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Town of Charlotte
PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
April 2, 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: Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow, Ken Spencer.

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 19th meeting

6:35 PM CCC Suggested LUR Changes

8:10 PM Updates from around Town/Process

8:20 PM Draft next meeting agenda

8:30 PM Adjourn

Call to Order:
Vice Chair, Robert Bloch called the meeting to order at 6:42pm as Chair, Matt Krasnow, had not
yet arrived.

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

Ken Spencer said he was in attendance to represent a small group of locals and their safety
concerns around the proposed Lake Road solar project. Ken Spencer asked the Planning Commission
about their intervenor status for the project and requested to set a future date for his return to discuss the
proposed project. Lindsay Kahn responded that it remains premature for the Planning Commission to
request interventor status and provided information on how residents can also file a motion to intervene.
Ken Spencer then listed topics that he would like to discuss when he returned and asked the Planning
Commission about their intent to file a motion to intervene.

Frank Tenney commented that he recently completed an online search for non-contiguous
Planned Residential Development (PRD) in Vermont and found they were only referenced in Charlotte.
Frank questioned if non-contiguous PRDs were created as a backdoor in the absence of a Transferrable
Development Rights (TRD) program and suggested further consideration.

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: March 19th meeting:
MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Robert Bloch, to approve the PC meeting
minutes for March 19, 2026, as amended. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried.

CCC Suggested LUR Changes:

The discussion opened with ‘must’ versus ‘may’ as used in Land Use Regulations (LURs). Matt
noted that in his professional experience, he has encountered ‘must’ used for minimum requirements and
‘may’ used to allow for discretion. For instance, with setbacks. Charles Russell pointed out that
‘should’ is comparable to ‘may’ and the Charlotte Conservation Commission (CCC) is asking for more
definitive language.
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Lindsay redirected the conversation to Setbacks from Streams and the mapping used to determine
such. Lindsay proposed that Charlotte’s Zoning map be used to determine setbacks for named streams
and Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (ANR) BioFinder mapping or field investigation be used to
determine setbacks for unnamed streams. Robert asked if the ANR BioFinder mapping could be used for
both named and unnamed streams. Lindsay answered that it could, but some applicants prefer to use the
Zoning map when possible. Lindsay said an additional concern with ANR BioFinder mapping is that the
resolution changes as someone zooms in or out. To that concern, Robert suggested a set resolution for
applicants to use. Robert then asked about the process for naming a stream and if streams are defined
within the LURs. Charles read the definition for streams from the LURs. Lindsay proposed language
that would eliminate reference to ANR BioFinder mapping.

Lindsay moved on to Stream-bank Buffers and the CCC’s request to increase the minimum
buffer from 25 to 50 feet. Lindsay said that Alexa Lewis, Development Review Board (DRB) member,
had forwarded a list of resources for consideration on this item. Through her research, Lindsay found
that 50 feet is comparative to what other towns are doing and found the request to increase the buffer to
be reasonable. Frank commented on the concern of restricting a landowner’s access and view. This led
to discussion on state permitting for wetlands. Charles pointed to the need to grandfather properties that
would become non-compliant with the proposed increase. Charles also noted that 35 feet is required for
a property owner to access Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) funding. Lindsay added
that another advantage to landowners is that an increased buffer would add protection to their property
from natural processes such as erosion. Charles circled back to existing non-conformance with the
proposed change and language on how to ensure that existing rights are maintained. Carrie Spear asked
if the current 25 feet buffer is working. Ken Smith responded that the CCC’s point is that the current
buffer is not working as all streams in Charlotte are classified as impaired. To this point, Matt said that it
hasn’t been determined whether the impairment is exclusively in Charlotte. Matt returned to FEMA’s
requirement for 35 feet to access FEMA funding. Matt noted that increasing to 35 feet would be an
incremental change and provide rationale for the voters. Matt also asked for language to allow for
removal of designated noxious weeds.

The next item that was discussed was Wetland Buffers. The CCC’s proposal was to add and use
the state’s wetland buffer regulations as follows: Class 1: 100 feet, Class 2: 50 feet. Matt asked for
clarification as to why language would be added for wetlands as they are regulated by the state. Matt
proposed an alternative statement to indicate that Vermont wetland rules apply.

The conversation then moved to the proposal to add the CCC’s advisory role to the LURs.
Lindsay said that in addition to the outline that the CCC provided with regards to their role, that she had
added two items. The first pertained to site visits and required that the CCC be accompanied by the
Zoning Administrator on any site visit. Charles recommended changing the wording to the CCC must be
accompanied by the DRB’s staff member on site visits. This topic was flagged for further discussion
during the next Joint Meeting between the Planning Commission, DRB, and CCC. Lindsay asked
Charles to provide the DRB’s input before the Joint Meeting so that the Planning Commission has time
to consider.

Lindsay moved to the CCC’s proposal to increase the Open Space requirement from 50 to 60%
for major PRD subdivisions. Robert stated his opposition to this proposal as it lacked any rationale
beyond increasing conservation. Other Planning Commission members felt the same. Linda Radimer
and Charles felt that it could be site dependent. Lindsay recommended that this item be revisited when
the Natural Resources Overlay District is established.

The discussion concluded with review of the proposed and revised definition for wildlife habitat.

MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Matt Krasnow, to approve the CCC’s suggested
LUR changes, except for defining their advisory review role, as amended. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion
carried.
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Updates from around Town/Process:
None.

Draft next meeting agenda:
Matt referenced the work plan which lists the DRB’s suggested LUR changes. Lindsay said this
will begin with the DRB’s proposed administrative edits.

Adjourn:
MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 5
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:37pm.

Minutes respectfully submitted:
Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary




