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TOWN OF HOPKINTON 

PLANNING BOARD 

 

REGULAR MEETING 

 

Wednesday, April 7, 2021 

7:00 p.m. 

Hopkinton Town Hall 

1 Town House Road, Hopkinton, RI 02833 

 

CALL TO ORDER:  

 

Vice Chair Emily Shumchenia, serving in the role of Chair in the absence of Chairman Al 

DiOrio, called the Hopkinton Planning Board meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. 

 

MEMBERS PRESENT:  

 

Town Planner Jim Lamphere and Senior Planning Clerk Talia Jalette participated from 

Town Hall. Vice Chair Emily Shumchenia, Vice Chair Ron Prellwitz, members Carolyn 

Light and Keith Lindelow (who arrived at 7:05 p.m.) and alternate John Pennypacker 

participated via Zoom, as did Town Council Liaison Sharon Davis, Planning Board 

Solicitor Maggie Hogan, and Conservation Commission Liaison Deb O’Leary (who 

arrived at 7:04 p.m.). Chairman Al DiOrio was absent.  

 

ROLL CALL:  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked each of the Board members to respond when their names were 

called. Mr. DiOrio was absent. Mr. Lindelow was not in attendance at the time of the roll 

call, but arrived a few minutes later. Mr. Prellwitz, Mr. Pennypacker, Ms. Light and Ms. 

Shumchenia all verified that they were present for the meeting.  

 

PRE-ROLL:  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked her fellow Board members if they would be able to attend the 

next regularly scheduled meeting on May 5, 2021. She again called each member’s name 

individually, and they replied. She began with Mr. DiOrio, and noted that as he was 

absent, he could “obviously not tell [the Board]” if he would be in attendance at the May 

meeting. She then asked Mr. Prellwitz. He replied in the affirmative. Next, Ms. 

Shumchenia stated that she would be in attendance at the next meeting as well. She asked 

if Mr. Lindelow would be in attendance, but noted that it appeared as though he was still 

absent. Ms. Jalette confirmed that he had not yet joined the meeting. Ms. Shumchenia 

then asked if Ms. Light planned on attending the next Planning Board meeting. She 

replied in the affirmative. Finally, Ms. Shumchenia asked Mr. Pennypacker if he would 

be in attendance. He said that he would be.  

 

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES:  
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Ms. Shumchenia asked if there was “any discussion on the minutes from last month.” Ms. 

Light replied that she had nothing to add. Mr. Prellwitz communicated the same, as did 

Mr. Pennypacker. When she heard that the Board did not have anything to discuss in 

relation to the minutes, she asked for a member to make a motion to approve the minutes.  

 

MS. LIGHT MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE MARCH 

3RD MEETING. IT WAS SECONDED BY MR. PRELLWITZ.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there was any discussion on the minutes. When she did not hear 

from the rest of the members, she called for a vote.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, PENNYPACKER, LIGHT 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE 

 

4-0, THE MOTION PASSED.  

 

OLD BUSINESS:  

 

Third Master Plan – Major Land Development Project – Stone Ridge at Hopkinton – AP 

11, Lot 47A, 0 Palmer Circle. RI-95, LLC., applicant.  

 

Before Ms. Shumchenia began to discuss the old business at hand, she asked Ms. Jalette 

if Mr. Lindelow had joined the meeting yet. She replied that he had not. She then began.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Uh, just, procedurally, because, first and foremost, we didn’t expect 

Al [DiOrio], I think we should elevate John [Pennypacker] to be a full member for 

today.” 

Ms. Hogan: “That’s correct.”  

Ms. Shumchenia: “Okay, so John [Pennypacker] will, will vote with us today, and, um, if 

Keith [Lindelow] doesn’t join before we get to an appropriate agenda item, or appropriate 

part where we’re gonna be voting, we will just have four voting members. Is that 

correct?”  

Ms. Hogan: “That’s correct.”  

 

Ms. Light had a question in regard to how the Board would move forward if Mr. DiOrio 

did not join the meeting, but Mr. Lindelow did. 

 

Ms. Light: “Um, if, if Keith [Lindelow] does come back, but Al [DiOrio] does not come 

back, does John [Pennypacker] get to participate -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Yes.” 

Ms. Light: “Completely?” 

Ms. Hogan: “Yes.” 

Ms. Light: “Thank you.”  
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Ms. Shumchenia then explained that before the Board “[dove] into old business”, she 

“just wanted to suggest an overall plan for the meeting, given the size of the agenda 

tonight.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “I know that there might be some revisions to the agenda, but I’m 

going to state this anyway, just so that we’re all on the same page. Um, we have five 

agenda items between old and new business. I think we all intend to complete all of those 

items by 10:00 p.m. tonight. Um, to do this, we’re going to have to watch the clock fairly 

carefully, to make sure that we get everything in. Um, I’d like all participants to just be 

respectful of that time that we have to manage carefully tonight. Um, the Planning 

Board’s going to require some longer periods of discussion for some of the more 

complicated agenda items. For applicants that are presenting, um, please expect between 

fifteen and thirty minutes of presentation time, depending on the stage of your project, 

and the complexity. I’m thinking that for the first two agenda items, we’ll allocate sixty 

minutes each, since these are fairly far along. They’re complex and large projects, and 

we’ll use the remaining sixty minutes of the meeting to handle the final three agenda 

items, which, um, are a little bit lesser in scope, uh, given their stage and status. Um, so, 

that’s, that’s how I’m gonna suggest we proceed, and so we’re going to jump into old 

business, and the first item is -” 

 

Here, Ms. Jalette interjected to let Ms. Shumchenia know that Mr. Lindelow had arrived, 

and that she wanted to let her know that before the Board began to address the first 

agenda item. Ms. Shumchenia took the opportunity to ask Mr. Lindelow if he would be in 

attendance at next month’s meeting. He replied in the affirmative. Ms. Shumchenia said 

that she was glad that Mr. Lindelow had joined the rest of the Board, then turned to the 

first agenda item on the docket.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia explained that the Board was looking at the third Master Plan for a 

Major Land Development project, Stone Ridge at Hopkinton.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Um, just to provide a little bit of background, um, this is the third 

Master Plan meeting. We – at the last meeting in March, uh, we did not – it was on the 

agenda, but we did not hear the application, at the request of the applicant, um, so we’re 

here today – I just wanted to do a quick check-in on a, on the status of the project, and the 

timeline, the review timeline, um, Jim [Lamphere] and/or Talia [Jalette], can you weigh 

in and just confirm that the review timeline for this project, um, is, uh, a decision by 

April 7th, which is tonight.”  

 

Mr. Lamphere replied that Mr. Landry, “who’s presenting this application” requested, by 

an e-mail, an extension earlier that afternoon, “until the May 5th – through the May 5th 

meeting.”  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “He would like to continue this public informational meeting to that May 

5th meeting as well.” 
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He also explained that the Board had already “surpassed” the initial decision period “by, 

by quite a bit, but there have been several extensions, uh, for this project along the way 

that have been granted”. He then said that he believed Mr. Landry was in attendance, and 

that he was going to “let him, uh, present his, uh, proposal” to the Board. Ms. Jalette 

replied that Mr. Landry was on the line, and that she had unmuted him. She then said that 

he could proceed whenever Ms. Shumchenia give him “the go-ahead” to proceed. Ms. 

Shumchenia told Mr. Landry to “take it away.” Mr. Landry thanked Ms. Shumchenia, 

then began. 

 

Mr. Landry: “Uh, it was not our, our intention to request that this matter be, be continued. 

Uh, we had all of our, um, consultants and experts ready to make very compact 

presentations on all of the issues that we described to you, that we were working on last 

month. Um, it came to my attention earlier today, uh, by the attorney for the Sculcos, uh, 

Mr. Skwirz, that there was no new, uh, public advertisement, uh, of this meeting tonight, 

uh, in the newspaper, seven days before, uh, the meeting. He also advises – I, I have not 

seen the minutes of the last, uh, meeting, but he advises that the meeting, and, and I don’t 

question this – I, I have not reviewed, uh, the minutes – he advises that, uh, the meeting 

was not continued to a date certain, uh, at the March meeting, and therefore, a new legal 

advertisement, uh, was required, um, and, uh, we’re, we’re not aware that that, that was 

done. Mr. Skwirz has not been able to locate, uh, an advertisement, and I, I think we’re in 

agreement that there was not a re-advertising, so that the question is – and it comes up 

from time to time – not often, but it comes up, uh, the courts have been unanimous that a 

jurisdict-, that a lack of, uh, proper notice of the meeting is a jurisdictional, uh, 

impediment, uh, to a, to a valid meeting taking place on a, on a project, unfortunately, 

and, very, you know, reluctantly, but necessarily, uh, Mr. Skwirz asked us continue the 

meeting, uh, to the March, to the, uh, May agenda, uh, and indicated that, uh, you know, 

they also had some review that they’d like to do of some, uh, supplemental materials that 

we provided, as we had said we would, um, and, uh, I, I, unfortunately, feel that that’s 

what has to be done here, as any decision that the Board makes, up or down, on this 

project, uh, would be impacted if one of the public informational meetings and 

presentation meetings along the way was not, uh, a legal meeting, so it’s our, our 

reluctant request that this be continued to the May agenda. Uh, we have provided the 

Board, consistently, with additional, uh, time to consider this matter. It’s not my practice, 

uh, to try to squeeze a Board that way, and the Board has been courteous, uh, with us, as 

an applicant in, uh, giving us the time to respond to the various issues that the Board 

asked us to, uh, to develop further, as part of this, uh, presentation, which we’ve done, so, 

we, I confirmed in writing to Mr. Lamphere, together with my request, that we would 

extend, uh, the time for action by the Board. I’m suggesting ‘til the end of the May 

meeting, but we would certainly extend it to whatever time period the Board reasonably 

felt was appropriate, uh, under the circumstances.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Landry for his explanation, and said that she was going to 

turn to Ms. Hogan “for some guidance”.  
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Ms. Shumchenia: “Um, sounds like we can the review period ‘til at least May, um, but 

Mr. Landry indicated that they are also flexible on extending that review period beyond 

May. What do you recommend?” 

Ms. Hogan: “Uh, I would recommend that the Board accept that, um, representation, um, 

and, um, you would make a motion to continue the matter this evening to the date certain 

of May – is it fifth? – and, um, with the, um, understanding that the parties would be 

ready to present that evening, hopefully.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked for a motion “to extend this topic to the May 5th meeting.”  

 

MR. PRELLWITZ MADE A MOTION THAT THE BOARD EXTEND THE TIME 

FRAME FOR THIS ITEM UNTIL MAY 5TH. 

 

Ms. Hogan interjected that Mr. Prellwitz would have to continue the hearing1 to May 5th. 

 

MR. PRELLWITZ ADDED TO HIS MOTION THAT THE BOARD WOULD 

CONTINUE THE [MEETING]2 TO MAY 5TH. IT WAS SECONDED BY MS. LIGHT.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there was any further discussion on the motion to provide the 

extension. Mr. Lindelow asked if the Board should continue the matter to the June 

meeting, as “there seems to be a lot of outstanding items, moving parts”, or if they should 

“stick with May and extend again” if the Board needed “to for another month.” Ms. 

Shumchenia replied.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “We do have the option of, of requesting that extension again when we 

get to the May meeting.” 

Mr. Lindelow: “Okay.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “What [do] others think?”  

Mr. Lindelow: “I’m fine with one month, then.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia then said that it looked like the Board was ready to vote. Ms. Hogan 

interjected to ask Ms. Shumchenia to conduct a roll call vote “since it’s a remote 

meeting.” She did so.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, LINDELOW, LIGHT, PENNYPACKER 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE 

 

5-0, MOTION PASSED.  

 

                                                 
1 Clerk’s Note:  The motion should have been made to continue the Public Informational Meeting. The 

Public Informational Hearing takes place at the Preliminary Plan stage of a Major Land Development 

review, while the Public Informational Meeting takes place at the Master Plan stage of a Major Land 

Development Review. 
2 Clerk’s Note: Mr. Prellwitz’s motion was amended to reflect the correct kind of meeting for the stage of 

review.  
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Mr. Landry thanked the Board, and the Board moved to discussing the new business.  

 

NEW BUSINESS: 

 

Master Plan – Public Informational Meeting – Major Land Development Project – 

Photovoltaic Solar Energy System – Comolli Solar – AP 2, Lot 73, 0 Chase Hill Road, Unit 

2. Centrica Business Solutions, applicant.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia read off the agenda item, then Ms. Jalette interjected. She explained that 

she had made an error in the agenda. 

 

Ms. Jalette: “So, I noticed – a few days ago, actually, that I made a scrivener’s error. I 

spoke to Maggie [Hogan] about it, but, um, this is actually going to be a Public 

Informational Meeting, and not a Hearing. I just put ‘Hearing’ instead of ‘Meeting’, but it 

doesn’t change any aspect of it coming before the Board. It’s, it’s just an error that I 

made, on my part. So, when it comes time to make a motion, regardless of what the 

motion is, it’s important to refer to it as a meeting, and not a hearing. So, just for that 

clarity.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Ms. Jalette, and said reiterated that a “Master Plan Public 

Informational Meeting is the agenda item.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Um, just to get a sense for where that is in the review stage clock, we 

– do we have any risk today of running out some kind of clock on our review for this 

project?” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Jim Lamphere, Town Planner. No. You have ninety days to make a 

decision on this matter, from the date of, uh, certification of completeness, which was 

March 18th. So, we have ninety days, but I’ll sure there’ll be extensions along the way, 

so.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Lamphere, and asked if the applicant was present. Ms. 

Jalette explained that they were, and asked Joelle Rocha, the attorney for the applicants, 

to state her name for the record.  

 

Ms. Rocha: “Um, we did send a letter earlier today, uh, requesting a continuance – most 

of, most - if not all of you - are familiar with this project. Um, there – part of the 

conditions of approval, um, from the zone change were, um, conservation – a 

conservation easement, in favor of the Land Trust, who’s also an abutter to the property. 

Um, the property owner has been out of the state, or out of the country, um, so there 

hasn’t been – they haven’t touched base. I was just retained this week in order to 

coordinate directly with the Land Trust on behalf of the property owner, um, so I have 

reached out to the Land Trust to set up with a meeting next week to work through, um, 

some of their issues, and what they’re looking for, and see if we can come to terms with 

respect to that conservation easement - and, at the same time, also coordinate, um, with 

the Conservation Commission on, um, uh, the minutes, the summary of the minutes, we 

actually just received this morning, to see if we can narrow the issues, uh, before this 
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Board, prior to a hearing on the Master Plan. Um, some of you may have been in 

attendance, or may be aware that there was a site visit last week, um, and, so, the 

Conservation Commission members and the Land, uh, Land Trust were present at that 

meeting, so it gives a good feel for, um, some of the question they raise, so we’d like to 

see if we can address, um, both the Conservation Commission and the Land Trust to the 

extent possible, again, and narrow the issues before, um, the Master Plan hearing.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Attorney Rocha, this is Attorney Hogan. Uh, good evening.” 

Ms. Rocha: “Good evening.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Is your request also accompanied by a, uh, equal time for extension, since 

we’re not able to hear it this evening?” 

Ms. Rocha: “Uh, that’s fine. We can do an additional thirty days, uh, we don’t have a 

problem with that. We, like Jim [Lamphere] said, it, it doesn’t run out ‘til mid-June, so -” 

Ms. Hogan: “Right.” 

Ms. Rocha: “We do have two meetings, but that, if that’s, if that’s what the Board wants 

to do, that’s fine.” 

Ms. Hogan: “I think we’d appreciate that. We know we have a very, uh, dense couple of 

meetings coming up, so -” 

Ms. Rocha: “Understood.”  

Ms. Hogan: “More flexibility, the better. Thank you so much.”  

Ms. Rocha: “Understood.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there were “any questions from the Board on this.” When there 

was not anyone from the Board who had any questions, Ms. Shumchenia explained that 

the motion made for this agenda item would be “similar to the last item”, as they “would 

need a motion to continue this Public Informational Meeting to the May 5th meeting, 

contingent on the applicant also providing permission to extend the review timeline for 

this project thirty days.” Ms. Jalette interjected that there was a member of the public 

who wanted to comment, and she asked Ms. Shumchenia if she would “like to have them 

weigh in before the vote or after the vote.” Ms. Shumchenia asked Ms. Hogan if it should 

be after the vote. Ms. Hogan replied that the Board was “in the middle of a vote”. Ms. 

Shumchenia then reiterated that she was looking for a motion.  

 

MR. PENNYPACKER MADE A MOTION THAT WE EXTEND THE DECISION 

DEADLINE BY THIRTY DAYS, AND CONTINUE THE HEARING TO MAY 5TH.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Pennypacker, and asked for a second.  

 

MR. PRELLWITZ SECONDED THE VOTE.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia replied that she had “heard a couple seconds”, but that she had heard 

Mr. Prellwitz’s most clearly. Ms. Light said that she needed to amend Mr. Pennypacker’s 

motion, as they were continuing a Public Informational Meeting, and not a Hearing. Mr. 

Pennypacker thanked Ms. Light. She added the additional extension that had been 

authorized by the applicant. Ms. Shumchenia asked if the Board needed to “restate that 

more clearly” or if that was “good for the record.” Ms. Hogan asked Ms. Jalette if she had 
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gotten that. Ms. Jalette asked Ms. Light to “say it one more time.” Ms. Light jokingly 

asked why Ms. Jalette was asking her to state it again, and both laughed.  

 

MS. LIGHT AMENDED MR. PENNYPACKER’S MOTION TO CONTINUE THE 

[PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL] MEETING UNTIL THE MAY 5TH PLANNING 

BOARD SESSION, WITH THE APPROVAL OF THE APPLICANT, TO EXTEND 

THE DECISION DATE BY AN ADDITIONAL THIRTY DAYS.  

 

Ms. Jalette replied that she had gotten it “that time”, and Ms. Shumchenia said that they 

would now need a second on the amendment.  

 

MR. PRELLWITZ SECONDED THE AMENDMENT. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there was “any further discussion” on the topic. When she did 

not hear from the rest of the Board members, she called for a vote.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, LINDELOW, LIGHT, PENNYPACKER 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE  

 

5-0, THE MOTION PASSED.  

 

Ms. Hogan said that that was the vote for the amendment. She then asked the Board to 

vote on the “main motion”, as amended. Ms. Shumchenia called for another vote.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, LINDELOW, LIGHT, PENNYPACKER 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE 

 

5-0, THE MOTION PASSED.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia stated that both motions had passed unanimously. She then asked if the 

Board should hear public comment on this agenda item quickly before moving on to the 

next topic. Ms. Hogan replied that that was “the Chair’s prerogative.” Ms. Shumchenia 

said to Ms. Jalette that she could the caller to speak. She asked the caller to state their 

name for the record. It was Eric Bibler, of Woodville Road.  

 

Mr. Bibler said that he did not have a comment, “just a question through the Chair.” He 

continued. 

 

Mr. Bibler: “Attorney Rocha referenced some minutes of the, uh, Conservation 

Commission that would be relevant to this topic, but she didn’t give the date of the 

minutes, so I just wanted to ask Attorney Rocha what, what was the date of the meeting, 

uh, for the Conservation Commission where the, uh, relevant minutes would be found.” 

 

Ms. Rocha responded.  



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 9 

 

Ms. Rocha: “Um, the minutes we became aware of are actually on the Town’s website, so 

that’s, that’s how we became aware of it -”  

Mr. Bibler: “So -” 

Ms. Rocha: “For this meeting.” 

Mr. Bibler: “Do you know the date?” 

Ms. Rocha: “Uh, I don’t. I don’t. I don’t have then in front of me.” 

Mr. Bibler: “Okay. Alright.”  

 

He then thanked Ms. Rocha. Mr. Bibler did not have any further questions at that time. 

Ms. Shumchenia moved on to the next agenda item.  

 

Preliminary Plan – 2-Lot Minor Subdivision – AP 3, Lot 5E, 56 Tomaquag Road. Kenneth 

L. and Laura Taylor, applicants.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia began by stating that this was the first time the Board had heard this 

application before reversing course upon seeing that it was a Preliminary Plan. She then 

asked Mr. Lamphere if it was true that the Board had seen the proposal before. Mr. 

Lamphere explained that it was a Minor Subdivision, and that “Preliminary Plan is the 

first stage of it.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Lamphere: “The Board has not seen this yet.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Okay.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “First time for the Board.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked if the applicants were present. Ms. Jalette replied that they 

were. Mr. Taylor began to speak when Ms. Jalette interjected to ask him to state his name 

for the Board – which is what Mr. Taylor has begun to do. She apologized. Mr. Taylor 

replied that it was “not a problem”, and began again.  

 

Mr. Taylor: “Uh, my name is Raymond Taylor. I live at 40 Tomaquag Road. Uh, my 

parents are the ones who are, uh, making this application. They’re the owners of 56 

[Tomaquag Road]. Um, the reason I’m speaking today is my wife Katherine and I are 

looking to have this subdivision, uh, granted, in order to build a house for ourselves, uh, 

so that we may, you know, have our American Dream. Um, we’re looking to, you know, 

create a – we have a four-bedroom dwelling, a raised ranch house, um, so, we’re trying to 

seek preliminary approval of this plan, um, as I stated, a single, single-family residence, 

with the associated utilities. Um, it’s located, currently, within an oak forest which has 

been recently decimated by the gypsy moth infestation that we all know and remember. 

Um, my understanding is that this proposal meets all of the requirements for the 

subdivision, including frontage and setbacks. The property itself has a twenty-four-inch 

water table as noted, under a, uh, inspector. Uh, it’s not located within any wetlands, as 

per Ms. Kathy Mangan, a wetland biologist, and I, sh-, there should be a letter to that 

extent with the application. I currently have a septic design approved by [Department of 

Environmental Management]’s, uh, [Onsite Wastewater Treatment System]. The 

application number is 201470760, set for, uh, expiration on 10/1/2025. Uh, during the 

construction, we propose, uh, erosion control measures, including track pads, hay bales, 
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and silt fencing. Uh, again, we are seeking a preliminary approval, and we were hoping, 

potentially for a, uh, administrative handling of the final approval of this plan.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Taylor for his explanation, and asked the Board if they had 

any questions. Mr. Prellwitz said he did not have any questions. Ms. Light said the same, 

as did Mr. Lindelow. Mr. Pennypacker said that he did not have any questions, as it 

looked “cut and dried”. Ms. Shumchenia thanked the Board. She then asked if the Board 

had the draft motion prepared by Ms. Hogan before them. Ms. Shumchenia explained that 

a Board member “could make a motion, make the positive findings enumerated in Jim 

[Lamphere]’s memo and in our draft motion, um, without any additional conditions - it 

sounds like – of approval, and that motion would also delegate Final Plan approval to an 

administrative officer.” She said that if there was “no further discussion”, it sounded like 

the Board was “ready to make that motion, if someone would be so willing.” Mr. 

Lamphere asked to interject.  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “I think there may be some people, uh, on the line that would like to 

comment on this before you vote. Um -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Understood.”  

Mr. Lamphere: “I, I, I don’t have any, um, comment to make on it myself.”  

Ms. Jalette: “This is Talia [Jalette]. Jim [Lamphere] is correct.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked to go to the member of the public who wanted to comment. Ms. 

Jalette asked the caller to state their name for the record. It was Andrea Panciera, of High 

Street. She explained that she was “a representative of one of the abutting property 

owners”, the Kenneth and Gilda Panciera Trust, and David Panciera. She continued.  

 

Ms. Panciera: “We have a farm property that is mostly, um, east of the proposed 

subdivision, and we had received notice, just about a week ago, so, uh, we haven’t had a 

chance for everyone to have much of a review of the proposal. As you said, it does seem 

cut and dry, but we do, um, have a concern that, um, these bounds and boundaries as seen 

on really what is just the two-lot subdivision plan match, uh, our bounds and boundaries 

on our own surveys. Because all I have been able to see is just the plan for the two lots, 

and I don’t have a, uh, sense of a greater context of how this lies next to our land, and I 

would like to have the opportunity to see that, um, we also – just to make sure everyone 

else, uh, knows, uh, our land that does abut that lot, the proposed lot number one, is, uh, 

land that was sold to the State – the development rights were sold to the State, so it’s not 

just our own private interest here that is of concern, but also land that has been surveyed, 

um, by the State, and they – the [Department of Environmental Management] holds, uh, 

the rights to it, so, it’s another special concern, to make sure that everything is, uh, 

indicated properly. So, my request is to have more of an opportunity to see that whether 

it’s to visit Jim [Lamphere] and see the larger, um, maps, and how they work together, or 

another way that I could do this. I would like to see that before the Board takes a vote. 

And, um, if I can continue, we also – it’s not clear to me where the driveways actually go 

here. I understand that two lots do have proper road frontage, but I can’t see, gain, based 

on what I’m looking at, where the driveways go in. Uh, do they both go in via Tomaquag 

Road at the – where the road frontage is for those lots?”  
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Mr. Lamphere replied that “there are driveways, uh, going out to Tomaquag Road on 

both of these lots.” Ms. Panciera asked if it was “from the lots themselves.” 

 

Ms. Panciera: “They’re not going around any of the other lots?” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Right.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Directly there? Okay.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Yes. The driveways go right through the frontage.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Okay. And at the, um, east end of the map, there’s a link is, uh, that shows 

one of the boundaries with our land and with Ashaway Pines. Is that link or chain – is 

that supposed to be stone wall? It doesn’t say so on the legend.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Yes, Andrea [Panciera], Jim [Lamphere], Town Planner again. Um, 

normally, when you see links like that, they do indicate a stone wall. Uh, it’s not 

identified in the legend – I will let the, uh, Mr. Taylor respond to that, who knows his 

property better than I do.”  

Ms. Panciera: “Okay.” 

Mr. Taylor: “Uh, this is Raymond Taylor.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Yeah.” 

Mr. Taylor: “Um, that is indeed stone wall.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Okay. That’s what I thought. That’s about the only thing that’s there. Um, 

and my last question, if I still can ask this one – now, these are proposed as single house 

lots, so Mr. Taylor, you said that one of the lots is, um, for you, as for your own personal 

use, and the other lot – would that be for sale? Is that the intention?” 

Mr. Taylor: “Uh, a private party sale, from my parents to my younger brother, actually, is 

the intention for that lot.” 

Ms. Panciera: “And I asked this question because I do like to look ahead. They’re both 

quite large lots, which is, um, great, um, but they also – I wondered if they might have a 

future potential for more subdivision, um, and I was, wanted to raise that as a concern – 

but you’re telling me that you and your brother – family lots, basically, is the intended 

use.” 

Mr. Taylor: “That is correct.”  

Ms. Panciera: “Okay. Thank you. So, my final question remaining is whether we can 

have a chance to look at this a little more closely, just to make sure that what the drawing 

that we’re seeing is accurate compared to what, um, our, uh, own maps and charts have?” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Can the applicant provide an opportunity – what is, uh, uh, Raymond 

[Taylor], what is your thought on working with Andrea [Panciera] to, to get a better 

understanding of the map here?” 

Mr. Taylor: “I mean, I’d like to move forward with this. I’ve been waiting quite a while, 

um, in order to get into a meeting. Um, I – it’s my understanding that the notifications 

went out – I believe with the required buffer of time, as well as, uh, the plans being 

available online for a period of time. Now, I’m unsure when they were posted, um.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Um, I can tell you that the, uh, postcard that I received was dated March 

24th, and I received it March 31st. This is now April 7th. I did immediately ask Jim 

[Lamphere] for a copy of the diagram of the two lots, but they are not placed really 

within context, um, that I would like to see, a larger context of our property, which does 

wrap around on that lot, on both – partially on the east and on the north, and it is tricky 

there, uh, so, I want to confirm that what you have spelled out for your bounds and 
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boundaries is the same as we have in our deeds and, uh, charts on file, surveys on file, 

and I haven’t had the opportunity to do that.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia said that she understood, and that “this is a question now” for Mr. 

Lamphere and Ms. Hogan. She continued. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Is – if the Board votes on the Preliminary Plan tonight, is there an 

opportunity to do this review, um, with the abutter prior to the submission of the Final 

Plan, or are things – are we essentially locking this map in stone, essentially, by voting on 

it tonight?” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Yes, Emily [Shumchenia] – Jim Lamphere, Town Planner. I would 

suggest – what the Board might want to consider here, uh, as I look at this plan now, um, 

you could approve the Preliminary Plan with conditions, and the condition that I would 

recommend is that, uh, a Class I Survey be done on both of these lots – proposed Lot 1 

and proposed Lot 2, and bring that, administratively, to the Planner for administrative 

approval, uh, with the Class I Survey being done. I notice on the plan here that a Class I 

Survey was only done on proposed Lot 2 here – that a compilation survey was done on 

the proposed Lot 1. Um, I wish I picked up on that – I should have picked up on that. I 

hope everybody can appreciate that my Office is, uh, quite busy at, and I’m trying to put 

things on agendas at, uh, at the eleventh hour. Um, if I had plenty of time to look at 

something in detail, I would have picked up on this. I think both of those lots should have 

had Class I Surveys on them. As you saw, at the – at previous meetings, where we’ve 

gone through boundary things like this, we were able to rest on the fact that the 

subdivision has a Class I Survey, period, and that other - that neighbors did not, okay, so 

we rested on what a professional gave to us. This is a Class – with the old Class IV 

Survey, a compilation survey on proposed Lot 1. Uh, so I would say, um, you could 

approve this, uh, plan, um, you know, conceptually here. It’s gonna, it’s probably very 

close to being in the ballpark, to being correct, and I don’t think a Class I Survey is gonna 

change this plan substantively at all – but it could change it somewhat, and I think Ms., 

uh, Panciera brings up a very important point – that, uh, now is the time to get these 

boundary lines straightened out. So, I would say – approve the Preliminary Plan, subject 

to the applicant bringing to me, at Final, uh, a Class I Survey on both of these lots, and 

Ms. Panciera can be provided, be provided with a copy of that Class I Survey, and, at that 

point, we can compare her boundaries with this subject property. So, that, that’s a way to 

move this project forward and still get done what we need to get done.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Awesome. Thanks, Jim [Lamphere]. Is that, uh, amenable to you, Ms. 

Panciera?” 

Ms. Panciera: “Yes, it is. We have had a Class I Survey performed on our land, which I 

believe is on file at the Town Hall, so, uh – and this was part of the process with the 

[Department of Environmental Management], so I would feel much more comfortable 

that we’re all matched up, um, and, uh, there would be nothing that might become a 

problem down the road.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Great. And, Mr. Taylor – you okay with this, too?”  

Mr. Taylor: “Yeah, I’ll have it done.” 

Ms. Panciera: “Thank you.”  
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Here, Ms. Hogan asked if she could “just interject for just a moment.” She asked Ms. 

Panciera if her survey had been “performed by Cataldo Associates.” Ms. Panciera replied 

that that “was one of them, yes.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Panciera: “We actually had two surveys performed, but only one is on file – is my 

memory of that.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Okay, so, the – if it’s, if something’s not on file, then the current surveyor is 

not going to know about it -” 

Ms. Panciera: “No, I understand.” 

Ms. Hogan: “But he has referenced -” 

Ms. Panciera: “Mhm.” 

Ms. Hogan: “He has referenced the Cataldo -” 

Ms. Panciera: “Cataldo, mhm.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Dated March – pardon me, February 4th, 2005 survey.” 

Ms. Panciera: “2005. Yes. I understand.”  

Ms. Hogan: “And, um, Madame Chair, when the Board gets to the findings of fact, you’ll 

want to include an additional finding of fact that a Class I Survey has been performed for 

Lot #2.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Okay.” 

Ms. Hogan: “But not Lot #1.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there were “any other comments or questions from the public at 

this point.” Ms. Jalette replied that there were not. Ms. Shumchenia then asked if this 

discussion had “changed any Planning Board comments or opinions on this.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Do we need to have a short discussion before we proceed?” 

 

Mr. Pennypacker said that he “would ask for a little bit of clarity on future use.” He 

continued. 

 

Mr. Pennypacker: “Um, that is – from what I understand, it – the plan is not to subdivide 

further. The plan shows that the, the back of both lots is probably going to remain 

wooded. Um, uh, Mr. Taylor, can you confirm or elucidate on, on the future plans?” 

Mr. Taylor: “Sure, uh, be my pleasure. Um, my intention for at least my portion of the 

lot, and that – from what I understand, my brother’s, you know, what he will end up 

having – is that we’re gonna just have a wooded lot, or I might clear a little area for a 

future barn and maybe a garden. Um, I’m just looking to do kind of those types of 

activities. Um, that’s my understanding for my brother as well. Just residential, rural type 

things. Maybe I’ll get a couple of chickens – I don’t know.” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “Thank you.”  

Mr. Taylor: “Of course.”  

 

Ms. Hogan interjected that, as Mr. Lamphere had “pointed out” to the Board in his 

memo, “it does not appear as though additional future subdivision would be permissible”, 

as “there’s only access to Tomaquag Road, and there would be insufficient, uh, frontage 



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 14 

 

to put another lot in there, or road, and still have sufficient frontage for the two lots that 

are there.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Hogan: “The only other way they’d get to the back land would be to remove one of 

the houses, the new one that they’re going to build, or the existing one.”  

 

She then jokingly invited Mr. Lamphere to tell her if she was wrong. Mr. Lamphere then 

said that “to second guess” himself, he said that, “potentially, maybe, a Residential 

Compound”, could be possible, as the applicant had twelve acres. He explained that “if 

someone wanted to reconfigure this” to put a “right-of-way off of Tomaquag Road that 

goes, you know, into their well radius”, they could attempt it, but he “wouldn’t advise it.” 

Mr. Lamphere said that he did not “think it’s good planning”. Ms. Hogan asked if they 

would have to recombine the lots, but then answered her own question – that someone 

“could, possibly, be doing the twelve acre one.” Mr. Lamphere replied that “possibly, you 

could recombine these lots in some fashion and make a compound out of, out of them”, 

but that “it’s a little tough to, you know, imagine all the possible scenarios that could 

result”. He continued.  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “When somebody says, ‘Any future subdivision possible here?’, um, you 

know, we can all put our thinking caps on and come up with something creative, but, you 

know, again, you know, they both have the minimum, uh, frontage, by, uh -” 

Ms. Hogan: “Right.”  

Mr. Lamphere: “By the zone. Um, to get another lot out of this, you’d really have to put 

something very creative on paper. I would say that.”  

Ms. Hogan: “And, ultimately, whether a lot is, um, developable in the future is not 

relevant to the Board’s consideration this evening. An applicant or property owner 

certainly has the right to change their mind in the future, and do something different if the 

regulations allow it, but it’s not relevant to the Board’s deliberations for this particular 

proposal.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia replied that she understood, and asked Mr. Pennypacker if he had all of 

the information he needed. He replied that he did. Ms. Shumchenia then made “one last 

call for discussion or questions on this before moving on.” She asked her fellow Board 

members if they were “good” in that regard. Mr. Prellwitz, Mr. Lindelow, and Ms. Light 

expressed that they were. Ms. Shumchenia then stated that she thought that the Board was 

ready “to hear a potential motion to approve this Preliminary Plan with an additional 

finding of fact, relating to the Class I Survey, and an additional, uh, condition of approval 

related to that survey being completed on both lots.” Mr. Pennypacker joked that all of 

the members shouldn’t “jump up at once” to read the motion, then proceeded to do so.  

 

MR. PENNYPACKER MADE A MOTION TO APPROVE KENNETH AND LAURA 

TAYLOR’S APPLICATION FOR A MINOR SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 56 

TOMAQUAG ROAD, LOT 5E FOR A TOTAL OF TWO LOTS BASED ON THE 

FOLLOWING FINDINGS OF FACT AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 

 

FINDINGS OF FACT: 
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THE SUBJECT PROPERTY, CONSISTING OF 19 ACRES, IS LOCATED IN AN 

RFR-80 ZONE WHICH REQUIRES THE FOLLOWING DIMENSIONS: MINIMUM 

SIZE OF 80,000 SQUARE FEET, MINIMUM FRONTAGE OF 225 FEET, MINIMUM 

FRONT YARD SETBACK OF 60 FEET, MINIMUM SIDE YARD SETBACK OF 40 

FEET, AND A MINIMUM REAR SETBACK OF 50 FEET.  

 

PROPOSED LOT #1 WILL HAVE 548,856 SQUARE FEET, OR 12.6 ACRES, PLUS 

OR MINUS, WITH 262.92 FEET OF FRONTAGE. LOT 1 HAS A PREEXISTING 

DWELLING LOCATED THEREON WHICH MEETS THE MINIMUM SETBACK 

REQUIREMENTS.  

 

PROPOSED LOT #2 WILL HAVE 273,932 SQUARE FEET, OR 6.29 ACRES, MORE 

OR LESS, WITH 265.01 FEET OF FRONTAGE. PROPOSED LOT 2 HAS AN 

APPROVED SEPTIC SYSTEM DESIGNED, AS REQUIRED FOR SUBDIVISION 

PURPOSES. 

 

IT DOES NOT APPEAR THAT FURTHER SUBDIVISION OF THIS PARCEL 

WOULD BE POSSIBLE.  

 

BOTH LOTS WILL TAKE THEIR ACCESS FROM THE FRONTAGE ON 

TOMAQUAG ROAD AND WILL HAVE ADEQUATE ACCESS FOR POLICE, FIRE, 

OR OTHER AGENCIES CHARGED WITH PROTECTION OF THE HEALTH, 

SAFETY, AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC.  

 

THE PROPOSED LOTS DO NOT PRESENT CONFLICT WITH EXISTING 

ADJACENT USES OR EXISTING FEATURES. 

 

THE SUBDIVISION DESIGNER IS DANIEL F. HARRINGTON III, P.L.S., AND THE 

PROPOSED PLAN IS DATED JANUARY 26, 2021, AND IS INCORPORATED BY 

REFERENCE HEREIN.  

 

THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS NOT LOCATED IN A NATURAL HERITAGE AREA 

OR A ZONING OVERLAY DISTRICT.  

 

THERE ARE NO WETLANDS ON THE PROPERTY AS DEMONSTRATED BY 

LETTER FROM BIOLOGIST KATHLEEN MANGAN DATED FEBRUARY 13, 2021. 

 

THE APPLICANTS HAVE REPRESENTED AS NOTE 5 ON THE SITE PLAN THAT 

THEY, OR THEIR REPRESENTATIVE, HAVE INVESTIGATED THE WATER 

SOURCE PROPOSED TO SERVE THE NEW LOT AND SUFFICIENT WATER 

EXISTS FOR THIS PURPOSE. THE APPLICANTS HAVE FURTHER 

ACKNOWLEDGED THAT THE TOWN OF HOPKINTON, BY THIS APPROVAL 

MAKES NO IMPLIED OR EXPRESSED CLAIM THAN AN ADEQUATE WATER 

SUPPLY IS AVAILABLE ON SITE AND THAT IT IS SOLELY THE 

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE APPLICANTS TO PROVIDE ADEQUATE WATER.  
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THE PLANS SUBMITTED IDENTIFY ADEQUATE EROSION AND 

SEDIMENTATION CONTROL REQUIREMENTS, AS WELL AS A SOIL 

STABILIZATION AND PLANTING PROGRAM. 

 

AND, A CLASS 1 SURVEY HAS BEEN PERFORMED FOR LOT 2, BUT NOT FOR 

LOT 1. 

 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW:  

 

[Here, Mr. Pennypacker joked that he was so glad that he was not reading the motion 

while muted.] 

 

THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS CONSISTENT WITH THE REQUIREMENTS 

OF THE HOPKINTON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN. 

 

EACH PROPOSED LOT CONFORMS TO THE STANDARDS AND PROVISIONS 

OF THE HOPKINTON ZONING ORDINANCE FOR LOTS LOCATED IN THE RFR-

80 ZONE.  

 

THERE WILL BE NO SIGNIFICANT NEGATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

FROM THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AS SHOWN ON THE FINAL PLAN, 

WITH ALL REQUIRED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.  

 

THE SUBDIVISION, AS PROPOSED, WILL NOT RESULT IN THE CREATION OF 

INDIVIDUAL LOTS WITH SUCH PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS TO DEVELOPMENT 

THAT BUILDING ON THOSE LOTS, ACCORDING TO PERTINENT 

REGULATIONS AND BUILDING STANDARDS, WOULD BE IMPRACTICABLE.  

 

ALL PROPOSED LAND DEVELOPMENTS AND ALL SUBDIVISION LOTS SHALL 

HAVE ADEQUATE AND PERMANENT PHYSICAL ACCESS TO A PUBLIC 

STREET, TOMAQUAG ROAD.  

 

THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT PROVIDES FOR SAFE CIRCULATION OF 

PEDESTRIAN AND VEHICULAR TRAFFIC, FOR SURFACE WATER RUN-OFF 

CONTROL, FOR SUITABLE BUILDING SITES, AND FOR PRESERVATION OF 

NATURAL, HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL FEATURES THAT CONTRIBUTES 

TO THE ATTRACTIVENESS OF THE COMMUNITY.  

 

THE DESIGN AND LOCATION OF STREETS, BUILDING LOTS, UTILITIES, 

DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENTS AND OTHER IMPROVEMENTS IN THE 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT MINIMIZES FLOOWING AND SOIL EROSION.  

 

ORDER:  
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THE PROPOSED PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR THIS 2-LOT SUBDIVISION FOR 

PLAT 3, LOT 5E IS APPROVED, TOGETHER WITH THE FOLLOWING 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:  

 

THAT A CLASS I SURVEY BE COMPLETED ON BOTH LOTS, AND 

 

[Here, Ms. Hogan interjected: “Delegate to the Planner for Final [Plan approval].”] 

 

THE PROJECT IS DELEGATED TO THE PLANNER FOR THE ADMINISTRATIVE 

APPROVAL.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia told Mr. Pennypacker that his motion was “perfect”, and thanked him 

for doing it. She then asked for a second.  

 

THE MOTION WAS SECONDED BY MR. PRELLWITZ.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked if there was any further discussion. Hearing none, she called 

for a vote.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, LINDELOW, LIGHT, PENNYPACKER 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE 

 

5-0, THE MOTION PASSED.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then went on to the next agenda item.  

 

Pre-Application – Major Land Development Project – Wood River Health Services 

Addition – AP 14, Lot 47A, 823 Main Street. Wood River Health Services, applicant.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if the applicant was present. Ms. Jalette replied that they were. 

Kelly Fracassa, the attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.  

 

Mr. Fracassa: “Uh, what we’re looking to do here is pretty straightforward. Um, at the, 

uh, uh, facility, on, uh, Main Street, uh, Wood River is looking to, uh, construct an 

additional two-story building, a little bit under 5,000 square feet for, uh, administration, 

patient space, clinical areas, offices and meeting rooms. Uh, they also intend to redesign 

the parking lot to increase spaces from 81 to 127, um, also to, um, I believe, create 

additional pedestrian access ways, um, and make them ADA [American with Disabilities 

Act] compliant. Uh, there are no zoning issues involved with this – at least regarding 

dimensional zoning issues. We will need a Special Use permit from the Zoning Board, 

uh, because, if memory serves, this is a non-conforming use. Uh, the property is on nearly 

40 acres. It currently has, uh, three buildings on it of, uh, nearly 18,000 square feet total. 

It’s currently served by a 5,000 gallon, uh, onsite wastewater treatment system, but, uh, 

um, we intend to add, uh, a new OWTS [Onsite Wastewater Treatment System] to 

service this building only. There hasn’t been an application to DEM [Department of 
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Environmental Management] yet. Obviously, that’s something we’re gonna have to do 

before we apply for a Special Use permit, and, uh, for a Preliminary Plan review. Uh, 

there is a, uh, general outlines, uh, for storm water management. There are several ideas 

for that in the, uh, in the narrative report, and because this does need zoning approval, uh, 

what will happen, or what must happen in this matter is, uh, we must obtain conditional 

Master Plan approval, then we go to, uh, the Zoning Board for the Special Use permit, 

and then we come back here for Preliminary and, hopefully, Final Plan. Um, I do have, 

uh, the architect and the engineer on the project if anyone, uh, has any questions. 

Hopefully, the Planning Board looks at this as fairly straightforward.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Fracassa for his explanation, then asked the Planning 

Board for their questions. Ms. Light said that she did not have any questions, and that she 

did “think it’s fairly straightforward.” She said she “did have a thought on the, uh, waste 

water system, uh, for the addition.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Light: “How, how big does that need to be?” 

Mr. Fracassa: “That I don’t know. It’s probably going to be governed by, uh, DEM 

[Department of Environmental Management]’s standards. Um, the, uh, the engineer on 

the project may be able to help you with that.” 

Ms. Light: “Hmm.” 

Mr. Fracassa: “I believe he is here tonight.”  

Ms. Jalette: “Yup!” 

 

The engineer asked if he could be heard, and Ms. Jalette replied that he could. She 

directed him to state his name for the record. He stated that his name was Mike 

Wilkinson, and that he was from Woodard and Curran Environment and Infrastructure 

Solutions. He explained that he was “one of the site civil engineers for the project.” He 

continued. 

 

Mr. Wilkinson: “Uh, we have done some preliminary research into the sizing for an 

OWTS [Onsite Wastewater Treatment System] to serve the addition only. Um, these are 

really rough numbers, but, uh, the leach field would potentially be in the order of 30 feet 

by 20 feet, um, and the septic tank, uh, based on the need for, um, one additional doctor – 

I think it was 250 gallons per day for the design flow, um, so, our tank, I believe, was a 

thousand gallons, and that was based on the minimum required by DEM [Department of 

Environmental Management]’s regulations, um, and so, we have it preliminarily shown, 

kinda sorta in a courtyard area, between the existing building, proposed building. Um, 

that is definitely subject to change as we, um, look further into the required setbacks 

from, from structures and utilities and whatnot, as we move further along in the design.” 

Ms. Light: “Okay.”  

 

Ms. Light said she was “satisfied with that” answer from Mr. Wilkinson. Ms. 

Shumchenia then asked if there were any other Planning Board comments or questions. 

Mr. Pennypacker said that he would speak.  
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Mr. Pennypacker: “Um, I see notes on the, the plans that indicate that the property lines 

are pulled from the Town GIS [Geographic Information System], and there’s also a photo 

overlay, because it looks like we’re building on someone else’s property, and well within 

our setbacks. Um, how’s that intended to play out?”  

 

Mr. Fracassa said that he was “going to take a stab at this”, and told Mr. Wilkinson to 

“feel free to cut [him] off if [he was] saying anything stupid here.”  

 

Mr. Fracassa: “Um, but, I, I did notice, uh, John [Pennypacker], I did notice something, 

and I’m – I believe you might be referring to the, uh, the overlay on the aerial 

photograph, and it looks like a portion of the existing parking lot – nothing related to, uh, 

what, uh, uh, Wood River intends to do, may be on somebody’s, uh, somebody else’s 

property. But, we’re going to need a full, uh, you know, a full survey for this, and, uh, not 

just an overlay, uh, from the, from the GIS [Geographic Information System], so that 

issue has definitely got to be resolved.” 

Mr. Wilkinson: “Yeah, I can speak a little bit more on that. We have since received, um, 

a survey for the survey since our submittal for, for this, um, and the property line that we 

had on our plan was estimated, uh, contour traced in, based on the Town’s GIS 

[Geographic Information System], um, but the property line is, in fact, a little further to 

the, uh, west - I think that direction is – so, the existing parking lot does not actually cross 

that property line. Um, I, I don’t know the distance off the top of my head, but it looks to 

be about, um, eight or ten feet away from that property line.”  

 

Mr. Pennypacker replied that he “figured that was, like, the case”, but that he had “just 

wanted to clarify”. He said that his “last question” was that he knew “that driveways are 

fair game”, but he wanted to know if they were “allowed to put impermeable, uh, 

pavement within the setbacks.” He said that he was not sure, and that he would have to 

look it up, but he asked if any of the other Board members knew the answer to that 

question. Mr. Fracassa replied that he did not know. Ms. Shumchenia said that that was 

“a good question”. She continued.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “So, John [Pennypacker], just to restate your question, you’re asking 

whether impervious surfaces can exist within this forty-foot setback, side setback, to the 

abutting property.” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “Yes, uh, this is John, and, also, the – it looks like there’s a little, a 

little tiny bit on the front. Um -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Yeah.” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “That said, all in all, I, I, I like the layout. I think it will definitely 

improve circulation, um, on that side street, so I’m, I’m just really picking nits here, just 

to kind of dot all the I’s.” 

 

Mr. Fracassa said he was “going to take a quick stab at” answering Mr. Pennypacker’s 

question, and asked Ms. Hogan to “jump in” if he said “something stupid here”. Ms. 

Hogan joked that she would “love to.” He continued. 
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Mr. Fracassa: “I don’t believe that, uh, parking areas or driveways are the type of 

structures which require, uh, dimensional relief, and whether it’s, uh, pervious or 

impervious, uh, that’s definitely something that has to be, uh, accounted for within this, 

the, uh, the storm water management plan, and, and, uh, pervious or impervious surface, 

but I don’t believe that something that requires dimensional relief. Maggie [Hogan], feel 

free to overrule me if you think I’m wrong.” 

 

Ms. Hogan replied that Mr. Fracassa’s statements sounded “about right” to her, and that 

she would suggest that, “assuming the Board [gave the applicant] a conditional kind of 

approval this evening”, that they “would just have the understanding that that issue would 

need to be, uh, resolved” when the applicant appeared before the Board for the next 

stages of review. She said that the applicant would also have to resolve “any of these 

potential encroachment issues that, you know, appear on this aerial map”. She said that 

she thought that the aerial had not been “lined up properly”, but that the Board wanted 

“to make sure that that’s correct.” Ms. Shumchenia said that those were her “thoughts 

exactly”, and thanked Ms. Hogan for her comments. She then asked if Mr. Prellwitz or 

Mr. Lindelow had any comments. Mr. Prellwitz said that he did not have any questions. 

Mr. Lindelow said that he did not have any questions, but remarked that he was “glad to 

see a local entity expanding”, and that he was “supportive of everything.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia explained that as this was “just a Pre-Application”, the Board was not 

taking any formal action on the application, but that they had given some guidance to the 

applicant. She asked if there was anything else that the applicant wanted to ask the Board 

before they moved on to the next agenda item. Mr. Fracassa replied that he did not think 

so, but opened it up to the rest of his team to see if they had anything to add. Ms. Jalette 

asked Mr. Wilkinson if he was interested in commenting again, as he had raised his hand, 

or if that has been an accident. Mr. Wilkinson said that he “just wanted to throw in one 

more comment.” 

 

Mr. Wilkinson: “So, we – on this plan, we are showing a one-way exit to the right of our 

extended parking area. Um, however, since submitting this, I’ve also been in contact 

with, um, the Fire Marshal, um, to ask about fire access for the site, um, and we were 

trying to determine feasibility of this access drive, um, and, through speaking with him, a 

maximum grade per NFPA [National Fire Protection Association] requirements I think 

was, was five percent, and, and we would be far, far exceeding that, in the order of like 

ten or twelve percent, um, so, there is a, I guess a kind of a good chance of, of us needing 

to eliminate that, um, and I don’t know – I know this is a preliminary discussion, and I 

don’t know if it raises any concerns for the Board at this time. Um, another request for 

the Fire Department was that we include a turnaround, um, to not create a sort of dead 

end condition, without having connection there, uh, so we are anticipating adding a 

turnaround at that, uh, lower left, um, elbow turn on the plan.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Okay.” 

 

Ms. Hogan asked if Mr. Wilkinson had the Fire Chief’s comments in writing. He replied 

that he did not think that he did, and that he thought they had discussed the matter during 

a phone call. Ms. Hogan suggested that it “might be helpful” to have that information 
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when they returned to the Board. Mr. Wilkinson replied that he had been pointed to the 

National Fire Protection Association regulations, which is where he “confirmed and 

found, um, the requirements that” had been discussed during their call. Ms. Shumchenia 

asked if any Board members had any questions about that “slight wrinkle.” Mr. Lindelow 

said that he did not. Mr. Prellwitz said that he did not. Ms. Shumchenia spoke again. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Just to be clear – that entire exit would be eliminated, and, essentially, 

the parking lot would end, uh, without any connection to that unnamed access drive, and 

you’d have some kind of turnaround at the elbow, um, as you indicated on that lower left 

hand part of the lot?” 

Mr. Wilkinson: “Uh, yeah – potentially, yes.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Okay. Okay.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then said that it does not look like there were any members of the public 

who wanted to comment on the application, but that the Board had “a few minutes if 

there’s any interest in commenting on this application.” Ms. Jalette said that there were 

not any hands raised. Ms. Shumchenia said that the Board could move on, and thanked 

the applicants.  

 

Pre-Application – Development Plan Review – Photovoltaic Solar Energy System – Palmer 

Circle III – AP 11, Lot 36, 0 Palmer Circle. Econox Renewables, Inc., applicant.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if the applicant was present. Ms. Jalette replied that they were, 

and asked the caller to state their name for the record. Scott Milnes from Econox 

Renewables, Inc., explained that he would begin before turning it over to the project 

engineer.  

 

Mr. Milnes: “Um, so, just a brief history of the site and the project. Um, this site, um, 

originally was part of the Reynolds Farm, in one continuous farm on both sides of [I]-95, 

and back when [I]-95 came through and split his farm in half, um, years back, um, [I]-95 

gave him access to a tunnel under the existing [I]-95, which, later on, [I]-95 did 

additional work, and that tunnel was closed off, for him to bring his equipment and cows 

through that tunnel, so, the project currently has a right of way coming out of Palmer 

Circle. That’s kind of a quick history on the project. Um, the site’s zoned Manufacturing 

and is 52.3 acres. This solar project takes about three acres of the 52.3 acres. This – the 

site disturbance is pretty minimal. There’s a little bit of tree clearing on the north end of 

the array, but not much. Uh, the solar project, um, there’s an existing solar project 

abutting it to the right. There’s a second project being built to the northeast of this 

project, and there’s currently a proposed hundred-acre project to the south of this project, 

so, basically, the – it’s surrounded by solar and it has ne-, [I]-95 is, you know, the other 

abutter of this project. Um, we submitted – we started this process last summer with Mr. 

Reynolds. Uh, we submitted, uh, documents into National Grid [as] of September 2020, 

which we submitted to you guys, and we started an impact study of No-, in November of 

2020. Uh, this project is currently in the interconnection process with National Grid. 

Originally, this project was on the Chase Hill substation, which is completely filled up. 

They’re not accepting any more solar on this, on Chase Hill substation. Uh, they moved 
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us over to Wood substation, and we’re currently sitting behind the 23 megawatt project to 

the south of us, uh, and we have to wait for them to go through the interconnection 

process, uh, which could take up to a year. It’s currently at ISO. I’m pretty sure that 

project is at ISO, on study right now, so, that’s kind of the quick overview of the project, 

and I have my engineer, Jean [Haggerty], on here if she wants to kind of get into the, uh, 

the site and the plans itself.” 

Ms. Haggerty: “Good evening. I’m Jean Haggerty, working for Wood Environmental and 

In-, Infrastructure Solutions. Um, I think that Scott [Milnes] just gave you a pretty good 

overview of the project itself. Um, just a couple of points I’d like to, um, to confirm. One 

is it is zoned Manufacturing, the site, so that the design standards we’re using are the 

Manufacturing design standards, uh, so, seventy-five percent setback from, from 

frontage, and fifty [foot] on the sides, um, so, the preliminary layout has been, uh, put to 

reflect that, and try to keep the project, um, to the as – as much as we could along the 

Route 95 corridor. Um, use the access road that, um, would need to be expanded to a 

twenty-foot gravel road, coming from Palmer Circle in order to get access to the site and 

allow construction. The – when we looked at the, uh, layout, we decided that, uh, we 

could, from a transformer within the fence line, to a riser, uh, pole along the access road 

would be underground construction, uh, and then overhead wires from a riser out to, uh, 

Palmer Circle. The area inside the fence line is about 2.4 acres, maybe 2.5, and, when you 

bring in the access road, now there’s a total impact, as Scott [Milnes] said, is about three 

acres, um, of a 52-acre site, so we’re talking about, about six percent, uh, impact. Um, I 

think it’s probably better – there are some wetlands going to the south side of the, uh, of 

the project site. We’ve stayed well away from the wetlands a couple of hundred feet. 

While doing a site walk, we saw a low drainage area – the ditch that’s on [I]-95. We also 

made sure we’re at least fifty feet away from that ditch. Uh, just don’t think it’s a 

jurisdictional wetland, but, just to be conservative, so, um, we tried to site this to the best 

place we could that wouldn’t have any environmental impacts. It might be just easier to 

answer any questions you have than to have me go on, so, ask away.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked for questions from the Planning Board. Ms. Light began.  

 

Ms. Light: “Um, where’s this access road?” 

Mr. Milnes: “The access road is, uh, from the top of Palmer Circle. There’s a cul-de-sac 

there, and the access road comes around. The top follows [I]-95 down to the site.” 

Ms. Light: “Uh, that’s not State owned land that you’re putting this road on?” 

Mr. Milnes: “He has a, uh the Reynolds have a right of way to get to his property from 

Palmer Circle, since they cut off his access under the [I]-95. We would have to get an 

easement from, uh, we’d have to get it – we’d have to get it either from Nat-, from them 

to – for National Grid to put their equipment on that access.” 

Ms. Light: “I think it would be important for the Planning Board to, uh, see the 

confirmation of that easement, because it doesn’t look like there’s any other way to 

access that property, and, being that it’s an access road, I, I think it would also be, have to 

be supported, uh, for emergency ser-, services.” 

 

Mr. Milnes replied that that was correct, and that the applicant does “have a, uh, access 

road easement where, where the State carved out a piece of, a piece of land, so it wasn’t 



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 23 

 

in the [I]-95 corridor, to come through the property”. He said that he “could share that 

with the Board.” Ms. Light said that the applicant could “include that in the plans going 

forward.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Light: “Okay, and, and, also, with the validation, you know, documentation of the 

easement.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Correct. We’ve been trying to – we, we have the, the plans showing it. 

We’ve been trying to locate the actual, uh, right of way and easement that Mr. Reynolds’ 

had, but we would obviously have to find that and present that as we move forward.” 

 

Ms. Light said that she had “another thought”. She continued. 

 

Ms. Light: “Um, considering the size of the land, um, and your opportunity, are – is this 

small footprint that, that you’re showing us just the beginning of something that would 

grow? Are you plan on extending this going forward?”  

Mr. Milnes: “Uh, we would not plan on extending it. They, they wanted to limit to that 

area, ‘cause, uh, the – Mr. Reynolds’ son wants to keep farming the rest of that site, and I 

think with the proposed, uh, Council, uh, Solar Ordinance, come in the near future, that 

nothing else would be allowed anyway.” 

Ms. Light: “Okay. So, it’s your intention that the remaining property will remain as 

active farming -” 

Mr. Milnes: “That is the -” 

Ms. Light: “And, and this -” 

Mr. Milnes: “That is, that is the intent of the Reynolds, to keep farming the rest of the 

property.” 

Ms. Light: “Okay. Alright. It’s surrounded by solar. It’s pretty interesting.” 

Mr. Milnes: “We’re -” 

Ms. Light: “Um, at this point, I don’t have anything further.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Yeah. And we have, we have done a project on the other side of [I]-95 for 

Mr. Reynolds through the Farm Viability [Ordinance] – a 250 kilowatt project that he 

currently has on the other side.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia said that she would “just jump in here”, as Mr. Milnes had brought up 

“the project on the other side of the highway.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “It’s a really visible project. Um, I’ve heard feedback from members of 

the public that the screening of that project is, um, in their opinion, inadequate, and so I’d 

like to hear more about the screening plan for this project, um, and what extent this will 

be visible from, uh, [I]-95 and in any other, uh, roads, and, and -” 

Mr. Milnes: “Right.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Vistas in Town.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Um, we, we, haven’t addressed – we haven’t looked into the screening 

thoroughly. There’s some screening. There’s buffers up to [I]-95 right now, and all the 

other, all the other abutting properties are solar, so, there’s really no residential views of 

this site, so we haven’t addressed screening from all the rest of the solar project that are 

around our project, but we could definitely look into it if, you know, screening – if we 
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needed to do some spot screening to [I]-95, we could. You know, I’ve driven down [I]-

95, and I try to look in there when you’re going 65 miles an hour. It’s hard to even kind 

of get a good view in there, so, but, we could – we’re not against screening if it’s 

required.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia said that when the Board opened the discussion to public comment, she 

would let the “folks who [she], you know, heard this concern from voice it themselves”, 

but that it was “a concern we’ve heard in other projects as well.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “I just wanted to raise it early, um, that screening is likely going to be 

a, an issue of concern for the Board, even though it’s just from [I]-95 and not from 

abutting residential properties. Uh, that is something that members of this community 

have voiced to this Board prior, and that we’ve adopted – um, we’ve listened to those 

concerns -” 

Mr. Milnes: “We can -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “And passed that along to the applicants.” 

 

Mr. Milnes said that they could “definitely address screening and do screening if 

required.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Milnes: “If there’s – there is some, there is some stuff there, but we could add some 

evergreen stree-, screening on that side of the project if we want to. It kind of slopes 

downhill, too, so I think it would only be it – you wouldn’t have to do much to screen it.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia said that she would also let the other Board members weigh in, but that 

she would “like to see screening options in the next version” of the applicant’s plans. Ms. 

Light and Mr. Pennypacker began to speak at the same time, but Ms. Light deferred to 

Mr. Pennypacker. Mr. Pennypacker thanked Ms. Shumchenia “for bringing up the 

screening on the other side.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Pennypacker: “I know that many of those arborvitae are brown, so I think it’s not 

maintained, um, so I don’t know what the maintenance plan is, and I, I see that there’s a 

maintenance plan for this project, and with the screening that’ll help. The only question 

that I really have, and I, I apologize if this is, if this sounds a little bit snarky, but it just – 

it struck me. Um, on Page 2 of the, the – I guess the proposal – it says that the project has 

been designed to be a minimum of 50 feet away from any potential wetlands, therefore, it 

is assumed that a wet-, therefore, it is assumed that a wetlands delineation and wetlands 

permitting through the, uh, through RIDEM [Rhode Island Department of Environmental 

Management] will not be required. I, I, personally don’t think – I know that’s on a hill, I 

don’t think it’s wetlands, but how do we know that it’s fifty feet from the wetlands if we 

don’t know where the wetlands are?” 

 

Mr. Milnes replied that that was a question for Ms. Haggerty. She responded. 

 

Ms. Haggerty: “Yeah, I think, um, we did have our wetland scientists walk the site, um, 

and we were particularly looking at the brook and the distances from there. Um, he did, 
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as he was walking it, see that a small wet area to the left, um, which looks like it’s a 

drainage ditch along the highway, and we probably will ask DEP [Department of 

Environmental Protection] to take a look with – DEM [Department of Environmental 

Management], to take a look with us to see if they, if that’s jurisdictional. If so, we would 

have to set up flags along that site to make sure that we are at least 50 feet from that 

wetland. Yep.” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “Thank you.”  

 

Ms. Light weighed in again.  

 

Ms. Light: “This is Carolyn [Light]. I’d like to, uh, share comments on the screening that 

we just walked past. I believe – I, I distinctly recall Palmer Circle I, the, uh, people 

managing that project telling the Planning Board that you cannot see it from [I]-95, and, 

if you’re doing 100 miles an hour, you’re still gonna see it. So, I think you need to take a 

real hard look at what we’re asking you, because if we can see Palmer Circle I, we can 

see what you’re puttin’ up. So, it shouldn’t be taken for granted, um, and, and I think the 

[I]-95 corridor is what’s bringing you into Hope Valley, and that’s what we’re trying to 

protect. When you go down [I]-95 North, you can see Palmer Circle I, and when you go 

down [I]-95 South, you could see the Reynolds Farm. So, we’re, we’re asking you to be 

serious about that, or, or take the comment very seriously because it’s important to the 

residents, that we protect the rural character of our community – and, that excludes 

whatever land belongs to the State of Rhode Island. Thank you.”  

Mr. Milnes: “Yes. We will look at the screening on the corridor, and we would address 

the screening.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if there were any other comments, and Mr. Prellwitz said that he 

would like to “throw [his] two cents in.” He continued.  

 

Mr. Prellwitz: “While we’re talking about screening, I don’t mean to sound like I’m 

coming down on anybody, but I’ve heard from a lot of people in Town – I mean, I’ve 

lived in this Town for 69 years. I know a lot of folks, and they’re more or less focusing 

on the one on the Reynolds Farm on the opposite side of [I]-95, and that seems to be the 

poster child for ‘Don’t do this.’ You know, there’s dead trees. It’s just – it seems to be – I 

don’t want to use the word ‘neglected’, but, there’s, there’s something that’s not sitting 

well with the residents. So, just to kind of bring you up to speed on that – maybe a little 

bit of, uh, attention over there, spruce that up a little bit – it would make everybody a lot 

happier about anything else that’s goin’ on. But, that’s just my opinion.” 

Mr. Milnes: “We could chat with the investor that owns the project on the other side of 

the street. Econox does not own it, and we can ask them. You know, when that project 

was approved, I’m sure there’s some conditions on maintenance and keeping the 

landscaping intact.” 

 

Mr. Prellwitz thanked Mr. Milnes. Ms. Light commented again. 

 

Ms. Light: “I think, um, to the larger point, for all of the solar projects we’re talking 

about, we’re talking about a maintenance plan, and maintenance plans include the 
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screening. If you’re going to use, uh, plantings, then that’s part of the process. And that’s 

a general comment from me.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Ms. Light and Mr. Prellwitz. Mr. Lindelow said he would 

“speak for a minute” on the project.  

 

Mr. Lindelow: “I just want to say that, that this project has a, a long way to go for me to 

be able to support it, beginning with the, the screening that you’re all echoing, and, um, 

onwards to maintenance plan and decommissioning, which we’re not even anywhere 

close to talking about that yet, and, and then, the, the public comment period that’s 

coming up, and I’ll probably be surprised to hear even one member of the public that 

supports this project, so, uh, those are a lot of the factors that are still open for me before 

I’m able to support this project.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Lindelow for his comments. She then said that she was 

going to “throw in another kind of overarching comment.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Um, I think a lot of folks, in reviewing and hearing about solar 

projects in Town – the last thing they want to hear is, ‘Well, there’s already solar there, 

so we can put more solar next to it, and it’s no big deal.’ Um, we don’t like to hear the 

existence of solar being used as an excuse to just put in more solar. We’re, you know, 

inundated with these proposals and projects and each project stands on its own, and is 

evaluated on its own, but we’re getting to the point where cumulative, uh, impacts of 

solar on our community are of concern to folks, so I just wanted to raise that as an 

ongoing concern of this Board and of, likely, some of the comments you might hear, um, 

from the public on, on this topic, and express it as my own personal concern as a resident 

as well.” 

Ms. Light: “Okay, this is Carolyn [Light]. One of the comments that was made earlier 

was that, uh, the Chase Hill station is at capacity, and this project had to be redirected to 

another location. Uh, that is only on the heels of what Emily [Shumchenia] just 

commented. Um, maybe the residents are tired of it, but the community is already being 

maxed out. So, rushing to put in a solar project because the community is being maxed 

out at these transfer stations is, um – and it’s one of the thoughts that ran through my 

mind, that it’s, it’s, it’s a disappointing place to be, uh, but I appreciate why you want to 

put this project in, and I understand the sentiment that it’s already surrounded by solar, 

um, you know, what, what’s another small project? I, I can appreciate that sentiment, but 

on the other side of it, um, Emily [Shumchenia]’s references here, uh, point to the fact 

that even National Grid is saying this community’s had enough. Thank you.” 

Mr. Milnes: “And, and, you know, we, we didn’t rush this process through very quickly. 

We started this process last summer, and it’s kind of evolving with National Grid, 

because of the large projects that are, you know, in South County, so we just kind of fell 

within that big group of projects, and we, when we go in the queue behind them, we’re 

stuck with them, so that, that’s why I was referencing about Chase Hill and the Wood 

River.” 
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Ms. Shumchenia then asked if there were any additional Planning Board comments. 

When she did not hear anything further from her fellow Board members, Ms. 

Shumchenia said that she had “seen a few hands go up, um, as the conversation has 

progressed” from members of the public. She said that she thought that the Board could 

“hear some public input on this application.” Ms. Jalette instructed the first caller to state 

their name for the record after unmuting themselves. It was Elaine Caldarone, of Maple 

Court. Ms. Caldarone explained that she was the Hopkinton representative to the Wood-

Pawcatuck Wild and Scenic Rivers Stewardship Council, and she said that she had a 

question for the engineer. 

 

Ms. Caldarone: “I was wondering, what is the distance from the outermost edge of 

disturbance that is closest to the Canonchet Brook? Like, what is the closest distance 

from disturbance to that Brook?”  

Ms. Haggerty: “I think it’s about 400 feet. I’d have to measure it. Um, if you go to the 

very s-, the southwest corner of the array to the middle, to the, to the upland, um, bank – I 

think that’s about 400 feet.” 

Ms. Caldarone: “Okay. Thanks. Um, Canonchet Brook bisects this property, and that is 

one of the federally designated tributaries in the Wood-Pawcatuck National Wild and 

Scenic River System, and the Wild and Scenic Stewardship Council has a responsibility 

to preserve, protect, and enhance the special environmental, cultural, and recreational 

values of the rivers according to the Stewardship Plan, which was adopted by the 

Hopkinton Town Council and supported by the Planning Board. So, the Stewardship Plan 

recommends minimizing disturbances around these federally designated rivers and 

tributaries, and we would encourage the Planning Board to address any potential impacts 

to this river for this particular proposal. And, additionally, um, according to the Rhode 

Island Wildlife Action Plan, there might be a high value, high vulnerability area on this 

parcel, and I think that should be investigated as, as the Planning Board goes forward. 

Thank you.”  

 

Ms. Jalette thanked Ms. Caldarone. Mr. Milnes asked if he could “comment on that 

quick.”  

 

Mr. Milnes: “I mean, when we laid out the solar, we tried to minimize where, you know, 

minimize the project so that they could farm the rest of the site, so the site would stay the 

way it’s been farmed, and this site is, is a Manufacturing – it’s in a Manufacturing zone, 

so there could be a manufacturing facility on the site. I think doing, uh, you know, a 

relatively small project like we’re doing, and farming the rest of it is, you know, is, is a 

better option than manufacturing, I guess, when I look at it. It’s a corn field right now. 

He’s basically – it’s a corn field, that the rest of it is.”  

 

Ms. Jalette said that there were “other members of the public” who wanted to comment. 

She asked the next caller to state their name for the record. It was Joe Moreau, from Old 

Depot Road.  

 

Mr. Moreau: “I’m very familiar with this area. Um, my best friend from high school 

purchased the 65 Palmer Circle property, uh, where there is solar on that property now. 



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 28 

 

Uh, I was concerned from the initial comment, when the question was asked about the 

access road, and your initial answer was that the owner had a right of way onto that road. 

Uh, when you were pushed a little bit further, uh, the comment was brought out about 

the, uh, right of way with [I]-95, but that was – I’m assuming – permitted, obviously long 

before solar was intended, so I don’t know if the State would give a right of way for that 

project now, and the reason why I say that, as I mentioned, my best friend owns that other 

property. He researched it before he purchased his property, and told me, last week, that 

he's under the impression that is State-owned property. So, that’s a big concern of mine. 

Uh, I was on his property before solar was even considered, and I was on it after solar 

was installed. You can definitely see that lower field. There is no doubt about that, and, 

obviously, you can see it in either direction on [I]-95. The other concern I have is the 

width of that road. It is a very narrow road. When you come to that cul-de-sac at Palmer 

Circle, you have to make such a dramatic left turn to get into that property, it would be 

difficult for a full-sized pick-up truck, I believe, to get in there, never mind an emergency 

vehicle to get in there. It is such a sharp, sharp corner. The other comment I want to make 

about the buffering for the Reynolds property on Main Street. When that was first – and I 

use the word loosely – buffered, I went down there and I measured the plantings that they 

put. The bulk of the plantings were about three foot from the ground, then you had two 

foot of just the stem, so you had a total of five foot, and that was never – again, in my 

opinion – that was never properly, uh, buffed the way that that should have been. But, I 

do have a concern about the right of way, because you look at [I]-95 – it is a very sharp 

incline to get up to the top, and it looks like there was a State fence that was put up there, 

and then, again, you have this very narrow road that – and I don’t know, there was a 

comment made about widening that road – I don’t know if that can be done. I’d be 

curious to see where the, the property line is there, but, uh, I would ask for full 

transparency in the future, please. To, to state the facts, uh, as well as you know them, 

and, and to be up front about it, because, uh, again, I’m concerned with the first comment 

about the owner has the right of way, and I, I have to question that. Thank you. I 

appreciate your time.”  

 

Mr. Milnes asked if he could “respond to that quickly.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Milnes: “So, um, we do have the plan that show when they, when they took his 

tunnel away – we do have the plan that they showed they carved out the piece, and, 

obviously, to come back, we would have to, you know, find those documents and discuss 

with the State and come back. We wouldn’t come back to you without knowing we had 

a[n] access into the site for National Grid or ourselves. So, we do understand that. We’re 

already at preliminary, so we know we have, we know we have work to do there before 

we would come back.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia weighed in. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “It sounds like the Board also agreed, you know, some additional 

detail, um, on the plans, the next phase of plans, the next draft that delineates some of 

these features – rights of way and so forth -” 

Mr. Milnes: “Correct.” 
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Ms. Shumchenia: “Would be really critical.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Yep. We agreed with that.”  

 

Ms. Jalette began to introduce the next caller when Mr. Pennypacker began to weigh in. 

She stopped and asked if he wanted to continue. He said that he “wanted to add, um, 

similar to the last applicant, if it’s possible to get something from the, the Fire and Safety 

Official, um, in writing, to the fact that this is sufficient access to meet the emergency 

needs.” Mr. Milnes said that they would need “to get their approval anyway”, and that he 

“was going to mention that” as well. He said that they would have to make it so that “fire 

trucks could get down to the site.” Mr. Pennypacker thanked him for his response.  

 

Ms. Jalette then instructed the next member of the public to state their name for the 

record. It was Harvey Buford, of Oak Street.  

 

Mr. Buford: “Hi, this is Harvey Buford of the Conservation Commission. Um, I have 

considered this area along [I]-95 to be everything that we could ever want in the way of a 

scenic highway, and, uh, I love looking at the fields and seeing the activity there, and I 

want the farming to continue, and I think that a few acres of solar is just the way we have 

to deal with that kind of an issue. It’s a Manufacturing zone. I would rather see, and hope 

that a few acres of solar leads to, uh, the majority of that, uh, roughly twenty-acre field 

continuing as a farm field far into the future, past my lifetime. Uh, I, I would like to point 

out that, when you talk about screening, and the issues, and, and, uh, George Reynolds’, 

uh, one acre over on Route 3, on the other side of [I]-95 as a post child, uh, for what we 

don’t want, uh, I will say that the Town Coun-, the Town told George [Reynolds] 

basically what we wanted. It was, it was early in the process, and we probably didn’t tell 

him very well what should have happened over there, but I can tell you my own personal 

opinion is if we didn’t have a fence, and we didn’t have those silly little arborvitaes stuck 

around the perimeter, it would look a whole lot better if those, if those solar panels were 

just out there in the middle of an open field. Uh, don’t, don’t you all agree – it’s, it’s the, 

the fence and this, and the silly little arborvitae that make it look ridiculous? And, uh, so, 

I’m a big opponent, opponent of using chain link fence. There’s other fencing options – 

farm-type fences that you barely see, that come up six, seven, eight feet, whatever the, the 

requirements are gonna be that would make it a whole lot better – and there are times 

when making it blend into the landscape means making it look like it’s part of the farm 

field more, and less trying to put silly little arborvitae out around the perimeter. So, there 

may be some other solutions, uh, that could be applied, uh, so that we can have some 

pride when we go up [I]-95, and, and, uh, look over at, at, that, uh, that section of this 

project, providing, uh, electricity for a couple hundred houses. Uh, um, and with the issue 

of Canonchet Brook, uh, I would much rather have some solar panels sitting up there, uh, 

with proper, uh, methods of infusing the ground, uh, the rain into the groundwater and 

such than having a houses or some, uh, industrial-type development up there, uh, that 

would, uh, endanger Canonchet Brook a whole lot more than solar panels would. So, 

that’s kind of my thoughts from a conservation standpoint. Thank you.”  

 

Ms. Light asked if she could comment. Ms. Shumchenia said that she could.  

 



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 30 

 

Ms. Light: “Okay. I, I agree with Harvey [Buford]. He’s talking about aesthetics, how 

pretty it is – we’re decorating. So, the decorations for the Reynolds Farm on, uh, the other 

side of [I]-95 were premature. Hopkinton didn’t quite understand what they were doing. 

Now, the Planning Board understands what they’re doing, so the recommendations for 

better fencing and screening so it blends in is great, um, but the way the project on the 

[I]-95 southbound roadway looks is you don’t see a farm. You see solar, and then you see 

abandoned vehicles in a field, and you look for more of that. So, when we talk about 

aesthetics, and improving things, and the way things look and the way Hopkinton 

residents want to wave that flag, these are the things that are happening over there. So, if 

we can learn by that, and promote, uh, better aesthetics, and decorate better, that’s what 

the Planning Board is talking about, and that’s, that’s about it. Um, it happens. We have 

these discussions with every project, um, and it’s not a matter of fencing for this project. 

It’s a matter of hiding it from the Route 95 northbound traffic, so you don’t see it as an 

attachment to Palmer Circle I. Palmer Circle I is gonna take many, many years for that to 

be hidden. That’s not what we’re shooting for anymore – for any sol-, solar projects 

going forward. Thank you.”  

 

Ms. Jalette then instructed the next called to state their name for the record. It was Town 

Council member and Planning Board Liaison Sharon Davis, of Cedarwood Lane.  

 

Ms. Davis: “I wanted to ask, uh, the developer – he stated that, um, Chase Hill subdiv-, 

substation was full, and, um, this project had to move to a different substation. I wanted 

to know what the name of that substation was.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Um, it got moved from Chase Hill to Wood River.” 

Ms. Davis: “Wood River. Okay. And, and I wanted to, to also verify, you said that you’re 

in a one-and-a-half-year queue?” 

Mr. Milnes: “The – there is a project in front of us, that is 23 megawatts that is in a[n] 

ISO study through National Grid right now, and we have to wait for them to come out of 

the study because they’re in front of us in the queue, before they can finish up our impact 

study. Typical ISO studies are six to nine months.” 

Ms. Davis: “Okay.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked Mr. Milnes if he could explain what an ISO study is. He replied 

that “it’s a transmission level study”. He continued. 

 

Mr. Milnes: “It’s – any project that would make one megawatt, going through National 

Grid, is required to do a transmission level study through ISO New England. So, we’re, 

we’re behind that big project in queue, so we have to wait for their study to finish before, 

or, they’ll finish our study. So, so, the Chase Hill substation is maxed out, and there’ll be 

no more solar going on Chase Hill.” 

 

Ms. Davis asked Mr. Milnes if there was a contact with National Grid “that could tell us 

which par-, which solar projects are going to this Chase Hill substation.” He replied that 

he “could share a link”, but that it was a public link. A user could view “all the projects in 

the queue, and where the substations that they are, where they were submitted, and the 

status of them.” When Ms. Davis asked him to repeat that, he reiterated that he could 
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send a link to Mr. Lamphere that would show “the interconnection queue of all the 

projects in the queue, and the status of them and where they are.” Ms. Davis replied that 

that was “perfect”, and that she would like that information. She then said that that was 

all she had. Ms. Light then asked if Mr. Lamphere could share the link provided by Mr. 

Milnes to them. He said that he would. Mr. Milnes reiterated that it was a public link 

through National Grid. Ms. Jalette began to move on to the next caller when Ms. Hogan 

asked if she could ask “one quick question.”  

 

Ms. Hogan: “Is this project coming in through the Renewable Energy Growth Program?” 

Mr. Milnes: “Uh, it will be, but you, you can’t apply for a Renewable Energy Growth 

[Program] tariff until the project has a completed impact study or any connection service 

agreement.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Right. Thank you.”  

 

Ms. Jalette then asked the next member of the public who had called in to state their 

name for the record. It was Eric Bibler, of Woodville Road.  

 

Mr. Bibler: “In part, I’d like to echo some of the concerns that have already been raised 

with, uh, particularly about the screening from, from, uh, Route I-95. Um, the Planning 

Board may recall that a couple of meetings ago, um, in a different context, you heard 

from Peter Conopask, who was on the Planning Board from 1980 to 1992. Peter 

[Conopask], um, was one of the, uh, people in Hopkinton who authored the original 

Comprehensive Plan, and also the first revision to the Comprehensive Plan, and Peter 

[Conopask] spoke very eloquently, um, about, uh, you know, that entire process, um, or 

preserving the rural character of the Town, but he also spoke about, uh, Lincoln Chafee, 

you know, um, and the efforts that Chafee and others made to, um, really, uh, treat the 

entrance to Rhode Island, you know, the, the, the entire corridor, you know, coming over 

the border from Connecticut with a great deal of care, you know, and respect, and, uh, 

spoke about how Lincoln Chafee – I forgot the name of it, but I think it was something 

about, referred to this, uh, effort to maintain this green corridor as you came into, uh, into 

the State, and, and especially into Hopkinton, ‘cause that’s how you enter the State. So, 

um, there seems to be this tendency of, uh, disregarding or devaluing the, uh, the view 

from Route 95, and I, I really support, uh, all the members of the Planning Board that are 

really paying close attention to that, and I think that, um, that’s really important. Um, I 

also echo the concerns of Elaine Caldarone about all of the brooks and tributaries of our 

Wild and Scenic River System. Um, Canonchet Brook is important for that. Um, I think 

that, you know, 50-foot setback, you know, could be, um, very inadequate, and water 

flows downhill, and when we get these flooding events, you know, all this sediment is 

ultimately deposited in the waterways, because that’s where the lowest point is, so, I 

think you should be really cautious about that. No one has said anything about 

decommissioning, so I would just like to focus on, uh, Attachment G, which the applicant 

has attached to his, um, proposal here. Um, I think this applicant has done a relatively 

complete job of laying out all the decommissioning costs except for one. In Section 2.4, 

there’s a reference to, um, either, I don’t know, carting away, disposing of, and/or 

recycling the panels. Um, ironically, just exactly one year ago today, on April 7th, 2020, 

uh, in connection with the Revity [Energy] proposal – and I would encourage everyone 



 

Hopkinton Planning Board – April 7, 2021 Regular Meeting - 32 

 

to, uh, hang onto this document – Revity [Energy] hired an outfit called We Recycle 

Now3. It’s an incred-, and accredited, uh, solar recycling, um, company, and they 

estimated in this, um, estimate for Revity [Energy] that the cost of recycling a solar panel 

is, uh, 77 cents per pound. In the, uh, We, We Recycle Now, um, estimate, their panels 

were 57 pounds. Now, this developer tonight says there are 2,962 panels. Um, they kind 

of gave, uh, I guess a round number estimate of 50 pounds per panel, but I think that’s 

probably low. When I do the math, that’s 148,000 pounds of panels, and if you have to 

pay 77 cents per, uh, panel to recycle them, your cost of recycling alone would be 

$114,000 for decommissioning. I can’t emphasize how important I think this is. I believe 

the recycling estimate you have in front of you is $33,000, but if you had to recycle these 

panels, it would be $114,000. So, that’s kind of somewhere over the horizon, if you end 

up approving this thing, but it’s really important because the regime around the world, 

uh, you know, increasingly in Europe and California and other places, um, authorities are 

mandating recycling. Um, we don’t even know whether solar energy will be viable 25 or 

30 years from now. We didn’t use the internet 30 years ago. You know, we really can’t 

predict, and when it comes to set this decommissioning reserve, I think the Town has to 

protect itself against the possibility that regulations might require in five years, or ten 

years, that panels can’t be put in landfills – they have to be recycled. So, you do have a 

document, you know, from a professional recycler. I just want to ask that you, you know, 

the time comes, pay close attention to that, and let’s just make sure the Town is protected, 

you know, and that this reserve is adequate. Um, and, and then there’s also, lastly, the 

issue of cumulative effect. This neighborhood, this section of Town is completely riddled 

with solar panels, and one thing I’m really tired of hearing, you know, we heard it tonight 

from the Chairman of the Conservation Committee4, who actually pushed back against 

every concern about conservation that was expressed, and spoke in favor of development, 

but I’m really tired of hearing that we should turn a blind eye to three acres of solar 

panels, um, because that’s the price of saving twenty acres of farmland. I don’t know 

about you, but if I drive past 23 acres of land, and three acres is solar panels, and 20 acres 

remains farmland, it really changes the way I feel about that 23 acres. I can’t unsee the 

three acres of solar panels, so I urge you to reject that argument, and to, um, you know, 

deal with this three-acre project on its merits. Thank you very much.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked if there were any additional comments. Ms. Jalette replied 

that there were not, but alerted Ms. Light to the fact that she had mistakenly muted her 

phone, so she would have to unmute herself. Mr. Milnes interjected that he was going to 

make a few comments.  

 

Mr. Milnes: “Um, you know, the, the Reynolds are trying to do this to have income come 

into the farm, so they can keep farming that site, so the alternative isn’t met-, is, you 

know, to, you know, a manufacturing facility over there or something else, which, 

obviously, would be a lot worse than three acres of solar and 20 acres of farming. I mean, 

that’s why they’re doing this. Um, as far as the decommissioning, you know, obviously, 

the decommissioning, everything we, is, you know, preliminary decommissioning 

estimates, which would be reviewed by – assuming – the Town Engineer when we do 

                                                 
3 Clerk’s Note: The name of the company is We Recycle Solar, not We Recycle Now.  
4 Clerk’s Note:  The Town of Hopkinton has a Conservation Commission, not a Conservation Committee.  
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this, and you guys have a lot, have a lot of them come in front of you, but you know, the, 

the State of Rhode Island’s actually has some Bills in place for decommissioning of, and, 

and, and, uh, solar recycling. Solar recycling in, in Europe is a big – there’s a lot of 

recycling going on now in Europe. Right now, they can recycle up to 99% of the module. 

Uh, California’s First Solar is doing in California, and all the solar panels – they recycle 

themselves. Uh, he’s referring to one facility that they, that this price came from. There’s 

multiple facilities starting to opening up, and the recycling, because, you know, it’s not, 

it’s – there’s so much solar going in Massachusetts, Rhode Island, uh, Connecticut, New 

Jersey – actually, not much Connecticut, New Jersey, that, you know, the facilities will 

open up, you know, eventually a solar recyclable facility will open up in the Northeast to 

handle the demand in the Northeast. California’s already doing it, and Germany’s doing 

it, and overseas is doing a lot of it, and, you know, the recycling they’re doing now is, is 

much better, you know, of how much they can recycle of a panel than they used to in the 

past. The technologies are changing constantly how they do it. So, there is, you know, 

they can – they salvage the aluminum. There’s a lot of salvage value in it, and there will 

be more in the future.” 

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Milnes for his explanation. Ms. Jalette again interjected 

that Ms. Light would need to press *6, and that she had misspoke earlier. Ms. 

Shumchenia said that she wanted to “make sure that Carolyn [Light] can be heard if she 

has something that she needs to say.” Ms. Shumchenia them continued.  

 

She explained that as the application before them was at the Pre-Application stage, they 

were not going to take a vote. She continued. 

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “The Board has expressed its ideas. We’ve heard from the public. Um, 

I think we’re all set to proceed.”  

 

 Mr. Milnes thanked the Board for their time. Mr. Lamphere asked to interject.  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “I just want to mention that, um, normally, under Development Plan 

Review, the Planning Board, um, selects from one of three options, either: no further 

review necessary, we come back for Development Plan Review, or we bump this up to a 

Major Land Development project. Now, as we’ve done in the past, because we have a 

Solar Ordinance that we’ve interpreted such that when no zone changes are required, that 

it, it mandates Development Plan Review, and the way that was interpreted is that they’re 

going to come back for continued Development Plan Review, so I just wanted to state 

that, um, for clarity, uh, what we’re going to be doing, going forward, uh, because there’s 

no, there’s no further notice required on the Development Plan Review Ordinance for 

this. We, we had a notice for tonight. Uh, and, second, uh, you know, one thing you want 

to think about is – do we want to suggest to the applicant, um, peer review by Crossman 

Engineering? I would, I would assume that, at some point, the Board would want 

Crossman [Engineering] to take a look at this. They can – I suppose we could, uh, request 

that when they come back to us with the next, uh, iteration of this plan, or we could give 

them a heads up, because if they want to volunteer and, and get Crossman [Engineering] 

on Board early, uh, they could, they could do that too. So, those are my thoughts.” 
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Ms. Shumchenia thanked Mr. Lamphere. She then asked a question.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Um, in terms of the decision about, uh, you know, the three points: 

waived from further review, continue with Development Plan Review, or review as 

Major Land Development project, I’m curious what Board members think. Um, I think 

that a previous project – it was actually just mentioned a minute ago, Revity [Energy] – 

similar situation, where it was already zoned Manufacturing. Um, it was a fairly large 

project. We reviewed it under Development Plan Review, and were able to work with the 

applicant to ensure we had adequate time for review and thoroughness. Really the only 

thing, the only major difference is that notice, um, and Public Hearing phase, with Major 

Land Development, that we would not have at our disposal for Development Plan 

Review, so I’m curious what other Board members think, um, about these options before 

us.”  

 

Ms. Light asked Ms. Hogan to provide the Board with “some guidance.” She continued. 

 

Ms. Light: “I’m, uh, un-, I believe that we need to continue with the Development Plan 

Review, but I’d like your guidance on this.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Well, as Jim [Lamphere] has explained, that certainly is one of the options 

available to you, um, so I’m not sure that I have, I don’t have a legal recommendation, 

other than the fact that, you know, that’s one of the options that’s available to you. I think 

it depends upon what the Board’s preference is, um, for moving forward.” 

Ms. Light: “For – the Board’s, the Board has, uh, two options tonight? Um, Major, 

Master Plan, Major, Development Plan Review, or -” 

Ms. Hogan: “It would be, it would be – yeah, Major, Major Development, which then has 

Master Plan level, and then Preliminary Plan level, and Final. Um, you may find that 

unnecessarily repetitive, um, and you have to recall that, within those, that there are very 

specific time frames mandated by State statutes, um, however, um, there’s also a time 

frame set forth in your Development Plan Review, um, which may be – depending on 

how quickly somebody goes through Master Plan, it’s not likely they would get through 

that any quicker than they would Development Plan Review.” 

Mr. Milnes: “And I don’t know if I can speak now, but whatever process we go on, um, I 

know you guys are very busy with other big projects. We’re not in a big rush because 

we’re stuck for a little bit, so we’re definitely flexible on time and, you know, when we 

come back, we can come back when you guys free up. We’re not in a monster rush.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Thanks for that. Um, maybe in the same – if, if other Board members 

want to speak up about the Crossman [Engineering] review as well, I will just weigh in 

and say I think we would want Crossman [Engineering] to review this application 

package, and, um, if the next submittal by the applicant comes together to us, to the 

Board on our agenda with the Crossman [Engineering] review completed, that’s 

fantastic.” 

Mr. Milnes: “We, we would agree to do the Crossman [Engineering] review.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Does anyone disagree with continuing with Development Plan 

Review and bundling the next phase with the Crossman [Engineering] review? Okay, not 

hearing any disagreement -” 
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Ms. Light: “No, no – this, this is Carolyn [Light], and I’m not, I’m not disagreeing, but I 

would like to know that the easements with the State of Rhode Island have been satisfied, 

so that Crossman [Engineering] can review those as well.” 

 

Ms. Light said that she thought that it was an “efficient” way to review the project. Mr. 

Milnes replied that they would not return to the Board “without that issue being 

resolved.” Ms. Light reiterated that she wanted Crossman Engineering to have “the 

opportunity to review those, uh, that documentation” and provide validation. She asked if 

“that work[ed] for [the applicant]”. Mr. Milnes replied, “Yes.” Ms. Light thanked Mr. 

Milnes.  

 

Mr. Milnes then said that they would “need some time to do that.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Milnes: “We’ll need some time to do that. That’s what I’m saying – to go through the 

State’s gonna take us a bit of time to sort all this out, so we probably won’t be back for a 

while.” 

Ms. Light: “We have nothing but time.”  

 

Here, Ms. Hogan interjected.  

 

Ms. Hogan: “So, we’re at Pre-App right now anyway, and so the whole Development 

Plan Review doesn’t kick off until a complete application comes in -” 

Mr. Milnes: “Correct.” 

Ms. Hogan: “And Jim [Lamphere] certifies it complete.” 

Mr. Milnes: “Correct.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia thanked Ms. Light, Mr. Milnes, and Ms. Haggerty. They, in turn, 

thanked the Board. Ms. Shumchenia then said that they had gotten through their agenda 

items.  

 

SOLICITOR’S REPORT:  

 

1. Revity Energy, LLC.’s appeal to the Hopkinton Zoning Board of Appeals was 

cancelled on February 18, 2021 due to a winter storm. It was continued to the March 

18, 2021 meeting. At the March 18, 2021 meeting, the appeal was continued at the 

request of the applicant, who had a scheduling conflict. The Zoning Board of Appeals 

voted at that meeting to hear the appeal on April 22, 2021. 

 

Ms. Hogan explained that she did not have anything to report beyond the fact that the 

Revity Energy appeal had “been continued once again, from April to May”. She said that 

she would represent the Board in those proceedings at that time “assuming that it does 

not get continued again.”  

 

Ms. Light interjected that she had “questions about the position of that project, since the 

Town Council has approved, um, uh, activity” at 15 Frontier Road. She continued. 
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Ms. Light: “The Planning Board and I in particular were very concerned about, uh, the 

position of the well. So, since that facility is going to be reopened, and active, the Revity 

[Engineering] project has to confirm their, um, allowance of footage around the well that 

is on that property. It was an up in the air conservation that we had – if they open up the 

restaurant, then we’ll have to talk about where the well is going to be relocated. The well 

can’t be relocated, so I’d like to know where that process stands.”  

 

Ms. Jalette explained that Ms. Davis “would like to weigh in”. Ms. Light said that she 

thought that was a “great idea.” Ms. Davis then spoke before the Board.  

 

Ms. Davis: “Okay, um, what was presented at the Town Council was that, um, Little 

Rhody Lobster, or Little Lobster Rhody, has a, um, easement with the owners of the other 

property, that they, uh, can use the well. So, that is, that is what they presented, when 

they, when they applied for a licensing. So, they’re not gonna relocate the well. They 

have an easement to be able to use the well.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “So this is Emily [Shumchenia]. If -” 

Ms. Light: “Okay, with this -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “If I remember correctly, we had a condition of approval that, if the 

well were to, were it was going to be used and active, that there would be no panels 

located on the site of the well. Is that correct?” 

Ms. Davis: “That’s right. That’s what I remember. So, it, it is in your bailiwick, but the, 

at this, at this point, Little Rhody [Lobster] will be, supposedly has an easement to use 

that well.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “So that condition in Revity [Energy]’s approval would be activated, 

essentially.” 

Ms. Davis: “Mhmm. I think, but you know -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Is that what you’re getting -” 

Ms. Davis: “You can ask -” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “At, Carolyn [Light]?” 

Ms. Light: “Yeah! And I want to know how we monitor that and manage it going 

forward.” 

Ms. Hogan: “So -” 

Ms. Davis: “Didn’t you sort of – didn’t you have a certain, uh, amount of distance from 

the panels, or that the, the panels had to be from the well? And didn’t they say that that 

would have to be – I don’t know if it’s DEM [Department of Environmental 

Management], it’s some government requirement of how close the panels could be to the, 

to the well?”  

Ms. Light: “Yes. Yeah, But, Maggie [Hogan], maybe you should chime in.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Yep. This is Maggie [Hogan]. The, um, the Department of Health, um, 

regulates, uh, wells and distances of structures and septic systems and other things, um, 

from the well, and it depends upon the type of well that it is – whether it’s a community 

well, a transient well, uh, this – there’s a whole set of regulations on that. Um, I don’t 

recall the specific, um, item on the well – just vaguely, because, of course, I did sift 

through the months and months of the proceedings, I did prepare, of course, the, the, uh, 

defense of the appeal. So, what I would suggest to you is that I would take a look at that, 

since I’ll be reviewing those files, um, in preparation for the May argument. I’ll review 
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those files. I’ll look to your land evidence records to see if there’s an easement on file, 

um, and I can report back to you as to what I think the impact is, if any, of this, uh, 

restaurant.”  

Mr. Lamphere: “This is Jim Lamphere, Town Planner. I’m gonna go off my memory, uh, 

now, and I seem to recall that there were a couple of alternate plans presented, uh, by the 

applicant there, and I think it all hinges on Department of Health approval.” 

Ms. Davis: “Right.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “If the developer has any issues with that, that they would alter the, uh, 

the panels in some fashion, to accommodate Department of Health. So, I, I don’t know if 

we – I don’t know if the Department of Health has actually weighed in on this at this 

point, but, depending upon what they say, uh, there would be a Wellhead Protection Area 

around there, or if they had issues with it, um, if they didn’t have any issues, if they had 

to move the well, then they would put panels in where it is, so, I’m not sure where that 

stands right now.” 

 

Ms. Jalette asked Ms. Davis if she had “anything else to add”, and she replied that she did 

not, as what she explained “was what [she] remembered.” Ms. Shumchenia thanked Ms. 

Davis. Ms. Light then spoke again.  

 

Ms. Light: “I’m, I’m, I’m hopeful that we can get some finite clarification on that matter, 

and, uh, for some reason, I’m thinking – was 200 feet, a little 200-foot buffer around the 

well, but, but, clarification on that would make me feel better about the situation that 

we’re in. Thank you very much.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Uh, this is Maggie [Hogan], um, yeah – I am anticipating, Carolyn [Light] 

that there would be more than adequate time to address this issue. Um, you know, if the, 

if one of the parties is not happy with the outcome at the Zoning Board of Review, um, 

there is the, you know, right to further appeals, in the Superior Court, and, you know, 

based upon what I think would be a backlog there, that would probably be a, you know, 

18-month to two-year process, um, potentially. So, let’s – but I will, certainly, investigate 

this initial question, um, and get back to you, hopefully by the begin-, at the next 

meeting, or, if not, the one after.” 

Ms. Light: “Ah, because you’re a superstar. Thank you, thank you all. Thank you.” 

 

Ms. Jalette informed that Board that Ms. Davis wanted to speak again. She said that she 

wanted to let the Board know that the restaurant would be opening on May 1st, so she 

“hope[d] that the, that that stuff can be resolved”. Ms. Shumchenia thanked Ms. Davis. 

She also thanked Ms. Light for “raising that” issue.  

 

PLANNER’S REPORT:  

 

Administrative Subdivision – AP 3, Lot 5E and AP 23, Lot 43, 40 and 56 Tomaquag Road. 

Kenneth L. and Laura Taylor (AP 3, Lot 5E), and Raymond and Katherine Taylor (AP 23, 

Lot 43), applicants. 

 

Mr. Lamphere explained that he had included the Taylor Administrative Subdivision in 

the Board’s packets.  
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Mr. Lamphere: “That was the precursor to the Minor Subdivision that you folks, uh, 

approved, uh, tonight. Uh, it was a movement of a lot line to, in order to have a larger lot 

from which, uh, the two lots tonight were created. So, it was a pretty straightforward 

subdivision, and you have it in your packet.”  

 

CORRESPONDENCE AND UPDATES: 

 

1. Letter from the Wood-Pawcatuck Wild and Scenic Rivers Council – 3-2-21 –  RE: ‘Stone 

Ridge at Hopkinton’ Photovoltaic Solar Energy System Master Plan  

 

2. Letter from Eric Bibler – 3-12-21 – RE:  Public Records Request 

 

3. Letter from Eric Bibler – 3-12-21 – RE:  Apparent Conflicts of Interest and/or Attempts 

to Influence Decisions of the Hopkinton Planning Board 

 

4. Letter from Eric Bibler – 3-16-21 – Additional Public Records Request 

 

5. Letter from Eric Bibler – 3-19-21 – Procedures for Review and Approval of Skunk Hill 

Solar and Atlantic Solar 

 

6. Letter from Eric Bibler – 3-21-21 – Ten Reasons Why the Town Council Should Prohibit 

Industrial Solar Installations on Farms 

 

7. Letter from Lucas Marsh – 3-28-21 – A Farmer’s Support for the Farm Viability Act 

 

8. Letter from Johanna Marsh – 3-28-21 – The Importance of Small Solar Arrays on Farms 

– From a Farmer’s Daughter  

 

Ms. Shumchenia explained that the Board had received eight items over the course of the 

month of March. She asked if there was any discussion or if there were any questions 

from the Board. When she did not hear from her fellow Board members, she asked if 

there was anything that she would “need to do about correspondence and updates.” Ms. 

Hogan replied that she would “just note for the record” that the Board had “received 

them”, and that they had been “placed on file.” Ms. Shumchenia noted that for the record, 

and thanked those who had submitted letters. 

 

PUBLIC FORUM:  

 

Ms. Jalette explained that there were not any members of the public who wanted to speak 

before the Board.  

 

Mr. Lamphere asked to interject.  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “Uh, I was wondering if the Board might want to consider having two 

dates, uh, two meetings in the month of May, and, I, I, I say this because with, with the 

projects that have been continued this evening, along with some other projects that I 
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anticipate coming to the Board – we’re gonna have, we’re gonna have quite a packed 

agenda for the May 5th meeting, which I, I doubt we’re going to get through. And so, I 

don’t know if you might wanna have, you know, set up a second meeting for May, so we 

can get through some of these applications. Otherwise, there’s – we’re gonna just, um – 

it’s gonna be tough getting through these things, continuing from month to month. We’re 

gonna have quite a backlog.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia asked if “a second meeting in May could be dedicated to one of these 

complex projects” that the Board did not hear. She wanted to know if they could “limit it 

to like, two hours or something, to take the sting out of the extra meeting”, but still give 

the Board a “chunk of time” to devote “to a project that requires” the Board’s attention. 

Mr. Lamphere replied that the two items that had been continued had been continued to a 

date certain, so those two “are going to May 5th”, and they would “be advertised as 

such.”  

 

Mr. Lamphere said that he was “a little bit hesitant”, as they had “so many projects” that 

he was unsure if the Board could “get through them by dedicating one of those special 

meetings to one project.” 

 

Mr. Lamphere: “I almost think that we have to have multiple projects on both of those 

meetings. That, that, that’s the number that I see. I mean, I know I’ve been sounding the 

alarm bell for months now, and, quite frankly, we’ve been pretty much fortunate up until 

this point, but, um, I just see, I just see a tremendous amount of work on the horizon here, 

and we’re gonna have to buckle down and, um, and, and, do our best to get through this 

as expeditiously as we can. Otherwise, otherwise we’re just going to have, uh, a 

tremendous amount of things continued from one month to the next, and we’ll have to put 

people in the queue, and when we get to them, we get to ‘em. Um, we’ll have to ask them 

for continuances possibly. I mean, I just don’t, you know, and I, and I know – I mean, it’s 

a tough position to be in, because I know that a lot of these projects – you’re right, Emily 

[Shumchenia] – one, just one of these could consume an entire evening. There’s no, no 

doubt about it. They’re, they’re large projects, so, I don’t know that there’s an easy way 

to get through these things, or a quick way to get through these things, uh, you know, we 

have to, we have to do our due diligence on each and every one of these applications, so, 

I, I don’t think – we’re gonna have to have multiple applications on multiple meetings. If 

you, if you want to take that route, and, and go like a special meeting for a particular 

project, I can – you know, you know what’s before us as well as I do. I don’t want to start 

mentioning project names, but we, we could probably meet one, one night a week, or two 

nights a week, and give everything a, a full night. It’s, um – I don’t know. It’s, it’s really, 

uh, it’s not an easy situation that we face right now, to be honest with you. It’s not – I 

don’t delight in it, but, some way, we have to get through this work and get it done, one 

way or another, so, I’ll leave it up to the Board. Whatever you want to do – I’ll meet 

every night with you, if you want, I don’t care, but I just see a tremendous amount of 

work in front of us, um, and I don’t know how to get it done, although – outside of 

having additional meetings.” 
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Ms. Shumchenia joked that she would “pass” on having Planning Board meetings every 

night, but “a couple extra meetings might be okay.” Ms. Light spoke. 

 

Ms. Light: “Jim [Lamphere], if you were wearing those ruby slippers, and you could say, 

‘This is the best case scenario for Jim [Lamphere] and Talia [Jalette], what would you 

recommend, specifically? One -” 

Mr. Lamphere: “I would click ‘em three times and get back to Kansas as fast as I could. 

That’s what I would do. It’s time to leave Oz.”  

 

The Board laughed, and Ms. Light joked that she wanted to see a picture of Mr. 

Lamphere in said slipper. Mr. Lamphere retorted that he had seen them at the 

Smithsonian Museum, and he didn’t think he’d fit in them. Ms. Light then asked what he, 

“ideally” would want. He replied that it would be the Board having two meetings, as he 

the Board knew they had “two projects coming” that they had continued that night. He 

said that if he knew that the Board “had two meetings available”, he would try to fit other 

projects in where he could, “into each meeting – what’s most appropriate”. He said that 

he had been “telling everyone who’s been asking for what’s on the next agenda” that, 

essentially, while he had certain projects “penciled in” in his head, he could not “tell 

anybody for certain what’s going to be on the next May agenda.” 

 

Mr. Lamphere: “I got about 10 – I got about a dozen things penciled in my calendar on 

my desk for May 5th, and I know we’re not going to get all that work done, so, I – what I 

need is, I need the flexibility, to be honest with you, to put these things in appropriate 

spots, so that we can get through these things as best we can. So, I need that flexibility to 

run the Department that way. Um, so, I – we know, we know we got two – hey, let’s face 

it – we got two controversial projects coming up on May 5th that we just continued. 

They’re both gonna be advertised – I mean, one was, one was advertised already, 

contingent to a date certain, one’s going to be re-advertised, so that’s kind of locked in 

stone. You know as well as I do – one of those could take an entire night. Two of them 

can certainly take an entire night. They have a full presentation to make in both cases, so, 

uh, I’ll try to squeeze a couple of simple things on there, a couple of maybe Minor 

Subdivisions if I have them. I don’t like to keep my residential customers on the hook too 

long, because, you know, I mean, we can’t live in the world of solar forever. We have to 

get out of this someday, and we’re working our way through it, and we’ll be out of it 

someday, but, um, so, I guess that answer is I need flexibility to do what I need to do to 

give you folks a manageable agenda, and I don’t know how that’s going to -” 

Ms. Light: “So -” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Shake out now.”  

 

Ms. Light began to speak, when Ms. Jalette informed Mr. Lamphere and the Board that 

Ms. Hogan had been trying to weigh in for some time, but that she “didn’t want to cut 

you off”. He said to “let Maggie [Hogan] go.” She then spoke before the Board.  

 

Ms. Hogan: “So, thank you, Jim [Lamphere], Madame Chair, members of the Board – I, 

I’ve got a couple of thoughts, and maybe a couple of suggestions. One is: this evening 

when we heard from the, um, Comolli project – that didn’t really sound, honestly, that it 
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was ready for prime time. It sounded like they needed to negotiate some kind of, um, an 

easement or covenant or something with the Conservation Commission -” 

Ms. O’Leary: “Um, it’s the Land Trust, but it’s okay.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Okay, and so, the – while it was certainly continued to a date certain this 

evening, my suggestion is that, that Jim [Lamphere] could have a conversation, uh, with 

Ms. Rocha to find out what is the viability, or the likelihood, of that actually being ready 

to go forward on May 5th, and put that aside until we get the answer. I would also 

suggest, if it, you know, at the risk of probably being run out of Town, maybe we should 

start, uh, on May 5th at 6:00, as opposed to 7:00, if people are available, and give a three-

hour slot to the Stone Ridge that was ready to go tonight, but for the notice issue. Then 

you could put a couple of small things on that agenda, and then pick another night, 

perhaps another Wednesday in May, uh, just not the last one, please, um, I’m conflicted 

for that, um, and have a second night, and if, after conversations with Ms. Rocha, the 

other solar item is ready to go for that date, they could be put on with a couple more of 

the small things, again, maybe the same kind of lineup, like start at 6:00, bang out three 

hours, okay, we’re done with you for tonight, and then maybe we can make some 

headway on these major things, because, you know, hearing an hour of a major project 

one month, and an hour of the major project the next month, I think, if difficult – not only 

for the applicant, which is not as important, but I think it’s more difficult for the Board to 

maintain continuity, and to understand, and to be able to ask the questions that you want 

without being rushed out, because the next application is waiting. So, those are just my 

thoughts for you to consider.” 

 

Mr. Pennypacker and Ms. Light began to speak at the same time. Ms. Light had a 

question for Mr. Lamphere. 

 

Ms. Light: “If the Board agreed that two weeks from tonight, we could give two hours of 

a meeting – do you have agenda items that we could work through?” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Two weeks from tonight -” 

Ms. Jalette: “So that would be – this is Talia [Jalette] - that would be the 21st of this 

month, Carolyn [Light]?” 

Ms. Light: “Yep. I’m just throwing it out there. I mean, I know there’s a lot of process 

involved in, uh, actually getting things on the agenda, so, do, you know, like, Maggie 

[Hogan] read – had those recommendations, but, uh, is there any opportunity for us to 

bring – we don’t have to do an entire meeting. We could do an hour and a half, or two 

hours. Do we have, um, an agenda that could fill that time, that we could get through, 

fairly, for the applicants?” 

Ms. Hogan: “The big concern with that is the – whether the applicants would have 

sufficient time to do any notice requirements.” 

Ms. Light: “Right.” 

Ms. Hogan: “So, Jim would have to -” 

Ms. Light: “Right.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Look at his list of things to see what needs public notice and what doesn’t.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “No, that, that, that’s correct, Maggie [Hogan], uh, Jim Lamphere, Town 

Planner. Uh, I don’t think – I, I kind of know what’s in my hopper. I got a couple of 
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projects in my head that would require notice. Um, it would be – I, I don’t think I’d be 

ready to go with anything two weeks from tonight.” 

Ms. Light: “And, and, you couldn’t go with anything three weeks from tonight?” 

Mr. Lamphere: “Uh, I might be able to push something three weeks from tonight.” 

Ms. Hogan: “I, I will not be available three weeks from tonight. The fourth, uh, fourth 

Wednesday of the month, I am always, um, otherwise engaged. I apologize.” 

Ms. Light: “Okay, so what I’m thinking, then, is that we’re talking about our first 

meeting in May, and then something after that, and that would give some relief to Jim 

[Lamphere] and Talia [Jalette]. Is that what we’re talking about, Jim [Lamphere]?”  

Mr. Lamphere: “I, I think that’s the most likely scenario. Yes.”  

 

Ms. Light asked Mr. Lamphere to tell the Board what he wanted. Ms. Shumchenia 

suggested that the Board look at May 19th as a prospective second meeting date in May, 

as it “is two weeks after the fifth.” Mr. Lamphere replied that he thought that that was 

“fine”. Mr. Pennypacker said that he didn’t “know what the backlog” entailed, but asked 

if it made sense to propose a second meeting in June as well. He said that they could 

“pencil in June 16th, and if there’s nothing to put on that”, then the Board would “cross it 

off.” He said that, “given that these – some of these – are likely to be continued”, “unless 

two extra hours is going to empty the backlog”, he thought that “it might make sense to 

just plan ahead a little bit more.” Mr. Lamphere said that he thought that Ms. Hogan had 

thrown “out some really good ideas”, and that Mr. Pennypacker had was correct, as 

“these things, no matter how much time we give one of these projects – they’re going to 

come back again.” He continued. 

 

Mr. Lamphere: “So, it’s the continual – I mean, giving, giving three hours to a project is, 

sounds good, uh, if we could dispense with it in that time – like, there’s no guarantee that 

we can, so, I mean, uh -” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “And, you know, tacking into that – not only is the three hours 

sufficient, but you give me a stack of paper this high, and a week to review it and digest a 

lot of technical stuff – it’s, it’s, it’s a challenge -” 

Ms. Hogan: “Yeah, it is.”  

Mr. Pennypacker: “So, if, if they could be spaced out -” 

Ms. Light: “Say frightening! It’s frightening, guys! Come on!” 

Mr. Pennypacker: “Yeah, so, I mean, if they could be spaced out, I think it’d be easier on 

the Board to, to, to really grasp what we’re trying to read and what, what we’re making 

decisions on.” 

Mr. Lindelow: “Yeah. Keith [Lindelow] is here – just another thought, that, you know, 

selfishly, for myself, and, and everyone else that, you know, Talia [Jalette] puts all this 

paperwork together, Jim [Lamphere], you’re, you’re heading all this up, and then – I 

don’t know when these people knew they were gonna have to ask for a continuance, but 

it’s kind of slighting all of us that, you know, we’re all prepared and setting our time 

aside to sit through these things, which is like going to the dentist half the time, and you, 

Jim [Lamphere] unfortunately, you don’t even have a backup, that you can slide 

somebody in on this, so, I guess in the future, we have some alternate projects just like 

we have alternates on the Board that, if somebody drops out – you know, I know there’s 

public notices that have to be issued, but maybe some of these people should issue their 
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public notices and then, if we don’t get to them, then that’s what we continue, so we have 

a full slate each time. We wasted a lot of time tonight, where we could have got to some 

of the meat on one of these projects at least. Just, again, I think it’s inconsiderate, that 

things happen, but, you know, we were all ready to review these projects and they’re 

continued, you know, so it’s, it’s -” 

Ms. Light: “Yeah. Cheers, cheers to that.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Keith [Lindelow] – let me just add something to that. You know, it is 

unfortunate that it happened the way it did, but I would suggest to you that, you know, 

requiring other applicants to be, um, in the dugout, waiting, at bat, with all their experts, 

and, at, on their dime, uh -” 

Mr. Lindelow: “I get it.” 

Ms. Hogan: “And then they don’t get to go forward because the person does finally show 

up is kind of not fair to them as well. It, it’s a really difficult thing to manage.” 

Mr. Lindelow: “Sure. Alright. Well, thanks. I just had to vent a little, so thanks for letting 

-” 

Ms. Hogan: “Uh, I understand.” 

Ms. Light: “Thanks.” 

Ms. Hogan: “Having been an applicant’s attorney for a lot of years, my, my antenna just 

went ‘Whoooo!’ when you suggested that.” 

Mr. Lindelow: “No worries. I feel so much better now.”  

 

Ms. Jalette began to speak when Mr. Prellwitz said that he wanted to voice his opinion on 

the topic. He was told to go ahead. 

 

Mr. Prellwitz: “It seems to me that it might be to everyone’s advantage if we started, May 

5th, at six o’clock, run what we can run, and assign May 19th as the additional meeting to 

start at six, and run what we can run. That gives Jim [Lamphere] ample time to contact 

anybody concerned, and let them know so they can prepare their stuff, and, like Attorney 

Hogan said, I believe it was her – why make these people get their experts on board, and 

wait around and wait around just to get postponed. If they know they’re gonna be on a 

specific date, there’s a better chance that we’re gonna get to hear them, and I think it 

would just be fairer to everybody.” 

Ms. Shumchenia: “Thanks, Ron [Prellwitz]. Totally agree. Great, great ideas.”  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked if a 6:00 p.m. start time would “work for folks”, or if there 

were any conflicts that the Board would have to worry about. Mr. Lindelow said that he 

wouldn’t know “until the day of, almost”. Ms. Hogan asked if Mr. Lamphere had “any 

sense of Al [DiOrio]’s availability at that time frame.” Mr. Lamphere replied, “Not 

really,” and added that there were “notices that are already out there that says the meeting 

starts at seven”. He said that he didn’t want anyone to arrive and be confused by the 

change in time.  

 

Mr. Lamphere: “I mean, today, you gotta be prepared for anything and everything, 

okay?” 

Ms. Hogan: “Right.” 

Mr. Lamphere: “You gotta be precise.” 
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Ms. Hogan said that Mr. Lamphere would have to alert all of the applicants to send their 

notices with the correct start time. Mr. Lamphere replied that the applicants for the 

Comolli project had already sent out a notice, and that while it had been continued to the 

next meeting, he did not know that the Board “set a real definite time.” He said that he 

“suppose[d]” that he could “catch, uh, Stone Ridge, and tell them to notice for six 

o’clock”, but they could not “catch the stud that’s already been done.” Ms. Hogan replied 

that he would have to figure out which project would be heard on which night, and that 

he would have to contact Ms. Rocha to ensure that that applicant would be prepared, and 

that they could even put the matter on the agenda to continue it then. Ms. Shumchenia 

said that a “big missing piece” was that the Board did not know Mr. DiOrio’s availability, 

but that she trusted that Ms. Hogan and Mr. Lamphere would “coordinate with him”. She 

then said that the Board would “plan on May 5th, starting at 6:00, and May 19th, also 

starting at 6:00”, and that they would “just wait to hear more detail about confirmation 

about all that.” Ms. Hogan replied that that sounded good.  

 

Ms. Shumchenia then asked if there was a motion to adjourn, or if the Board had “any 

other thoughts” before closing the meeting. Mr. Prellwitz asked if there was a public 

forum on the agenda, or if they had covered it and he had missed it. Ms. Shumchenia 

explained that they had had it, but that no one had “raised their hand”, so the Board had 

“moved on.” Mr. Prellwitz joked that he guessed he was a “candidate for Alzheimer’s.”  

 

DATE OF NEXT REGULAR MEETING:  May 5, 2021 

 

ADJOURNMENT: 

 

MS. LIGHT MADE A MOTION TO ADJOURN. IT WAS SECONDED BY MR. 

PRELLWITZ.  

 

IN FAVOR: SHUMCHENIA, PRELLWITZ, LINDELOW, LIGHT, PENNYPACKER 

ABSTAIN: NONE 

OPPOSED: NONE 

 

5-0, THE MOTION PASSED. THE MEETING WAS ADJOUNRED AT 9:31 P.M.  

 

 

By: Talia Jalette, Senior Planning Clerk, 4-21-21 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 


