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SECTION PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

3.15(A), p. 34  Setbacks from Streams. To prevent surface runoff and accelerated soil erosion, 
and to protect water quality and wildlife habitat, all structures and wastewater 
disposal systems (septic tanks, leach fields) and other impervious surfaces shall 
be set back a minimum of 100 feet from all named streams as depicted on the 
zoning map, and a minimum of 50 feet from all unnamed streams not depicted 
on the zoning map or as identified through field investigation or use of the 
Vermont Agency of Natural Resources Biofinder, and as measured horizontally 
from the top of the nearest stream bank. Where the standards of this section 
differ from other applicable standards under the Flood Hazard Area Overlay 
District, the more restrictive shall apply. In addition, all structures and 
wastewater disposal systems shall be set back a minimum of 150 feet from the 
top of the nearest stream bank of the following:  
(1) The tributary of the LaPlatte River which originates near the intersection of 
Bingham Brook Road and Spear Street Extension and flows generally north 
through a large wetland adjacent to the microwave tower east of the Spear 
Street Extension.  
(2) The stream which originates in a wetland parallel to and west of Bean Road, 
flows into and out of a wetland near the intersection of Bean Road and Prindle 
Road, and then generally south to its intersection with Lewis Creek.  
 

Considerations: Per the 3/19 PC meeting, the LURS should have one reference map for the DRB, 
CCC, and applicant to refer to. It was mentioned during the 3/19 PC Meeting that the reference 
should be a well-funded and regularly updated reference. The town’s zoning map or NRO are 
subject to Selectboard approval and thus a State map not dependent on the town’s capacity 
should be the reference map. However, I think we could use the zoning map if we restate the 
Setback language…see suggestion in red. 
 
PC QUESTIONS or FEEDBACK: Use of shall throughout these recommendations? Is that the intent?  
 
DRB FEEDBACK: The DRB did not discuss this at our 3/25 mtg.  I (CR) would reiterate my concern 
with having a map that could change because of some name change at the state.  It seems the 
zoning map should be used just as it is for other delineations. 
 
ADDITIONAL CCC FEEDBACK: 

SECTION PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

3.15(C), p. 35  Stream-bank Buffers. In order to protect water quality and riparian habitat, and 
to prevent surface runoff and accelerated soil erosion, an undisturbed, naturally 
vegetated buffer shall be maintained along streams and rivers. The buffer will be 
a minimum of 25 50 feet in width and will be measured from the top of the 



streambank or from the regular high water mark in instances where no stream 
bank is discernable. 

Considerations: I support the suggested change.  

 Comparatively, 50ft is compatible with neighboring towns.  

 Further, River Corridors include the width of the meander belt of a river and an 

additional 50’ buffer to allow for a stable wooded bank when the river is at its 

equilibrium/least erosive slope. River Corridors are not currently mapped by the state for 

small streams  but do include, by definition, the area within 50’ of the top of the bank of 

streams with a  watershed less than two square miles.  

 Purpose of riparian buffers are two fold: one to protect water quality and two to protect 

wildlife corridors. Most if not all streams in Charlotte are considered “stressed” meaning 

they have higher than recommended levels of nutrients or turbidity/sediments.  

 ANR goes further in their guidance suggesting "Disturbance within 50-100’ of a buffer or 

waterbody should be avoided. The easiest way to avoid damage is by denoting limits of 

disturbance on designs and site plans. Buffers along rivers, lakes, ponds and wetlands should 

be clearly marked and understood by site workers.” 

 
PC Questions or Considerations:  
Carrie concerns: not having views or access to streams… 
 
DRB Feedback: Consensus at 3/25 DRB meeting was that existing encroachments in developed 
areas should be grandfathered.  I (CR) like that additional language from one of the towns Lindsay 
identified that encouraged landowners that had lawns or other encroachments to work toward 
improving the buffer conditions to more align with the regs. Underhill LURs: 
https://www.underhillvt.gov/media/7131  
 
Additional CCC Feedback: 

 

https://www.underhillvt.gov/media/7131


3.15, 
between E-F, 
p. 35 
(proposed)  

Wetland Buffers.  
To protect wetland functions and values an undisturbed naturally vegetated 
buffer shall be maintained. Vermont Wetland Rules apply. All structures and 
impervious surfaces shall be set back:  
(A) At least one hundred (100) feet in horizontal distance from the boundary of all 
Class I wetlands.  
(B) At least seventy-five (75) feet in horizontal distance from the boundary of all 
Class II wetlands.  
(C) This applies to both mapped and unmapped Class I and II wetlands.  

Considerations: Suggestion is to use the state’s wetland buffer regulations.  

 
Question for the CCC: The LURs should use the state wetland buffer regulatory standards. Thus 
Class 1: 100ft and Class 2: 50ft 
 
PC Questions or Considerations: 
Carrie thinks we should uphold state.  
 
DRB Feedback: Not discussed at the 3/25 DRB mtg.  I (CR) believe we should stay with the state 
rules and continue to let them regulate wetlands as we do with wastewater rules.  The state 
already has the expertise that the town would have to hire to enforce different rules. 
 
Additional CCC Feedback: 

 
Between 5.2 
and 5.3 p.62  
(proposed)  

Conservation Commission Advisory Review  
(A) Purpose. To provide advisory input to the Development Review Board (DRB) 
and the applicants in conformance with 24 V.S.A. § 4464 on impacts to natural 
resources identified in the Charlotte Town Plan, Charlotte Significant Wildlife 
Habitat Map, and adopted resource maps.  
(B) Applicability. The Zoning Administrator shall refer to the Conservation 
Commission:  
(1) Subdivision applications.  
(2) Site plan or conditional use applications located within or adjacent to: (a) 
Wildlife habitat or connectivity areas; (b) Primary or secondary forest blocks; (c) 
Wetlands, streams, riparian buffers, or river corridors; (d) Significant natural 
communities or slopes >15%; (e) Scenic or conservation priority areas.  



(3) Any application the Zoning Administrator or DRB determines would benefit 
from natural resource review.  
(C) Advisory Comments: The Conservation Commission may submit written 
comments to the DRB prior to the public hearing when practicable. Comments 
become part of the record. If not received within required timeframes, DRB 
review shall proceed.  
D) Pre-Application Review. Applicants shall be encouraged by the Zoning 
Administrator to consult meet with the Conservation Commission prior to filing 
their application to identify any natural resource constraints. 
(E) Scope of Review. The Conservation Commission may address wildlife habitat 
and corridor impacts; forest fragmentation; wetlands and surface waters; 
erosion, stormwater, and soils; scenic resources; light pollution; and measures to 
avoid or mitigate impacts. 
(F)The Conservation Commission shall notify applicants of any adverse 
recommendations prior to the public hearing, and suggest remedies to address 
identified deficiencies in the application. 
(G) DRB Authority. Advisory comments shall be considered by the DRB. Final 
authority rests solely with the DRB under 24 V.S.A. § 4464 and these Regulations. 
(H) Per 24 VSA 4464 (2), the CCC may meet with the applicant or conduct site 
visits and in that case the CCC or individual members of the commission must be 
accompanied by the Zoning Administrator. 
(I) Per 24 VSA 4464 (3) Meetings by the advisory commission on the application 
shall comply with the Open Meeting Law and the requirements of the 
commission’s rules of procedure, but shall not be conducted as public hearings 
before a quasi-judicial body. 
 

Considerations: See Town Planner suggestions in red. Suggest the role of the CCC be defined in 
Section 9.9 Municipal Administrative Requirements. This is where the role of the Planning 
Commission is as well. Below I have listed four other towns in Chittenden County and where/if 
they define the role of the CCC.

 
PC Questions or Feedback: 
Carrie suggestions... 
 
DRB Feedback: The DRB has a somewhat lengthy discussion of this on 3/25, including about what 
role the CCC has – or doesn’t formally have – presently.  We even discussed the 14th amendment, 
due process and fairness to applicants.  This requires more discussion.  Perhaps best discussed at 
our next joint meeting. 



 
Additional CCC Feedback: 
 

 

 
8.4, C(1), p. 
92  

Conservation Projects. At the request of the applicant, or as otherwise required 
under Section 8.2(B), the proposed PRD shall be designed in a manner that 
maximizes the reduction of lot sizes and modification of setbacks and other 
dimensional standards to minimize undue adverse impacts to, and fragmentation 
of, Areas with High Public Value. The conservation subdivision design process 
described in Table 6.3 shall be followed by the applicant, and modifications to 
standards shall be allowed by the Board to the extent that such modifications 
better achieve the standards set forth under Chapter 7. A minimum of 50% of the 
lot(s) shall be designated as open space in accordance with Section 8.6 for minor 
PRD subdivisions. A minimum of 60% of the lot(s) shall be designated as open 
space in accordance with Section 8.6 for major PRD subdivisions. Open space 
must be contiguous.  

Considerations: Suggest we hold and continue exploration and discussion over the next x months 
on this. From CCC, would be good to know the purpose of the 50% or greater requirement of Open 
Space? Open Space requirement is 50% in Jericho,  
 
PC Questions or Feedback: 
Carrie in favor of 50% of what it is now. 
 
DRB Feedback: Not discussed at 3/25 DRB meeting.  This appears to be an example of making a 
non-trivial policy change based on the theory that more is better.  This is not the way I believe 
planning should be done.  Or as I (CR) like to ask – and be asked – what problem are you trying to 
solve?  Out of the 7,819 acres that are either conserved, town-owned, or are in open space, 1,854 
acres are in open space.  To the extent that the Act 59 – with its goal of 30 by 30 and 50 by 50 - 
would not count open space as conserved, we should concentrate on permanent conservation - if 
we agree with the statutory goal. 
 
Additional CCC Feedback: 
 

 
10.2, p. 133  Wildlife Habitat: Areas identified as wildlife habitat on maps and within the text 

of the Charlotte Town Plan (as amended), as well as Map 6 Wildlife Habitat in the 
Town Plan.  State of Vermont maps such as VT ANR Atlas and VT Biofinder, or as 
field delineated by a qualified professional. This includes but is not limited to: 



Forest Blocks, Persistent Shrubland Habitat, Aquatic Habitat, and Habitat 
Connectors.  

Consideration: Per the 3/19 PC Meeting Discussion, we should pick one definitive source for the 
reference map. The reference to Map 6 of the Town Plan will likely be updated once the 
Arrowwood Environmental mapping project is complete.  
 
PC Questions or Feedback: 
Carrie agrees with one map and thus map 6 of Town Plan. 
 
DRB Feedback: Not discussed at 3/25 DRB meeting.  Seems that discussion of maps to use is 
another good joint meeting discussion. 
 
Additional CCC Feedback:  
 


