
 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

JOINT MEETING OF THE CHARLOTTE CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 2 

PLANNING COMMISSION, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD  3 

Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference  4 

August 20, 2025 5 

  6 

DRAFT – subject to approval by the Development Review Board 7 

Development Review Board: Charles Russell (Chair), Gerald Bouchard (Vice Chair), Alexa Lewis, 8 

Brandon Tieso, Doug Paton.   9 

Planning Commission: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Robert Bloch (Vice-Chair), Bill Stuono, Linda Radimer. 10 

Absent: Carrie Spear, Ashley Berliner, Ken Smith.  11 

Conservation Commission: Claudia Mucklow (Co-Chair), Maggie Korey (Co-Chair), Pete Demick. 12 

Absent: Sharon Mount, Nate Caress, Dave McNally, Eli Lesser-Goldsmith.  13 

Staff: Nate Bareham, Town Administrator.     14 

Others: JD Herlihy, Lee Krohn.  15 

 16 

Posted Agenda:  17 

7:00 PM  Call to Order; changes to agenda (if any)  18 

7:02 PM  Public Comment  19 

7:05 PM  Discussion of Thompson’s Point Regulations (Planning Commission)  20 

7:45 PM  Discussion of Rural Frontage Requirements (Development Review Board)  21 

8:10 PM  Discussion of Town Mapping  22 

8:25 PM  Discussion of Future Natural Resource Overlay District  23 

8:40 PM Revisiting CCC Recommendations to change LUR language  24 

8:50 PM  Agenda for Next Joint Meeting  25 

9:00 PM  Adjourn 26 

 27 

Call to order; changes to agenda:   28 

Chair Charles Russell called the meeting to order for the Development Review Board (DRB) at 29 

7:09pm.  Chair Matt Krasnow called the meeting to order for the Planning Commission at 7:09pm.   30 

Co-Chair Claudia Mucklow called the meeting to order for the Charlotte Conservation Commission 31 

(CCC) at 7:09pm. Bill Stuono added approval of minutes from the last Joint Meeting to the agenda.  32 

 33 

Public Comment: None.  34 

 35 

 Review & approve draft Joint meeting minutes: May 21 meeting: 36 

MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Charles Russell, to approve the Joint meeting 37 

minutes for May 21, 2025, as amended. VOTE: 12 ayes, motion carried.   38 

 39 

Discussion of Thompson’s Point Regulations (Planning Commission): 40 

 Matt opened the discussion by pointing out that Thompson’s Point leaseholders have been 41 

requesting changes to Land Use Regulations (LURs) since 2023. The leaseholders are often represented 42 

by Beth Humstone. Matt presented Thompson’s Point leaseholder’s main concerns as presented by Beth 43 

at the Planning Commission’s August 7th meeting. These included: setbacks, and the cost and time 44 

constraints of DRB involvement in conditional use review, an update to the design review process, the 45 
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ability to prune trees, and lot coverage. Matt noted that the Planning Commission is meeting with Beth 46 

and any other interested Thompson’s Point leaseholders during their August 21st meeting and he would 47 

like to have a discussion around their concerns.   48 

 Alexa Lewis spoke about Thompson’s Point having primarily small lots without clear lot lines. 49 

Alexa noted that LURs have changed for a rebuild, from requiring the same footprint, to allowing 50 

relocation with increased conformance. Alexa clarified that Thompson’s Point leaseholders are seeking 51 

a reduced setback from 50 ft. to 25 ft. and that Cedar Beach maintains a 50 ft. setback. Alexa suggested 52 

that a 25 ft. setback would likely be supported and proposed an added clause that the same distance 53 

between neighbors be sustained.  54 

Gerald Bouchard said that each lot should be reviewed differently given the varying topography 55 

and existing setbacks.  56 

Bill reminded the Planning Commission of a comment made by JD Herlihy during the Planning 57 

Commission’s August 7th meeting on the intent behind the onerous Thompson’s Point LURs. Bill also 58 

proposed that percentage of lot depth and width could be used to calculate setbacks.  59 

Claudia Mucklow advised against changing setbacks; camps are established, not intended to be 60 

moved, and allowing reconstruction would impact trees.  61 

Pete Demick said that changing setbacks would result in widespread reconstruction and spoke to 62 

a rebuild that went from 700 sq. ft. to 1,700 sq. ft. Bill asked if limiting size of a rebuild might be 63 

appropriate. Claudia felt rebuilding should be held to the original footprint. Brandon Tieso asked if the 64 

rebuild that Pete referred to was materially different from other camps on Thompson’s Point. Claudia 65 

confirmed. Brandon then asked how that passed through design review. Claudia spoke to the owners’ 66 

appeal to the Environmental Court.  67 

JD said the LURs for Thompson’s Point were established with intentionality. JD also pointed out 68 

that reducing the setback to 25 ft. may result in expansion; camps might retain the protected existing 69 

non-conformance on one side and could potentially expand on the other. To that point, Robert Boch said 70 

lot coverage would still be in play and allowing reconstruction would improve the aesthetics.  71 

Robert noted that Thompsons’ Point is a financial asset to the Town and management should be 72 

realistic. Robert favored a 25 ft. setback.  73 

In response to intentionally onerous LURs, Matt suggested research into the changes to LURs 74 

that have occurred in the district overtime. Matt spoke to one such change being adding a municipal 75 

septic system which improved water quality. Matt agreed with Thompson’s Point being a financial asset 76 

and how leveraging setbacks could be used to negotiate improvements.  77 

Claudia reiterated her concern over tree removal and referenced the number of trees and stumps 78 

removed and heavy equipment used in the rebuild previously mentioned by Pete.  79 

Charles Russell suggested that decisions be made based on information and encouraged all 80 

parties to become more informed.  81 

 82 

Discussion of Rural Frontage Requirements (Development Review Board): 83 

 Charles said the DRB has encountered situations where applicants do not have the required 84 

frontage and spoke to the difficulty locating LURs pertaining to frontage as they are scattered. Charles 85 

spoke to the Planning Commission’s previous interpretation that frontage could be sidestepped with a 86 

right of way and how that evolved to requiring a Planned Residential Development (PRD). Charles 87 

spoke to another means to sidestep frontage requirements; preemptively creating an easement on the lot.  88 

 Alexa questioned what frontage requirements are trying to achieve in the Rural District, health 89 

and safety, scenery, as it not specified in LURs. Bill spoke about his previous experience on the 90 

Planning Commission and the enforcement of PRDs when lacking the 300 ft. frontage requirement. The 91 

intent being preservation and interconnection of open space, prevention of fragmentation or 92 

development deep into the interior.  93 
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 Alexa referenced LURs, specifically, 3.2 1) a) which references lots that were legally in 94 

existence at the time regulations were enacted. Alexa noted the confusion this wording creates as a date 95 

is not attached. Charles pointed out that the intent is to reflect the most recent regulations, but agreed it 96 

creates confusion. Bill said that regulations often change; the goal is to increase conformity over time.  97 

 Charles directed the conversation to roads and noted that there are private and public roads and 98 

driveways. Each is defined within the 1997 Roadway Standards. Charles said the DRB finds it difficult 99 

to establish the end point of a private road and beginning of a driveway as this can impact frontage 100 

requirements. Charles noted that the Town Administrator is working to clarify and update Highway 101 

Access Permits, Roadway Standards, and LURs pertaining to this issue. A case study was presented and 102 

discussed.  103 

 104 

Discussion of Town Mapping: 105 

 Claudia pointed out that the Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) is 106 

planning to provide updated mapping as part of the Town Plan update. Claudia felt mapping provided by 107 

the CCRPC would not be as accurate as mapping created by an ecologist.  108 

 Claudia spoke about the associate cost to updating mapping using the Geographic Information 109 

System (GIS), and her consideration as to whether that cost could be lower. The estimated cost for field 110 

assessment and mapping is approximately $26,000.  111 

 Robert asked about mapping completed in 2006 and making the best use of this mapping if that 112 

is what is available for the Town Plan update. Matt pointed out that even if funded, GIS mapping would 113 

not be available for the upcoming Town Plan update.  114 

 JD suggested that LURs reference the ability to use mapping as may be amended so that when 115 

updated mapping becomes available, it can be used by the DRB. Charles spoke about the proposal from 116 

Arrowwood Environmental for the updated mapping and how Arrowwood plans to complete additional 117 

work to address the regulatory aspects. Charles suggested that Arrowwood present on their proposal.  118 

 Bill noted overall support from the Planning Commission for updated mapping and asked 119 

members from the Selectboard in attendance to speak to what needs to occur for funding to be allocated. 120 

Lee Krohn spoke about the Selectboard’s inability to approve an expense, such as the Arrowwood 121 

proposal, out of cycle and his apprehension to accept donated funds. Matt asked if the Selectboard 122 

would consider mapping during the normal budget cycle this fall. Lee confirmed.  123 

 Lee said that the Town Plan could be approved without updated mapping and suggested the 124 

mapping being proposed by Arrowwood be included as an appendix.  125 

 126 

Discussion of Future Natural Resource Overlay District: 127 

 Agenda item tabled.  128 

 129 

Revisiting CCC Recommendations to change LUR language: 130 

 Claudia said CCC recommendations were presented to the Planning Commission over two years 131 

ago. One such recommendation is the use of definitive and enforceable language. In response, Alexa 132 

said that there are certain areas in the LURs intended to enable discretion, removing that discretion 133 

would require further consideration for each instance. In response to Alexa’s comment, Claudia said the 134 

current Town Plan indicates that no area of high public value should be developed. Charles disagreed 135 

with Claudia’s comment. Rather, it’s prioritizing areas of high public value. JD proposed prescribing 136 

what is permitted while allowing for DRB discretion when prioritizing areas of high public value. If it 137 

cannot be figured out, then removing areas that cause confusion through ambiguity. Lee suggested 138 

clarity on what is trying to be achieved and to use LURs to encourage what is desired.  139 

  140 

Agenda for Next Joint Meeting:   141 

 Robert proposed brainstorming. Matt suggested a discussion on PRDs.   142 



page 4 Charlotte Conservation Commission, Planning Commission, Development Review Board 08/20/2025 
 

 143 

MOTION by Brandon Tieso; seconded by Gerald Bouchard, to adjourn the DRB meeting. 144 

VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:12pm.  145 

MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the Planning 146 

Commission meeting. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:12pm.  147 

 148 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 149 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary  150 


