.  He felt the 

project was not in line with the efforts of the Town Council, Planning, and Zoning to maintain 

Charlestown’s rural character.   

 

Cindy Hammond, 335 Ross Hill Road, she has lived in her home since 1989.  The water dries up 

every summer.  She doesn’t know how they will be able to supply more water for the development.  

She lives right at the corner.  She stated that she believes the site plan is correct where it depicts 

that the applicant’s access to the quarry in that area crosses her property.  She expressed her 

displeasure with the gravel operations and she was upset that a development of this size was now 

being proposed. 

 

Ms. Platner said the Commission was sympathetic to their concerns, but gravelling operations are 

very protected by State Law.  Charlestown Zoning now prohibits gravel banks, but there are a few 

that were grandfathered.  Blake Filippi, our former State Representative, went to the legislature 

and tried, unsuccessfully to get the State to allow Charlestown to have the right to regulate 

gravelling.  She stated that the Town is very much aware that this is a difficult industry to live near 

and there has been a lot of effort to try to get this under control.  Ms. Platner suggested contacting 

the Zoning Office with their complaints when an issue occurs and the Zoning Officer will go out 

and do what they can to be sure the operation is following the law.  Unfortunately, the Town does 

not have a lot of control.   

 

Stephanie Williamson, 39 Riidam Way, asked if the excavated portion of the quarry would be 

restored.  Ms. Platner responded by saying the applicant will have to restore the property and they 

will have to present a plan and it will not get approval before it is restored.   

 

Mr. Henry added they are aware of the environmental concerns.  The siting of the septic systems 

will have to meet DEM standards.  The applicant should restore the area to make it an attractive 

area to live, but he believes they would have to do the restoration to obtain their permits.   
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Pat Reilly, 245B Ross Hill Road, questioned how they can build on property after it has been 

excavated.  Mr. Henry explained that the standards they are required to meet are set by DEM for 

the onsite wastewater treatment permits.  Septic system and well permitting are under the 

jurisdiction of the State.  The Town cannot insert itself into something that is under the jurisdiction 

of the State.   

 

Ms. Platner quoted from the Subdivision Regulations, “land must be remediated before 

development can be approved.  Land that has been environmentally disturbed or damaged, for 

example by removal or excavation of soil or mineral resources, must be restored to a condition 

satisfactory for redevelopment prior to plan approval”.  She stated that we should look at our 

regulations, because as she interprets the regs, remediation should occur before.  Attorney Petrarca 

said how the applicant proceeds remains to be seen.   

 

The Commission took a 5-minute recess at 9:05 p.m.  The meeting reconvened at 9:10 p.m. 

 

The Commission discussed scheduling a site walk.  Mr. Henry suggested scheduling the site walk 

during the preliminary plan application process.  There will also be a meeting of the Technical 

Review Committee at preliminary plan submission.  Ms. St Laurent agreed with Mr. Henry’s 

suggestion. 

 

Ms. Topping felt it would be beneficial to view the site in its current state.   

 

Mr. DiGregorio clarified for the Commission that of the actual 80-acre parcel, only approximately 

25-acres have been cleared.  He offered to shoot a drone video of the entire excavated area.  The 

other 60-acres is forested and it would be difficult to walk through the property.   

 

Attorney Mancini said they could do a site walk with the current plan and walk the Commission 

through it, based on the current proposal.  The entire parcel doesn’t necessarily have to be walked.  

They can use the site plan to point out the proposed location for the roadway, etc.   

 

The Commission felt that perhaps two site walks would be preferred, one within the next month 

or so and the other at preliminary plan.  Mr. DiGregorio said that he would try to get some golf 

carts for the site walk.  Mr. Henry said his office would coordinate with the applicant to find a date 

that would work for everyone.   

 

Attorney Mancini said they anticipate having a preliminary plan ready to present within the next 

three months and once they file a preliminary plan, they can then schedule another site walk. 

 

Ms. Mossa asked if they had their architect present to show an example of the homes they were 

proposing to build.   

 

Mr. Frank Karpowicz, Architect, addressed the Commission and presented a house rendering.  The 

homes would consist of two bedrooms and two baths, with an open floor plan.  Square footage 

would probably range between 1800 and 2400 square feet.  Ms. Topping asked if there would be 

a variety of styles.  Mr. Karpowicz said that for a development of this size, they typically have at 

least a few models, although that has not been discussed.  As the project develops, he explained 
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there may be changes to some of the designs.  It was stated that the properties will be built as they 

are sold.  LMI units will be constructed simultaneously with the market rate residences.  

 

Attorney Mancini made it clear they were not before the Commission to solve the State’s housing 

crisis problems or to solve the affordable housing.  They are here to follow the law and to determine 

how best the property can be repurposed and meet the intent of the Comprehensive Plan and the 

letter of the law.   

 

Mr. Henry wanted to be sure that the applicant was aware that multi-family developments require 

100-foot buffers from property lines and zoning classifies condominium developments as multi-

family, requiring a 100-foot buffer.  It appears that some of the septic systems and some of the 

houses may be within 100-feet of some of the abutting properties.  Attorney Mancini thought they 

could meet that requirement but will seek a dimensional variance, if necessary.  They will identify 

at preliminary what relief if any they require.  He did note that as part of the Comprehensive Permit 

process, the variance goes before the Planning Commission acting as the Local Review Board and 

threshold, or elements for that have been diminished by the State Statute; it is governed by the 

State Stature, not the Town’s Zoning regulations.  Ms. Platner felt the applicant should try to meet 

the 100-foot buffer to lessen some of the impact to abutting properties.  Attorney Mancini 

responded by saying if they don’t meet the 100-foot buffer they will identify it and seek the 

appropriate relief.  He explained they cannot be denied because they do not meet the 100-foot 

buffer.  

 

A second item that Mr. Henry wanted to bring to the applicant’s attention was the fact that the 

access road to the recreation resources on the northern part, appears to traverse onto a neighboring 

property and that issue will have to be addressed at the next stage in the process.  Attorney Mancini 

stated they have a roadway there now, but they will certainly look at it and address the issue. 

 

Ms. Topping requested there be a reasonable buffer at the front entrance, so you are not looking 

directly into the development. 

 

Ms. Platner requested the applicant identify areas of bedrock within four feet of the surface and 

the applicant should keep any required blasting for the development at a minimum.  Mr. 

DiGregorio said they would be able to identify some of the bedrock when they do the test pits, but 

they may not know where all the bedrock is until they run the utilities and dig foundations.   Some 

of the drilling and blasting may be out of his hands.  Ms. Platner understood, but reiterated blasting 

should be avoided as much as possible.   

 

Ms. Topping understood the neighbors’ concerns regarding Healy Brook and its close proximity 

to a proposed community well.  She said the impact of the well location and the impact to 

neighboring properties should be looked at.  Ms. Platner said in one area, the wetland they are in 

is partially on another property.  She suggested moving the wellhead protection areas onto their 

own property, they will be further away from the brook and the wetlands.  The only areas that 

would get disturbed would be the wellhead.   

 

Debra Davis, 179 Ross Hill Road, if all three of their other projects were on well and septic.  

Attorney Mancini answered that Overlook Ridge and Bella Vista, both in Glocester, are well and 
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septic and Crompton Meadows in Coventry, is on public water and sewer.   She asked if the two 

developments on well and septic have had any issues, as water is her biggest concern. She asked 

if she researches the developments if she would find any issues.  Attorney Mancini answered she 

would not.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if there would be underground propane tanks.  The applicant answered there 

would be underground 500-gallon propane tanks, each servicing four units. 

 

5. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

 

1. State Plan 2030 data update 

Ms. Platner said that on April 29th she wrote a letter to RI Housing asking their source of data for 

the State Housing 2030 Plan, as it was wrong, it was 55% greater than it was supposed to be.   

The Commission also authorized Mr. Henry to send a letter to RI Housing as well to express 

their concerns.   On Friday, May 17th, Josh Berry from RI Housing contacted Ms. Platner and he 

said RI Housing had hired a consultant to review all the building permit data for the entire state 

and to arrive at the number of new dwelling units for a town.  He believes they took the total 

number of new dwellings and subtracted demolitions from that.  She said even with that, they 

still arrived at the wrong numbers.  They have Charlestown’s data wrong, and she suspects they 

have most of the other coastal towns’ data wrong too.  Charlestown probably has more tear 

downs than they do actual new houses.   

Ms. Topping asked if RI Housing intended to do anything about the data.  Mr. Henry said they 

solicited public comment up until May 23rd and he had submitted a letter on his own.  He did not 

know what they planned to do with the public feedback they received or how it would be 

reflected in the final plan.   

Mr. Henry said it is not clear what the possible ramifications of not meeting the housing goals 

would be.   

B. Planner Comments 

No Comments 

C. Solicitor Comments 

No Comments 

6. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 9:55 P.M.  Seconded by 

Ms. St Laurent and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
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Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 

 


