CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION
SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday July 9, 2025 at 7:00 p.m.

Charlestown Town Hall, Council Chambers
4540 South County Trail, Charlestown, RI 02813

1. CALLTO ORDER
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, Carol
Mossa, Laura Rom, and Ruth Platner

Members absent: None
Others: Sean Henry, Town Planner and Richard Serra, Ex-Officio

3. MINUTES APPROVAL
Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) concerning:
A. Minutes from June 25, 2025 Regular meeting

The Commission reviewed the June 25, 2025 meeting minutes.

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to approve the meeting minutes as
written. Seconded by Mr. Babcock. The motion carried with Ms. Rom and
Ms. Mossa abstaining.

4. ADVISORIES

Discussion and/or potential action and/or votes concerning advisory recommendations
to the Charlestown Town Council for amendments to the Charlestown Zoning
Ordinance:

A. Ordinance No. 431 Amending Chapter 218-47 Mixed Use Overlay District (MUZ)

Mr. Serra recused himself from the discussion.
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Ms. Platner directed the Commission’s attention to the handout pertaining to Ordinance No. 431
that was included in their meeting packet.

Mr. Henry informed the Commission that Councilman Serra was sponsoring the proposed
amendment. Mr. Henry explained that he had not prepared a draft advisory because he was not
certain how the Commission would view the proposed change. It is a very simple amendment to
the mixed used zoning overlay district (MUZ) which consists of a small number of parcels. The
only amendment as shown on page 3, is to strike lines 32 and 33 which state, “In addition, no
metal buildings or metal sided buildings are permitted within the mixed-use district”. The
Commission will continue to review projects within the mixed-use district under site plan review.
This is more of a materials restriction that is being lifted.

Ms. St Laurent asked if the Commission could suggest some changes, as opposed to a complete
strike out. Mr. Henry answered that it could be done.

Mr. Henry commented that the Planning Commission presently has a design standard
subcommittee of which this issue may be addressed in a larger context, even if the Town Council
votes to accept this amendment.

Ms. Topping is concerned if the metal of which the building is constructed is of poor quality, the
metal may rust. She is not particularly in favor of metal buildings.

Ms. Platner clarified that this proposed amendment change would only affect parcels in the area
from the Chamber of Commerce Building to the mental health center.

Ms. St Laurent said that her only concern, as it was a mixed-use district, was the residences that
may abut the commercial properties in that area. She felt it would be important to provide
adequate screening, and the character of the mixed-use district is not altered.

Ms. Topping agreed with Ms. St Laurent and said that if metal buildings were allowed in the
MUZ zone that there be a requirement that they be screened.

Mr. Henry reiterated that new construction metal buildings that may in the future be proposed in
the MUZ, depending on the size, would still be reviewed by the Commission or Administrative
Officer as a site plan review application or a major land development application. If the
Commission or Administrative Officer has landscaping or screening concerns they can be
addressed during the application process.

Mr. Henry said it is difficult to determine what the effect of this change could be. Ms. Platner
said that clearly there is an application coming, but this amendment would change it for all the
lots in the MUZ. Ms. Platner added that metal buildings can look good, but there is no
language in the proposed amendment that encourages an applicant to do so. She feels the Town
Council is probably committed to striking the metal building restriction, but she would like to
have something inserted that addresses screening or design that would help. She doesn’t want
an applicant to perceive this change to mean that any metal building, regardless of design, would
be allowed.

Mr. Henry stated phrasing it in a way that screening and vegetation may be required of metal
buildings may not be the way the Commission would like to word it. There are buildings
constructed of other types of material that may not be aesthetically pleasing and may require
vegetation and screening as well. Review of the project, regardless of the material of the

Planning/minutes/ 2025/ 7-9-2025 special meeting minutes



structure will address those concerns. Ms. Platner said that an applicant would need to
understand that any building, even a metal building, would have to adhere to the rest of the
ordinance. Mr. Babcock felt a lot can be done with metal buildings. Ms. Platner added there are
design standards within the ordinance.

Ms. Rom suggested adding an additional item following number (7) landscaping, to include
screening for any buildings, not specifically metal buildings. Ms. Platner felt it was a good
suggestion. Any building that cannot meet the design standards for any reason may require
screening.

Ms. Topping suggested, “if a building cannot meet design standards, then screening may be
required”. Ms. Platner said it should say, “...then the Planning Commission or Administrative
Officer may require screening”.

Mr. Thomas Burdick, a property owner in the Mixed-use overlay district addressed the
Commission. He said he would like to construct a steel garage on his property. He described the
existing properties near him. He said that from listening to the discussion it sounds like he wants
to build a metal building on Arnolda, which is not correct. He is the only house on a commercial
property in the area and there is already a metal building on his property. Ms. Platner explained
this amendment change was for the mixed-use district, not just his property. When writing their
advisory to the Town Council they must base their opinion on the potential impact on all the
properties in the district. Ms. Topping added the Commission was not trying to be obstructive,
they must consider all the properties in the district.

Ms. Platner felt the idea of the Mixed-Use and TVD districts was to try to move them all in a
direction that was more community and pedestrian based especially since it is a big tourist area.
The Commission simply does not want to change the ordinance in a way that could result in
unintended consequences.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to direct the Town Planner to send an
advisory opinion to the Town Council with the recommendation that under
item (7) Landscaping, the following language be added, “additional
vegetative screening may be required by the Planning Commission or
Administrative Officer”. Seconded by Ms. Stamps and carried by
unanimous vote. Although the two alternate members could not vote, they
made clear their full support of the motion.

5. WORKSHOP

Discussion and/or potential action and/or votes concerning a draft Low- and Moderate-
Income Housing amendment to the Zoning Ordinance for Inclusionary Zoning

Ms. Platner explained that inclusionary zoning is not required by the State yet. It is required in
Towns that have met the 10% LMI; they must have inclusionary zoning to avoid comprehensive
permits. Charlestown does not meet the 10%, we are up to only 4% LMI. She calculated that if
all the Town’s affordable housing came from comprehensive permits, we would have to do 1600
units and we had a zero-market rate growth, which would not be possible. It is not mandatory
that the Town implement inclusionary zoning, but it is something the Commission can consider.
It would provide some affordable housing. It stops the Town from falling further behind all the
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time. Inclusionary zoning would essentially move the burden of providing affordable housing
associated with the subdivision or development to the developer. It doesn’t shift the burden
entirely because the developer gets an extra lot or lots depending on the development size and
utilizing the 15% calculation. Currently, as an example, every time a 10-lot subdivision is
approved, we have a “debt” to provide one more affordable unit, and it is not provided by the
developer.

Ms. St Laurent asked if there would be any disadvantages to adding inclusionary zoning. Ms.
Platner said that it would increase density in a subdivision.

Mr. Henry said it would be like fitting 7 units into a place that normally would only
accommodate 6. That additional unit cannot take away from the market rate housing that the
developer intends to build. Ms. Platner added that those numbers would increase depending on
the number of lots in a subdivision. The number of proposed lots would be multiplied by 15%,
and that number would always be rounded up to the next number, never down.

Ms. Rom asked Mr. Henry if he could provide the members with a listing of all the legislative
changes. She felt it would be beneficial because the Commission is discussing topics that they
don’t even know what has and has not changed. Mr. Henry responded by saying there have been
a lot of changes to State Law. He brought the Commission’s attention to the inclusionary zoning
handout that was provided in their meeting packets. It provides an update in State Law
pertaining to inclusionary zoning that was done last year and took effect in January of 2025. Mr.
Henry explained that he wanted to review the handout tonight and then give it to the attorneys so
they could review it to make certain that it followed all the required state laws and before public
consumption.

Ms. Platner reminded the Commission that inclusionary zoning was not mandatory. If the State
makes a change that is not in the Town’s interest, the Town can protest and then “pull it back”.

Mr. Henry explained what inclusionary zoning does is for projects of a certain minimum size, in
this ordinance, it is six units, you would have to include affordable units. Currently we don’t
have any requirements to include affordable units. When you create market rate units, you create
a deficit of need for affordable units. Inclusionary zoning would allow you to keep pace, rather
than always having to rely on comprehensive permits.

The Commission reviewed the draft inclusionary zoning ordinance at length and offered their
suggestions in detail. Some items discussed were density bonus, zoning incentives, municipal
subsidies and Fee-in-lieu.

Mr. Henry reviewed a list of questions that were asked during tonight’s discussion:
Can we extend deed restrictions beyond 30 years?

What is the status of the low-income housing portfolio?
What are the requirements for fee in lieu of and other options?
Ms. Platner ended tonight’s discussion by stating that every time we get a comp permit, we are

going to get a lecture on how we are not doing affordable housing. She said if anyone on the
Commission had any doubts about moving forward with creating an inclusionary zoning

Planning/minutes/ 2025/ 7-9-2025 special meeting minutes



ordinance, they should express them. She added that tonight’s discussion not a decision to move
forward, it was to inform and consider the creation of an ordinance to consider that would follow
State Law. This would be a Town Ordinance and will have to go before the Town Council.

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to send the draft inclusionary zoning
ordinance to the Town Solicitors for their review. Seconded by Ms. St
Laurent and carried by unanimous vote.

6. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS

A. Chair Comments
Ms. Platner had nothing further to discuss tonight.

B. Planner Comments
Mr. Henry had no additional comments.
C. Solicitor Comments

Attorney Petrarca was not present at the meeting.

7. ADJOURNMENT

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 8:49 P.M. Seconded by
Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote.

Respectfully Submitted,

Janet Lombardo
Planning Assistant
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