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Town of Charlotte
PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
March 19, 2026

Planning Commission: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Robert Bloch (Vice Chair), Ken Smith, Carrie Spear,
Linda Radimer.

Staff: Lindsay Kahn, Town Planner, Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary.

OTHERS: Alex Weinhagen, Aaron Brondyke, Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow, Pete
Demick.

Posted Agenda:

6:30 PM Call to Order

6:31 PM Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda)

6:33 PM Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: March 5th meeting

6:35 PM Act 250 Presentation by VT Land Use Review Board (Alex Weinhagen & Aaron
Brondyke)

7:30 PM DRB/CCC LUR tech changes (2)

8:15 PM Updates from around Town

8:20 PM Draft next meeting agenda

8:30 PM Adjourn

Call to Order:
Matt Krasnow called the meeting to order at 6:33pm

Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda):
Robert Bloch asked to discuss the Planning Commission’s process. Matt said this could be
discussed during Updates from around Town.

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: March 5th meeting:
MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Robert Bloch, to approve the PC meeting
minutes for March 5, 2026, as amended. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried.

Act 250 Presentation by VT Land Use Review Board (Alex Weinhagen & Aaron Brondyke):

Alex Weinhagen opened the presentation and introduced Aaron Brondyke. Aaron explained that
he had condensed what would typically be a 3-hour presentation into a 25-minute PowerPoint slide deck
to provide a high-level overview of Act 250.

The first slide outlined the agenda for the presentation. The next slide, a brief history on Act 250.
The slides that followed were on the legacy and future of Act 250, an additional overview, and a map
which illustrated the 9 District Environmental Commissions of Act 250. Aaron noted that Charlotte falls
within District 4. The next slide explained the role of Act 250 District Commissioners. The following
slide reviewed information specific to District 4 including names of the Chair, Members, and Alternates.
The next slide outlined the role of Act 250 District Coordinators which includes issuing jurisdictional
opinions, coordination, and acting as clerks. This was followed by a slide which provided the names and
contact information for local Act 250 representatives, proceeded by a slide with direction on who
municipal officials should contact.
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The slides that followed provided an overview of when an Act 250 permit would be required
including subdivisions of 10 lots or more, and commercial development involving 10 acres or more. The
next slide defined Original Jurisdiction, proceeded by slides which outlined Jurisdictional Triggers.
Jurisdictional Triggers included housing projects with 10 or more units, communication towers greater
than 50 feet in height, commercial, residential, or industrial development above 2,500 feet of elevation,
state and municipal projects greater than 10 acres, and Act 181 which involves road construction (slated
to go into effect on July 1, 2026).

The slides then focused on Amendment Jurisdiction and Exemptions. Exemptions outlined
included farming and logging below 2,500 feet in elevation, Act 181 of 2024 and the various Tiers (1A,
1B, 2, 3).

The slides then moved to Jurisdictional Opinions. Followed by an outline of the original 10
Criteria for Act 250, which has evolved into 32 Criteria and Sub-Criteria, and by December 31, 2026,
will reach 33 Criteria.

The slides then outlined the Act 250 Review Process, which is citizen-based. The terms Party
Status, Statutory Parties, Parties by Right, were then defined. The slides then concluded with a circle
back to Act 250 Review and how municipalities are involved. Aaron handed the discussion back to
Alex.

Alex asked for input on how to utilize the remaining time. Robert asked for further discussion on
Act 181 involving road construction, specifically, restrictions on driveway length. Alex clarified that
when the provision goes into effect on July 1, 2026, an Act 250 permit would be required when building
a new road that exceeds 800 feet or a driveway that exceeds 2,000 feet. Alex confirmed that the
provision is causing concern, including the effective date which does not coincide with the start of the
construction season in Vermont.

Alex spoke to the creation of Act 181 Tier 3, slated to go into effect on December 31, 2026. Alex
noted that the intent is to ensure there is no overlap. For instance, with wetland permitting. To this,
Claudia Mucklow commented on the Governor’s efforts to minimize regulations on wetlands. Alex
clarified that the Governor’s efforts are to utilize current mapping of wetlands for villages, as this
mapping captures significant wetlands.

Charles Russell asked Alex to speak to fragmentation as it pertains to Act 181 road construction.
Specifically, how a determination is made as to whether the fragmentation causes an undue adverse
effect. Alex responded in terms of permitting, the length of the road or driveway is the determining
factor, then Act 250 criteria are considered. Frank Tenney then asked how the length of the road is
determined and when it becomes a private drive. Alex responded that guidance is still being developed.

Aaron said in closing that neither the provisions nor Tiers of Act 250 are intended to restrict
development. The intent is to require permitting through Jurisdictional Triggers. The denial rate is less
than 1%. Charles commented on application fees. Alex agreed that the application fee can create
hardship, as it is based on construction costs. Matt asked if the application fees based on construction
costs are estimated and reconciled in the end. Alex confirmed this. Matt then asked if any application fee
surplus is allocated towards a specific purpose. Alex responded that application fees do not create a
surplus, they pay for a small portion of Act 250 programming costs.

DRB/CCC LUR tech changes (2):

Lindsay Kahn said that she had categorized proposed changes within the Charlotte Conservation
Commission (CCC) memo to the Planning Commission as Natural Resource Overlay (NRO) or
Definition. Lindsay suggested that NRO items be tabled until the NRO District is established through
mapping. Lindsay then reviewed the CCC’s memo.

The section labeled ‘Ideas’ outlined the creation of the NRO through the mapping of Habitats
Connectors. Both items in the Ideas section were categorized as NRO/table.
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The first three items in the following section labeled ‘Standards’ were also categorized as
NRO/table. The first item, Rural District, District Standards, addressed the proposal to require building
envelopes in the entire Rural District. The second item referenced Act 181 road construction and
driveways that will exceed 800 feet. The third item referenced fragmentation created through the
creation of roads/driveways. Charles pointed out that Alex said in his presentation that permitting the
creation of driveways is triggered at 2,000 feet, not 800 feet. In response to Charles’ comment, Claudia
Mucklow, CCC Chair, said that the main concern is fragmentation created by long driveways.

Robert suggested that the discussion focus on proposed items that are not categorized as
NRO/table. Lindsay agreed to do so and called attention to Section 3.15 (A) Setbacks and Streams. The
edit here being to add ‘State of Vermont maps,’ to the list of possible resources used to determine
setbacks. Charles questioned what would happen if the State of Vermont map named a stream without
Charlotte being made aware. Robert proposed that one map should be identified versus a list of possible
resources. Matt agreed with Robert’s proposal and suggested the Agency of Natural Resources (ANR)
mapping be used. Charles cautioned that the potential flaw with using State of Vermont mapping is that
a stream could be named that would then place someone’s house within the setback. Robert identified an
action item to research and identify an authoritative map. Lindsay proposed the State of Vermont
BioFinder map, or as identified through ANR field investigation be the two resources. Robert asked
Lindsay to consider and suggest an authoritative map at the next Planning Commission meeting and
formalized his request with a motion.

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Ken Smith, to request from the Town Planner
consideration and determination of an authoritative map. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried. Linda
Radimer left the meeting before the vote.

Lindsay moved to the next item not classified as NRO, found in section 3.15 (C) Stream-bank
buffers and the CCC’s suggestion to increase the buffer from 25 to 50 feet. Matt questioned why this
item did not fall under NRO. Claudia responded to this and said it is a general recommendation. Matt
asked where the recommendation originated from. Claudia said that 50 feet is a baseline for impaired
bodies of water. Matt again asked about the source. Claudia said the source for the impaired
classification is the ANR. Matt pointed out towns cannot be more restrictive than state statutes and
asked what the ANR has prescribed for a buffer. Robert asked if 25 feet is causing the impaired bodies
of water and if this would be rectified by increasing to 50 feet.

Updates from around Town:

Regarding Planning Commission process, Robert suggested identifying action items as they arise
during meetings, assigning a point person and deadline to these items, and reviewing progress at the
following meeting. Lindsay identified an action item for the Planning Commission. Lindsay requested
that members review the CCC’s categorized memo and forward outstanding questions and comments 0N
the four items not labeled NRO, so that Lindsay can compile for discussion.

Draft next meeting agenda:

Matt asked for review of the 2026 work plan. The Development Review Board (DRB)/CCC
LUR technical changes were scheduled to be wrapped up at the end of the April 2" meeting. Lindsay
pointed out that both the DRB and CCC presented policy changes in addition to their technical changes,
which extended the amount of time required. Lindsay proposed that the CCC’s changes could be
wrapped up by the end of the April 2" meeting. Robert asked Lindsay to define wrapped up. Lindsay
revisited her action item for the Planning Commission to forward outstanding questions and comments
on the four items not labeled NRO, so that Lindsay can respond to those questions and comments and
have language drafted. Matt suggested that those four items be identified. Lindsay reviewed the items
which were tallied to five and two Definitions. Lindsay will extract and forward to the Planning
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Commission. The Planning Commission will provide their questions and comments to Lindsay by
March 26,

Robert circled back to the 2026 work plan. Matt suggested that the DRB’s technical changes be
moved to April 16" as the Thompson’s Point agenda item scheduled for that meeting could be pushed
out. With this change, an action item was identified. The Planning Commission will forward questions
and comments on the DRB’s proposed non-administrative edits to Lindsay by April 9. The desired
outcome for April 16" is for the Planning Commission to sign off on the DRB’s administrative edits.

Adjourn:
MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Ken Smith, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 4
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:52pm.

Minutes respectfully submitted:
Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary




