
 

        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 

May 21, 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 
Ken Smith. Absent: Carrie Spear, Ashley Berliner.  11 

Conservation Commission: Claudia Mucklow (Co-Chair), Pete Demick, Sharon Mount. Absent: 12 
Maggie Korey (Co-Chair), Nate Caress, and Dave McNally.  13 

Staff: Aaron Brown, Zoning Administrator.    14 

Others: Frank Tenney, Beth Humstone, Carolyn Jeppsen, Dave Jeppsen, JD Herlihy, Paul Plante, David 15 
Bicknell Jacob Williams, Carol Carlton, Lex Birney.  16 
 17 
Posted Agenda:  18 
7:00 PM  Call to Order; changes to agenda (if any)  19 
7:02 PM  Public Comment  20 
7:05 PM  Planning Commission Update on LUR Amendments  21 
7:45 PM  Transfer of Development Rights/Non‐Contiguous PRDs  22 
8:00 PM  Thompson’s Point Regulations  23 
8:30 PM  Map of Encumbered Lands  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 
7:05pm.   30 

Chair Matt Krasnow called the meeting to order for the Planning Commission at 7:05pm.   31 
Co-Chair Claudia Mucklow called the meeting to order for the Charlotte Conservation 32 

Commission (CCC) at 7:05pm.   33 
 34 
Public Comment: None.  35 
 36 
Planning Commission Update on LUR Amendments:  37 
 Krasnow opened the discussion by reviewing three categories of proposed updates to Land Use 38 
Regulations (LURs) that the Planning Commission has been working on. These included: clerical to 39 
correct minor errors and maintain consistency throughout LURs. Proposed changes to bring LURs into 40 
compliance with State statutes.  Proposed changes to help strengthen short- and long-term planning 41 
efforts. Krasnow said that the Planning Commission has endorsed changes from all three categories. The 42 
Town Administrator, Nate Bareham, is in the process of preparing a document for presentation to the 43 
Selectboard. The Selectboard will then decide which proposed changes will be presented at a public 44 
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hearing. Bill Stuono added that the categories may be presented at public hearings separately, to ensure 45 
that the clerical category, for instance, is not voted down.  46 
 Krasnow then noted a fourth category of proposed changes that have resulted from the Village 47 
Master Planning Project and the Planning Commission’s collaboration with the Chittenden County 48 
Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC). The finalized draft of these LUR changes will be presented 49 
by the CCRPC in June. Krasnow summarized that the proposed changes in this category will seek to 50 
increase density and reduce lot sizes in the Commercial Village districts, while separating the East and 51 
West Commercial Village districts.  52 
 Russell asked Krasnow if he wanted to comment on the CCRPC’s Future Land Use Map or Act 53 
250 Tier 1B exemptions. Krasnow noted that Tier 1B exemptions have been made available by the State 54 
until some point in 2027. Beyond that, the Planning Commission has recommended that Tier 1B 55 
exemptions be limited to the East and West Commercial Village districts.  56 
 Russell then prompted Krasnow to speak about the CCRPC’s housing targets for Charlotte. 57 
Krasnow explained that historically, Charlotte averages 6 new homes annually. 7 new homes are needed 58 
annually now through 2050 to meet the low target. For the mid target 14 new homes annually and for the 59 
high target 21 new homes annually. Krasnow noted that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) count towards 60 
these targets and how diversifying housing will also assist. Robert Bloch added that targets are not 61 
mandates, provided towns take reasonable measures to meet targets. To this, Krasnow said that he 62 
believes that meeting mid-to-high targets will be incentivized through development grants for 63 
infrastructure. Bloch spoke to the CCRPC developing targets for cities, rural towns, and mixed urban 64 
and rural towns. Charlotte being in the rural towns category. Stuono said he did not feel that mid-to-high 65 
targets could be reached without creating capacity for water and sewer. Mucklow referenced comment 66 
from the CCRPC that meeting the low target would not be enough and noted that in the future that State 67 
will review and accept Town Plans.  68 

Mucklow stated that she was surprised that the Planning Commission did not recommend a 69 
reduced minimum lot size of 1 acre in the Residential district, as this forces development in the Rural 70 
district. Krasnow said the Planning Commission has not had time to review the Residential district. 71 
Stuono said that the Planning Commission pushed back on the CCRPC for not including conserved land, 72 
open space agreements, or wetlands on their Future Land Use Map. Further, Charlotte has recreational 73 
and farming opportunities to offer Chittenden County. Regarding the Future Land Use Map, Frank 74 
Tenney said it did not consider property owners’ intents for their land. To Tenney’s point, Krasnow 75 
suggested capacity be based on unencumbered lands. Pete Demick spoke against changing Charlotte’s 76 
housing goals to align with the State’s goals. Aaron Brown noted that in 2024, when counting ADUs, 77 
there were approximately 14 new certificates of occupancy issued.  78 
 79 
Transfer of Development Rights/Non‐Contiguous PRDs: 80 
 Stuono said in 2003 the State enacted firm statutes for Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) 81 
and despite those statutes, TDRs remain controversial. Subsequent review of 24 VSA 4423 Transfer of 82 
Development Rights. Stuono outlined what must occur in a TDR program and argued that Charlotte 83 
does not have such. Regarding non-contiguous Planned Residential Development (PRD), Stuono said if 84 
this occurs with parcels of land owned by separate people, the result is a TDR in a way that does not 85 
meet State statutes. Russell referenced 24 VSA 4417 Planned Unit Development and his interpretation 86 
that this statute allows two separate landowners to engage in a non-contiguous PRD, which has been 87 
vetted by the Town’s attorney. Russell then read from the Town Plan to further support his opinion. 88 
Russell stated openness to amend the Town Plan and LURs if they do not conform to State statute.  89 

For clarification, Brandon Tieso asked if Stuono’s position is that Charlotte does not have a TDR 90 
program, the non-contiguous PRD resembles the TDR and therefore may not be legal. In response, 91 
Russell said no one has appealed a non-contiguous PRD decision. Krasnow asked Russell if he knew 92 
when the last non-contiguous PRD decision was issued. Russell responded with examples. Krasnow 93 
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then asked Stuono if he knew of towns that had enacted TDR programs. Stuono said South Burlington 94 
and Stowe. Beth Humstone added Saint George, which encountered difficulty and ended. Stuono then 95 
elaborated on the difficulties in creating TDR programs, including quantifying.  96 

JD Herlihy said the Town Plan speaks to allowing increased density in the Villages for 97 
conservation of the Rural, and that is the intent of the PRD. Herlihy questioned if this has been 98 
successful as in his opinion and experience, it has not been. To Herlihy’s point, Stuono said that 99 
Charlotte is 94% Rural and Shoreland. Stuono also acknowledged that amendments to LURs for PRD 100 
intent and implementation are needed.  101 

Tenney asked Russell where the mapping of transfers that have occurred could be located. In 102 
response, Stuono noted that TDR programs require mapping, which he did not believe has been 103 
maintained. Tenney suggested that the Town attorney review current LURs pertaining to this topic.  104 
 105 
Thompson’s Point Regulations:  106 
 Mucklow reviewed that in 2014 the State passed the Shoreland Protection Act to govern the 250’ 107 
to mean water level inward. Currently, you cannot build a structure 100’ from the lakeshore and 108 
acknowledged that Thompson’s Point does not conform to this due to when it was developed. Mucklow 109 
said that Thompson’s Point leaseholders should be educated on State statutes, including those pertaining 110 
to tree removal.  111 
 Mucklow then began discussing certain lots that have been clear-cut and advocated for 112 
leaseholders replacing a tree when one is removed. Bloch questioned if the landowner (Charlotte) should 113 
be responsible for replacing trees. Mucklow noted current protocol is to have the leaseholder pay into 114 
the Tree Fund. Mucklow’s preference would be for the leaseholder to replace the tree.  115 
 Carolyn Jeppsen agreed with Mucklow’s suggestion for leaseholders to be educated and Bloch’s 116 
comment on the landowner taking responsibility for replanting trees. Humstone, Co-Chair of the 117 
Thompson’s Point Leasehold Association, spoke to educational opportunities that have been made 118 
available and welcomed Mucklow and a State representative to present.  119 
 Tieso asked if the concern with trees not being replanted is erosion. Mucklow confirmed and 120 
spoke to how the absorption from trees maintains the health of Lake Champlain.  121 
 Tenney noted the discrepancy between the Town and State for the mean water mark, which 122 
needs to be addressed. Tenney also advocated for policy for the Tree Warden to follow to direct what is 123 
to occur following tree removal. Mucklow noted that the Tree Warden cannot authorize the removal of a 124 
healthy tree without public hearing.  125 
 Humstone said Thompson’s Point leaseholders are dedicated to the environment, including 126 
initiating the only septic system in Charlotte. Humstone questioned why Cedar Beach and Hill Point are 127 
excluded from the focus. Humstone noted that for the past four years, leaseholders have been requesting 128 
changes to LURs in their district to address overly onerous and unfair regulations. Mucklow said the 129 
Town owns Thompson’s Point and that is why the focus is there. Alexa Lewis pointed out that the 130 
Shoreland Protection Act applies to the entire shoreline.  131 
 Gerald Bouchard asked Mucklow if the tree removal she referred to on Thompson’s Point is 132 
removal of ash trees. Mucklow responded that cedars are being removed, not just ash. Herlihy advocated 133 
for the Tree Warden’s role to be clearly defined in LURs.  134 

Lewis reviewed current LURs regarding tree removal. Mucklow spoke to lack of follow through 135 
from the State.  136 
 137 
Map of Encumbered Lands:  138 
 Bloch spoke to the rationale for the mapping of encumbered lands and how Russell took it upon 139 
himself to create such. Russell outlined his process for creating the map and how its intent is to be used 140 
for planning purposes. Lewis defined encumbered including conserved, wetlands, steep slopes. What 141 
remains is baseline for unencumbered.  142 
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Russell noted various strategies for development of unencumbered lands. Herlihy pointed out 143 
that some encumbered land still has density and asked if that had been calculated. Russell spoke about 144 
efforts to establish this and how the map does not depict areas where density is maxed out.  145 

Humstone suggested farming be overlayed on the map. Lewis said septic soil and district lines 146 
could also be overlayed. Linda Radimer added corridors.  147 

Stuono noted that the development pattern of placing houses near the road to conserve land is 148 
depicted on the map and should be maintained. Mucklow agreed and suggested limiting driveway 149 
lengths.  150 
 151 
Agenda for Next Joint Meeting:   152 
 Consensus for this to flow through the Zoning Administrator before the next Joint Meeting.  153 
 154 

MOTION by Alexa Lewis; seconded by Brandon Tieso, to adjourn the DRB meeting. 155 
VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:02pm.  156 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Matt Krasnow, to adjourn the Planning 157 
Commission meeting. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:02pm.  158 
 159 
Minutes respectfully submitted: 160 
Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary  161 


