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CHARLESTOWN PLANNING COMMISSION 

REGULAR MEETING MINUTES 

Wednesday August 27, 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.   

 

Ms. Platner announced that the pre application for the proposed 11 dwelling unit Comprehensive 

permit to be located at 3740 Old Post Road would not be heard tonight.  The applicant has asked 

for a postponement to the October meeting. 

 

2. ROLL CALL 

 

Members present: Frances Topping, Sarah St Laurent, Patricia Stamps, Glenn Babcock, Laura 

Rom and Carol Mossa, and Ruth Platner 

 

Members absent: All members were present 

 

Others: Sean Henry, Town Planner and Attorney David Petrarca 

 

3. MINUTES APPROVAL 

 

A. Minutes from August 13, 2025 Special Meeting 

 

The Commission reviewed the August 13, 2025 Special meeting minutes. 

 

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

Seconded by Mr. Babcock.  Motion carried with Ms. Stamps abstaining. 

 

4. PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATIONS 

 

A. Discussion and/or potential action and/or vote(s) concerning request for one year 

extension of Final Plan Approval: 

Kenyon Mill Estates (owner/applicant GMC Holdings, LLC), Major Land 

Development/Comprehensive Permit, 6 Maple Lake Farm Road, Ap 29, Lot 46.  

Request for extension of the vesting of the Final Plan, filed on the Land Evidence 

Records, October 4, 2025. 
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Attorney Christopher O’Connor, from Blish and Cavanaugh addressed the Commission.  He stated 

that he was here tonight representing the applicant who was making the request for an extension 

of the vesting period.  They applied for the building permit in May and received the permit this 

week.  They will now have to coordinate with the various contractors to begin the work, which 

now necessitates the request for the extension. 

 

A motion to grant the extension request to extend the vesting of the final plan 

for Kenyon Mill Estates was made by Mr. Babcock.  Seconded by Ms. St 

Laurent and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

Ms. Platner read the call for the public hearing and requested a motion to open the public hearing.   

 

A motion to open the public hearing was made by Ms. St Laurent.  Seconded 

by Ms. Topping and carried by unanimous vote. 

 

B. Carolina Farms Major Subdivision (owner Beechwood Enterprises, Inc./ KREG 

New Homes, LLC, applicant), Master Plan; Public Hearing for a proposed a 24-

lot subdivision of single-family homes.  AP 28, Lot 82-1, Carolina Back Road. 

 

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

1. Approval, approval with conditions or denial of proposed master plan, as may 

be modified by testimony and/or evidence presented throughout the public 

meeting; or 

2. Continuation of master plan review to a date determined at the meeting. 

 

Mr. Henry briefly explained that the application before the Commission tonight was for a twenty-

four-lot subdivision with the creation of a road.  He provided the Commission with a memo 

describing the existing conditions, the proposal, and the documentation the applicant has provided.  

Included in his memo were the proposed conditions, the requirements of the conservation 

development process and the feedback from the Technical Review Committee.  He added that the 

Commission did a site walk of the property on August 21st.  Mr. Henry also included in his memo 

some recommended conditions of approval the Commission might want to consider should they 

choose to grant master plan approval.   

 

Attorney James Callaghan, representing the applicant, addressed the Commission.  He noted that 

both Mr. Jonathan Kent, KREG New Homes, LLC as well as Sam Hemingway, P.E., were present. 

He began by explaining that the application had been before the Commission previously with 

various iterations.  He said they have listened to the Commission as well as the neighbors, abutters, 

and community overall.  As a result, the applicant has shifted gears and instead of a comprehensive 

permit application consisting of 83 units, they are now seeking master plan approval for a 

conventional conservation subdivision consisting of twenty-four single family residential homes.  

The acreage is approximately 28.7 acres; 13 acres of which are to remain as open space, which 

equates to 47% of the parcel.  He stated that this application is a massive reduction in the number 

of units compared to the previous application.  The proposed conservation subdivision of twenty-

four lots and 13 acres remaining in open space provides the abutters with less of a visual impact 
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as well as less of an increase in traffic.  It is the applicant’s intent to help preserve the village 

character of the area.   

 

He continued by stating the proposed conservation subdivision is consistent with the Subdivision 

Regulations, the Zoning Ordinance, and the Town’s Comprehensive Plan.  Attorney Callaghan 

stated it was their opinion that this was a positive step forward.  The State House has made a 

significant push toward increasing housing across the State.  He concluded by saying it was their 

opinion that it is a thoughtful “by right” proposal for the applicant, the Town and the neighbors.  

 

Mr. Hemingway addressed the Commission at this time.  He gave a brief description of the 

property.  He explained that the property has been altered in the past.  A similar type of 

development was proposed several years ago, and some work was initiated at that time.  There has 

been some clearing, and some activity has been occurring on that property since then.  He is 

uncertain how much the parcel is being used, but when you are walking the property activity is 

evident.  A conservation development is an opportunity to reduce individual lot sizes to 

accommodate the same yield that would be allowed under a conventional type where the individual 

lots meet the underlying zone requirement of 40,000 square feet.  You get credit for reducing lots 

in an effort the reduce the amount of road being installed and to provide an opportunity to maintain 

wooded or vegetated areas outside of the immediate development zone.  The development of the 

homes within this subdivision will be clustered closer together so the homes will be quite 

proximate to each other with the intent of providing increased separation from neighboring 

properties and maintaining some of the vegetated areas between them.  Following the pre-

application meeting with the Commission they arrived at this proposal.  They took into 

consideration how best to cluster the development zone on the property to maintain and provide 

buffering to the surrounding neighbors.  The configuration places the development to the east, as 

far as possible.  They have maintained a small open space buffered area between the private 

properties to the east and the Sprague Preserve.  They placed a higher value on the buffering to the 

west to the rear of the development site where the majority of the residences and commercial 

properties are located.   

 

Mr. Hemingway stated the project development is still in the early stage, they have put a lot of 

thought into it, but they have a long way to go.  They are presenting a configuration they feel has 

done enough due diligence on the engineering aspects that they are confident in the configuration 

and the operation of the improvements that are shown.  They have investigated where the entrance 

to the project enters the State Highway and feel it is a suitable location.  There has been significant 

subsurface testing that has been done and reviewed.  They are confident there is ample opportunity 

for compliant installations of private wells and private OWTS on each lot.  Both electric and 

telephone utilities will be underground as required by ordinance.  He finished his presentation by 

stating they would like to continue to get feedback from the Commission and the neighbors.   They 

will refine the very specific engineering requirements of the project down to the specific drainage 

methods to comply with the State drainage ordinances not only from the property but for the 

groundwater resources.   

 

Ms. Platner began by commenting that the request for a twenty-two-foot road width was a 

suggestion from the Planning Commission at the pre-application phase of the project.  They just 
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needed to be sure the fire department was satisfied with that road width and Chief Rathbone, as he 

stated at the TRC meeting, was amenable to that road width.   

 

Ms. St Laurent asked about the wells and their proposed locations.  Mr. Hemingway stated they 

will attempt to locate the wells to the rear of the property.   The next step is to determine the soil 

conditions and test pits will be dug in very specific locations which will be witnessed by the State.  

The locations will be identified and following the testing, the locations will not be moved.  There 

are minimum requirements to satisfy the State for separation distances from wells and septic 

systems.  Mr. Hemingway said that in this case, there are a couple of public wells on adjacent 

properties, and they have identified the radius and have considered the radius from the well 

locations they are proposing to be certain they meet the separation requirements as mandated by 

the State.   

 

Ms. Topping asked if the wells were going down into bedrock.  Mr. Hemingway answered that he 

believed that they would be.  The bedrock has not yet been identified, but there is a significant 

amount of bedrock on the site.  Ms. Topping stated she understood the neighbors’ concerns about 

their wells although the water may be coming from a different place.  It is very hard to determine 

the effects this project will have.  She asked Mr. Hemingway if there was anything he could offer 

that might allay some of their concerns.  Mr. Hemingway said it is difficult to answer without 

having technical data.  He stated that he could address that concern in a general sense.  He 

explained that they anticipated that the wells would be deep and the aquifer has been identified as 

having significant capacity in general.  The published data on this area seems to indicate there is 

significant aquifer capacity for development of this intensity.   

 

Ms. Topping stated that Mr. Dowling, Onsite Wastewater Program Manager, at the recent TRC 

meeting, recommended the applicant consider utilizing denitrification OWTS systems.  Mr. 

Hemingway understood why Mr. Dowling would make that recommendation as denitrification 

provides more treatment than conventional OWTS. Although he understood Mr. Dowling’s 

position he did not feel there was any evidence to indicate that conventional septic systems on 

these properties would not provide treatment at acceptable levels.  

 

Ms. Topping commented that the quality and quantity of groundwater is very important to the 

community, and she trusts the applicant will do everything to maintain that.  Ms. Platner continued 

by stating the groundwater flow is toward the river, she asked Mr. Hemingway at what depth.  Mr. 

Hemmingway answered that he does not have that data, but they did have a geologist take a look 

and give a characterization and he concluded that it does appear the groundwater flows to the 

northeast and is anticipated to be in the range of forty feet, but that is conjecture at this point.  Ms. 

Platner said that her question was in terms of groundwater contamination, but most of the flow is 

towards the river and the open space, which is not good either, but in terms of its effect on 

neighbors, the groundwater flow would be more toward the river.  Mr. Hemingway agreed.   Ms. 

Platner continued by saying that in terms of the well water, the depth of the proposed wells will 

probably be deeper than most neighboring wells because it is an older community and at the time 

the existing properties were developed, they were probably dug wells, unless they have since 

installed new wells.  She questioned what the potential impact to neighboring shallow wells could 

be from the deeper wells in the new subdivision.  Mr. Hemingway reiterated his previous statement 

that they do not anticipate a negative impact on the capacity of the aquifer from this subdivision.   
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Ms. Topping asked if the project would be built all at once or in phases and would there be hours 

for construction.  Mr. Hemingway responded that it was his belief that construction would be done 

in a single phase and the hours of construction would follow the Town Ordinance.  Ms. Topping 

confirmed they would be market rate houses.   

 

Ms. Platner reminded everyone there are two more stages of review and when and if they get 

approval, they will still have to go to the State and that could take time.   

 

At this time, Ms. Platner opened the public hearing to the public.   

 

Steven Warrner expressed his concern with the effect the deeper wells of the subdivision will have 

on the neighboring properties’ wells.   

 

Mark Gillespie, 11B Rocky Acres Drive, stated that his home is located to the southwest corner of 

the proposed development.  His well is 262 feet deep.  He has run out of water at least three times 

in the past three years and the recovery rate is not good.  He explained the way he looks at the 

proposed development is if you have 24 houses with a family of three, that is 72 people taking 

showers, baths, etc.  That is thousands of gallons of water that is used every day.  He questioned 

how intensely the wells are being looked at and how much water would be available and how deep 

they will have to drill.   

 

Mr. Warrner asked the Commission if the application from twenty years ago was turned down 

because of the water table.  Ms. Platner answered that it had to do with the requirements of the 

ordinance and the requirements of the 100’ foot buffer and the condition of that buffer.  The 

applicants in the early 2000’s before they had come for preliminary approval had done some stump 

dumps in the buffer and there was a large clearing next to a neighbor and those neighbors appealed 

and kept it in court for a long period of time.  It wasn’t about water; it was a dispute between 

neighbors over buffers.  She said this is one of the reasons why the buffer is so important.   

 

Mr. Warrner asked who will have ownership of the buffer once KREG completes the development 

and all the homes are sold.  Ms. Platner explained that each owner in the subdivision will own a 

percentage of the open space and usually the Town owns a conservation easement on that land so 

that it can never be developed.   

 

Julie Carroll, 11A Rocky Acres Drive, asked if the proposed locations for the septic and wells 

would be tested prior to approval of the subdivision.  Mr. Hemingway answered there will be  

witnessed test holes at every proposed septic system location before they return to the Planning 

Commission.  Ms. Carroll felt the neighbors’ main concerns are the potential effect the wells and 

septic systems may have on the neighboring properties.  Ms. Platner explained that the Department 

of Health would have to approve the wells, and DEM would have to witness the test holes and 

approve the septic systems.  

 

Ms. Platner stated that the groundwater capacity and the capacity to absorb sewage is something 

the Town should be studying.   
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Ms. Carroll stated that at the TRC meeting, Mr. Dowling made the recommendation of putting in 

denitrification septic systems, she asked if that was still a possibility.  Ms. Platner responded that 

currently, Charlestown does not have jurisdiction over septic systems, DEM does.   

 

Ms. Topping explained the Commission must review an application with the understanding that a 

property owner has the right to develop their land, while at the same trying to preserve the 

environment as much as possible and lessen the impact of development on the neighbors. 

 

Darlene Belanger, 467 Carolina Back Road, questioned where the trees and debris from clearing 

the property will go.  She asked if it would remain on the property.  Mr. Jonathan Kent, the 

applicant, answered the stumps would be ground and hauled off site.  They have no intention of 

burying stumps on the property.  If, during their clearing and excavation process they encounter 

the old stump dump, it will be removed as well. 

 

She asked if an archaeological survey should be done as it is a historic village of the Narragansett 

Tribe.  Mr. Kent said they were told an archaeological study had been done during the time that 

Evelyn Smith was before the Commission in the early 2000’s and there was an acknowledgement 

that it was a “clean” site.  It did say that seventy-five feet off on an adjacent property there was 

some evidence of Narragansett Indian artifacts.  

 

Ms. Platner asked if the archaeological survey was in the record.  Attorney Callaghan answered he 

was told that it was in the record from 2007 (approx.).  He was told that the study did not reveal 

anything of substance on the land and all the approvals, denials, or appeals did not involve anything 

related to that study. 

 

Ms. Platner recalled there was something on the property that is now called the Sprague Preserve.  

Mr. Henry agreed and said in the files from the former application there was an archaeological 

study done and he believes that because the site was previously disturbed, it was not recommended 

at this time.   

 

Ms. Belanger stated that the property is higher than her property and she expressed her concern 

with stormwater coming onto her property.  Mr. Hemingway said they are obligated not to increase 

stormwater onto adjacent properties.  Initial investigations have been done and they have set up 

initial models that indicate there will be no additional runoff onto adjacent properties.  

 

Ms. Belanger was concerned about the wildlife that would be displaced with the development.  

She questioned where they would go.  Ms. Platner stated that subdivisions, in general, are not good 

for wildlife, but this is a cluster subdivision so half of the site will be preserved as open space and 

compared to a conventional subdivision, it is better.   

 

Kenneth Terranova, 489 Carolina Back Road, asked if it was legal to put a subdivision in a historic 

district.  The Commission answered that it is legal.  He stated once testing is done, the applicant 

will find that the property will have non buildable lots, and he asked what would happen to them.  

He commented that you cannot put a foundation on fill.  You must put it on virgin ground to put 

the footing in.  It was his opinion that the people in Carolina Village would not benefit from the 

development.  He understands that people need homes, and he does not wish to stop that, he just 
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doesn’t understand how it can be built in a historic village.  It will change the whole village.  Ms. 

Platner said the applicant intends to screen the development from the road.   

 

Mr. Terranova asked what the homes were anticipated to sell for.  He continued saying that in a 

year or more, that may double.  He asked if it would help the existing properties, or if it would 

decrease their property values.  Ms. Platner stated that Carolina Village is on the National Register, 

but she is uncertain that it extends to the undeveloped land behind the Village.   

 

Ms. Stamps said the development will absolutely enhance the values of the existing homes.  Any 

development that is done well will enhance surrounding property values.  

 

Discussion ensued regarding the rights of property owners to develop their properties.  

 

The Commission took a ten-minute recess.   

 

The meeting resumed at 8:37 P.M.  Ms. Platner reminded everyone that going forward everyone 

should remain respectful and address their questions and comments to the Commission.   

 

Anne Averill, 503 Carolina Back Road, said she has spoken with the former president of the Land 

Trust, and she told Ms. Averill that the Land Trust had tried for years to purchase the property and 

the owner did not want to sell it to the Land Trust.  Ms. Averill said she appreciated that the 

developer listened to both the Planning Commission and the neighbors.  They are trying to satisfy 

everyone.  She asked what the next steps are going forward.  They are still concerned with the 

water quality and the septic systems.  She said that at the TRC meeting, Matt Dowling 

recommended denitrification septic systems.  She said that he is an expert in this field and if the 

denitrification systems add to the cost of the home construction, then add that to the price of the 

home.  It should not jeopardize the future of the water quality of the neighbors and the homeowners 

in the proposed development.   

 

Mr. Terranova asked if the utilities would be underground.  Mr. Kent responded that under the 

Town’s regulations they are obligated to do that.   

 

Ms. Platner responded to Ms. Averill’s questions about what the next steps in the process would 

be.  She explained if the decision of the Commission is not appealed, then the applicant will move 

forward and apply for a RIPDES permit, which is their stormwater permit.  It is a very detailed 

application which includes a lot of calculations.  The applicant must prove there will be no 

additional stormwater leaving the property than what is leaving now.  They will also have to go to 

DEM for their septic approval and permits.  A Physical Alteration Permit (PAP) will also be 

required for the road cut onto the State Road.   

 

Ms. Platner said that included in their meeting packets, was a traffic analysis, a fiscal analysis, and 

an environmental analysis.  Ms. Platner reiterated the applicants will apply to the State for the 

various required permits and once received, they will then come back to the Planning Commission 

with more detailed plans for preliminary plan review.  She explained the agenda will be in the 

newspaper a week prior and the agenda and meeting materials will be on the Town’s web page 

under IQM2.  Abutting property owners will not be notified by mail of the September meeting, but 
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they will be notified via mail of the Preliminary Plan meeting once the date has been set. Ms. 

Topping explained to the public that typically, applications are presented the fourth Wednesday of 

the month, with the exception November and December, where the dates may differ due to the 

holidays.   

 

Ms. Topping stated that the Commission shares many of the concerns that were discussed tonight.  

She said the developer is trying to address the concerns.   

 

Catherine Gibson, Alton Carolina Road, said she is appreciative of some of the comments the 

public has made about this community and making it the best possible community that we can.  

Growth is inevitable, but very careful growth is essential.  She said we are in a place right now 

where our Town is making choices about its relatively rural nature.  She agreed with Ms. Averill’s 

comment and asked the developer and owner to consider using denitrification OWTS.  It will be 

more expensive, but it will be an investment in the future of the community.   

 

Mr. Henry presented three recommendations for conditions: 

 

1. The applicant shall include with Preliminary Plan submission a plan for open space 

management that is consistent with Conservation Development requirements.   

 

2. The applicant shall include with the Preliminary Plan submission a plan for the 15,000 SF 

recreation area, including any parking, biking, and/or pedestrian structures to be 

constructed.  It was noted that this could be something that the developer could execute, or 

it could be left for the homeowners to determine how they would choose to use (or not) the 

recreation area.  There was also discussion involving the fee-in-lieu of rather than providing 

a recreation area.  

 

3. Any subdivision signage proposed must comply with the Charlestown Zoning Ordinance, 

including the signage ordinance. 

 

Ms. Platner added her items for approval: 

 

1. All exterior lighting on houses, lots, or common areas shall consist of full cutoff or recessed 

fixtures and lamps with a color temperature of 3,000 Kelvins or less. 

 

2. Although it is no longer required until Final Plan, it would be beneficial to include all 

necessary Federal, State and local permits, if obtained prior to Preliminary Plan submittal; 

including the issuance of all relevant state permits, including but not limited to, a RIPDES 

permit from DEM Water Quality Division for stormwater management; an OWTS permit 

from DEM; and a physical alteration permit (PAP) from DOT.   

 

Ms. Platner explained that it would be much easier to review if the RIPDES calculations 

are all done and there are no changes coming back from the State. 

 

3. Land clearing or grading will occur after Preliminary plan approval. 
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4. Prior to the recording of any lots, the road and stormwater management systems necessary 

to support the subdivision shall be in place and approved by the Charlestown Public Works 

Department, and the road accepted by the Town. 

 

Ms. Platner continued by stating the following were a combination of conditions and comments: 

 

1. It was Ms. Platner’s opinion that it would be great if the applicant considered utilizing the 

more advanced septic systems.  

 

2. At Preliminary plan, remediation shall be done as needed on individual lots to meet the 

required depths of topsoil. 

 

3. When determining the limit of Disturbance (LOD) on each lot, the specifications of Section 

11.9 C.6 of the Subdivision Regulations shall be adhered to, so as to protect existing 

forested and shrub areas within lots.  Erosion and Sediment Control – 11.9 C.6 Any 

clearing not associated with a development plan shall limit clearing to within the required 

setbacks of the applicable zoning district with the exception of clearing along the frontage 

of the lot required for access to the site. 

 

4. The LOD on each lot shall be marked permanently in the field, the details of which are to 

be finalized at the preliminary plan phase; including the method to ensure that the land 

areas beyond the LOD’s are permanently protected.  Ms. Platner did note that this would 

not apply to all the lots, but more so for the deeper lots. 

 

5. The applicant shall install permanent monuments, as necessary, at lot corners and angle 

points of the subdivision boundary lines.  The location of these should be shown on the 

plans. 

 

6. There are to be no motorized vehicles in the open space.  Ms. Platner suggested they may 

want to discourage trails in the narrow areas of open space as they would be very close to 

the rear property lines of the house lots.  She added that if there is to be a trail connection, 

they should discuss the location with the Conservation Commission. 

 

7. Utilities are mandated to be underground. 

 

8. Remove any stump dumps unless the buffer area has grown trees over them; do not clear 

the forest to remove a stump dump.  Mr. Kent stated that if the stump dump is not located 

in an area where it does not have to be cleared for development, then it will remain in its 

present state.  

 

9. Remove Japanese knotweed and other invasives. 

 

10. Address discouraging or prohibiting ADUs in the HOA documents.  Mr. Kent agreed to 

that, but that may not be enforceable under State Law.  Ms. Platner said that the size of 
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the lots may not allow for an ADU due to septic constraints and other requirements that 

may not be able to be met.   

 

11. No fires in the open space.   

Ms. Platner suggested that if there are trees in the cul de sac, that they consider keeping them, if 

the plan allows.  She suggested the applicant look at the Cedar Meadows subdivision, as an 

example of a cul de sac that remains in its forested state.  It is nicer for houses to look out on that 

rather than lawn.  Mr. Kent stated they would rather use the trees they would plant. 

Ms. Topping suggested they try to discourage the use of pesticides and herbicides on the lawns.  

Ms. Platner added the amount of topsoil that is used will encourage the survival of the lawns or 

plantings and not require as much water use.  Ms. Topping said the same is true when using 

native species for plantings. 

Mr. Gillespie suggested the applicant consider designating the recreational area as a wildlife 

sanctuary instead.  He said that owls are a protected species under federal law, and he hears them 

every night.  Mr. Henry answered that the applicant has a number of options according to the 

ordinance in terms of who will manage the open space.  One of the options is to give the land a 

non-profit organization.  The principal purpose of the conservation of open space is resource 

protection.  He said the proposal Mr. Gillespie was proposing could fit under that but it is up to 

the applicant to decide how that area of open space will be managed.   

Mr. Henry explained State law requires that within 90 days of the Certificate of Completion, 

issued on August 6th, the Planning Commission must render a decision.  The next regular 

Planning Commission meeting is September 24th, and the public hearing can be continued to that 

date if the Commission wishes to do so.  He will prepare a draft decision for the Commission’s 

consideration.   

Mr. Kent wanted the Commission and public to know that in early September they are slated to 

do test pits for DEM.  He didn’t want anyone to think they are beginning development of the 

property; they will just be going in with a small excavator to dig holes for testing.   

A motion was made by Ms. St Laurent to continue the public hearing to 

September 24, 2025 at 7:00 P.M. in the Town Council Chambers.  Seconded 

by Mr. Babcock and carried by unanimous vote. 

5. LOCAL REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION – Planning Commission sitting as the Local 

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

 

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

Jeffrey W. Gardner, applicant, Pre-application Conference for a Comprehensive 

Permit Application for 11 proposed housing units with six to be set aside as low- 

and moderate-income housing units. AP 13 Lots 31 & 32, 3740 Old Post Road. 
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There was no discussion of this application.  Ms. Platner made the announcement at the beginning 

of the meeting that the applicant has requested a postponement of the pre application until the 

October regular meeting.   

 

6. PLANNING ISSUES AND CONCERNS 

 

A. Chair Comments 

No comments 

Mr. Babcock asked if it was possible to compile data to see if there is a detrimental effect putting 

a house, septic system, and well on lots of 20,000 square feet or less.  Mr. Henry commented that 

the Town commissioned a Housing Density Study that was recently completed.  The study is 

available online to review.  Ms.  Topping added that Mr. Dowling has done extensive studies on 

the issue as well.  Mr. Henry requested that Mr. Babcock send him an email stating the specific 

data he was requesting, and he would then speak with Mr. Dowling to provide him with the 

information he was requesting. 

 

Ms. Platner suggested scheduling a workshop and inviting Mr. Dowling to attend.  He is 

advocating for denitrification systems in areas where the State is not requiring them.  She added  

that the Town could develop their own regulations.   

 

B. Planner Comments 

 

Mr. Henry commented that the next workshop meeting is scheduled for September 10th.  He wanted 

to remind Commission members at that meeting they would discuss the Planning Commission’s 

opinions and thoughts pertaining to commercial design standards.  He is hoping that by the end of 

that meeting they will be able to share those thoughts with the EIC members.   

 

C. Solicitor Comments 

No comment. 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

A motion was made by Ms. Topping to adjourn at 9:15 P.M.  Seconded by 

Ms. Stamps and carried by unanimous vote. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Janet Lombardo 

Planning Assistant 

 


