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Town of Charlotte
JOINT MEETING OF THE CHARLOTTE CONSERVATION COMMISSION,
PLANNING COMMISSION, DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
February 19, 2025

DRAFT — subject to approval by the Development Review Board

Development Review Board: Charles Russell (Chair), Gerald Bouchard (Vice Chair), Alexa Lewis,
Brandon Tieso, Doug Paton.

Planning Commission: Robert Bloch (Vice-Chair), Bill Stuono, Carrie Spear, Linda Radimer, Ashley
Berliner. Absent: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Ken Smith.

Conservation Commission: Claudia Mucklow (Acting Chair), Maggie Korey (virtual), Susan Blood,
Pete Demick, and Nate Caress. Absent: Maggie Citarella (Chair), Sharon Mount, Dave McNally.

OTHERS: Frank Tenney, Paul Plante.

Posted Agenda:
7:00 PM Call to Order; changes to agenda (if any)
7:02 PM Public Comment
7:05 PM Addressing Areas of High Public Value (AHPV) in the Town Plan and Land Use
Regulations
- Criteria for prioritizing different AHPV in the regulatory review process
- Building envelopes and AHPV
- How do state regulations and enforcement coordinate with local review?
7:45 PM Act 171 and the Protection of Connectivity Blocks and Priority Forest Blocks
- How do current regulations and processes address fragmentation?
- Natural resources maps and inventories
- Zoning districts and density requirements
- Road and driveway standard
8:30 PM “Outside-the-Box” Ideas: Transfer of Development Rights and an AHPV “Bank”
8:50 PM Agenda for Next Joint Meeting
9:00 PM Adjourn

CALL TO ORDER:

Chair Charles Russell called the meeting to order for the Development Review Board (DRB) at
7:03pm.

Vice Chair Robert Bloch called the meeting to order for the Planning Commission at 7:04pm.

Acting Chair Claudia Mucklow called the meeting to order for the Charlotte Conservation
Commission (CCC) at 7:04pm.

CHANGES TO AGENDA:
Bloch suggested introductions, which then occurred.

Public Comment: None.

Addressing Areas of High Public Value (AHPV) in the Town Plan and Land Use Regulations:



47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

page 2 Charlotte Conservation Commission, Planning Commission, Development Review Board 02/19/2025

a. Addressing Areas of High Public Value (AHPV) in the Town Plan and Land Use Regulations

Alexa Lewis said that parcels under DRB review often have several AHPV and understanding
the prioritization of AHPV would be helpful. Lewis pointed out that surrounding areas should too be
considered when prioritizing AHPV.

Russell called attention to prime agricultural soil. He noted that some towns opt to declassify
prime agricultural soil if the parcel has not been farmed in 10 years.

Bloch asked what the qualifying size is for the designation of AHPV. Linda Radimer spoke to
state designations of AHPV. Bloch suggested the application of state regulations, and then a
determination of what else is needed. Lewis spoke to the rights of applicants and rights of the Town; the
question is how to best apply these rights to maximize preservation benefits. Russell mentioned the
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) and their ability to assist with this.

Bill Stuono asked if a ranking of AHPV would hinder DRB flexibility. Stuono then asked if the
DRB reviews applications that could potentially impact multiple AHPV. Lewis said she would prefer
less flexibility and more consistency when approving applications. Lewis would like science to dictate
the prioritization of AHPV. Stuono asked if the DRB would like a paragraph from the Planning
Commission which prioritizes AHPV. In response, Lewis said the DRB would like the CCC to have
financial support to update mapping. Russell said the CCRPC recommended collaboration with the
Vermont Department for Conservation to address mapping.

Russell pulled up Charlotte on BioFinder, mapping available through Vermont Agency of
Natural Resources. Mucklow pointed to holes throughout the map and advocated against development in
forest blocks. Mucklow then spoke to the Highest Priority designation found within BioFinder and
explained that Charlotte does not have any High Priority designation because the designation is based on
size. Neighboring towns, Monkton and Hinesburg, have High Priority designations.

Russell then switched mapping to the Charlotte Map Viewer and demonstrated how when
considering the various AHPV, much of Charlotte is designated as AHPV. Lewis again asked how to
protect landowner rights while prioritizing and maximizing AHPV. Bloch asked what tools are needed
for the DRB to prioritize and maximize AHPV. Lewis said the Town needs to provide input, via the
Town Plan, and reiterated the need to start with science.

Stuono restated his point that ranking AHPV could hinder DRB flexibility. Stuono then asked if
the definition for AHPV is sufficient. Lewis and Mucklow responded that it is. Russell said the issue is
that much of Charlotte is an AHPV.

Lewis spoke to concern that AHPV such as stream, tributaries, etc. are compromised. The La
Platte River meets the state definition of impaired.

Pete Demick commented on houses being near roads, which creates conditions for manmade
paths on parcels, which are disrupting wildlife. Bloch noted there needs to be space for residents to live.
Mucklow spoke to increasing density in the Villages and requiring development outside of forest blocks.
Frank Tenney said restrictions devalue land and agreed with the ranking of AHPV. Stuono said there
needs to be balance and spoke to compromise such as Planned Residential Development (PRD) which
promote clustering.

Russell said a starting point is to establish what Charlotte is afraid of and to then determine if
concerns are realistic. Russell said analyzing mapping is a way to narrow concerns.

Radimer spoke about the benefits of spaghetti lots in land conservation.

Demick said each lot is an individual decision.

Bloch suggested a volunteer from the DRB, PC, and CCC collaborate to determine mapping
needs based on facts. Russell proposed the CCRPC also be involved. Bloch volunteered for the PC,
Lewis for the DRB, and Mucklow for the CCC.

b. Building envelopes and AHPV



95

96

97

98

99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
132
133
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
142
143

page 3 Charlotte Conservation Commission, Planning Commission, Development Review Board 02/19/2025

Russell said that there are no Land Use Regulations (LURs) that address building envelopes. The
DRB has been using the guideline of 1-acre building envelopes for 5-acre parcels. This encompasses
20% lot coverage criteria. Stuono questioned the need for a 1-acre building envelope. Russell said this
encompasses accessory dwelling units as well. Bloch added that the building envelope is intended to
give the property owner and architect flexibility but agreed with Stuono that 1-acre seems excessive.

Russell questioned what the concern is with the 1-acre building envelope which allows
structures, does not speak to how to care for the land. Russell questioned if 20% impervious surface lot
coverage should be considered.

Lewis questioned whether other towns require building envelopes for preexisting lots.

¢. How do state regulations and enforcement coordinate with local review?
No discussion on this agenda item.

Act 171 and the Protection of Connectivity Blocks and Priority Forest Blocks:

a. How do current regulations and processes address fragmentation?

Mucklow said LURs are insufficient to protect against fragmentation. Mucklow suggested
compensation for landowners impacted by protective measures. Bloch asked how Act 171 addresses
fragmentation and what is lacking in the statute. Mucklow said Act 171 includes guidelines and
suggestions, not action plans.

Mucklow said there are a few ideas on how to address. One being zoning districts, for instance, a
second conservation district with less density. Allowing clustering as to not disturb forest blocks and
connectivity. Limiting the length of driveways.

Russell pointed to a document from the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources which provides
Act 171 guidance and again noted that the CCRPC is a resource.

Stuono spoke to the question of how current regulations and processes address fragmentation.
Stuono referenced PRDs, wetland designation and wetland buffers, and road standards as current
protections.

b. Natural resources maps and inventories
Mucklow said the CCRPC suggested outside consultation to address this item. Russell said areas
that are already protected and conserved could be eliminated from analysis.

¢. Zoning districts and density requirements

Mucklow said once protected areas are identified, changing density in those areas should follow.
In response, Demick spoke to restricting landowner rights. Brandon Tieso proposed gauging public
opinion. Stuono said public opinion is at times provided and overlooked. Stuono said he frequently hears
that Charlotte residents like the Town the way it is, they are okay with modest growth.

d. Road and driveway standard
No discussion on this agenda item.

“QOutside-the-Box” Ideas: Transfer of Development Rights and an AHPYV “Bank”:

Russell pointed to a map which shows Conserved and Open Space areas in Charlotte. Russell
said Open Space is often arbitrary. Russell suggested creating an AHPV Bank, which Open Space
agreements could meaningfully contribute to. Stuono spoke out against this because it is statutorily
complicated and often leads to appeals. Stuono suggested upzoning as an alternative.

Bloch asked if the transaction could be between two landowners. Russell pointed to non-
contiguous PRDs in response to this. Stuono said non-contiguous PRDs involve the same landowner.
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Agenda for Next Joint Meeting:
Discussion of inviting Kate McCarthy, from the CCRPC.

MOTION by Brandon Tieso; seconded by Gerald Bouchard, to adjourn the DRB meeting.
VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:10pm.

MOTION by Pete Demick; seconded by Nate Caress, to adjourn the CCC meeting. VOTE:
5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:10pm.

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Ashley Berliner, to adjourn the PC meeting.
VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:10pm.

Minutes respectfully submitted.:
Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary




