
 

        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 7, 2026 5 
  6 

DRAFT – subject to approval by the Development Review Board 7 

Planning Commission: Robert Bloch (Vice-Chair/virtual), Linda Radimer, Carrie Spear, Pete Macia, 8 

Nathan Moreau. Absent: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Ken Smith.  9 

Development Review Board: Charles Russell (Chair), Gerald Bouchard (Vice Chair), Alexa Lewis, 10 

Brandon Tieso, Doug Paton.   11 

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

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

Staff: Rebecca Kaplan, Zoning Administrator.  14 

Others: Frank Tenney.  15 

 16 

Posted Agenda:  17 
6:30 PM  Call to Order  18 

6:31 PM  Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda)  19 

6:33 PM  Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: April 16th meeting  20 

6:35 PM  Quarterly Meeting with DRB & CCC –CCC role and discussion of unencumbered lands  21 

8:10 PM  Updates from around Town  22 

8:20 PM  Draft next meeting agenda  23 

8:30 PM  Adjourn 24 

 25 

Call to order; changes to agenda:   26 
 Charles Russell, Chair of the Development Review Board (DRB), called the meeting to order at 27 

6:38pm. Russell welcomed two new members of the Planning Commission, Pete Macia and Nathan 28 

Moreau.  29 

 30 

Public Comment:  31 
None.  32 

 33 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: April 16th meeting: 34 
 Agenda item tabled. 35 

  36 

Quarterly Meeting with DRB & CCC –CCC role and discussion of unencumbered lands:  37 
 Russell directed attention to the Conservation Commission Advisory Review document. 38 

Discussion about the document began with item (E) Advisory Comments. Russell made note of an edit 39 

that the DRB had made at their last meeting regarding testimony from the CCC. Specifically, that 40 

testimony covers that the DRB must consider the CCC’s recommendations.   41 

 Claudia Mucklow moved to item (D) Pre-Application Review and asked if the CCC is to 42 

approach applicants, as that which is outlined is for the CCC to encourage applicants. To this, Alexa 43 

Lewis commented that also listed within (D), is that the CCC may conduct site visits. Mucklow then 44 

referenced the stipulation that any CCC site visit must include the Zoning Administrator. Pete Demick 45 
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questioned the origin of the stipulation and commented on how it might not always be possible to 46 

coordinate schedules. Russell said the suggestion came from the Town Planner. This procedure is 47 

followed by the DRB as well. Lewis responded that having staff present for the DRB is necessary given 48 

the DRB is making the ultimate decision on applications and agreed with Demick that coordinating 49 

schedules could result in delays for applicants. Brandon Tieso questioned if there was a clear reason for 50 

the Zoning Administrator to accompany the CCC on site visits. Carrie Spear spoke about the benefit of 51 

having staff present for transparency and clarification.  52 

 Demick suggested that (E) be replaced with item (5) of 24 V.S.A. § 4464. Russell said that one 53 

issue with the suggestion is that item (5) references ‘fails to comply with one or more review standards.’ 54 

Russell noted that interpretation of review standards is interpretation of bylaws, which the Town’s 55 

attorney has advised the CCC should not do. The CCC must remain advisory in their role. Dave 56 

McNally spoke about how the CCC maintains an advisory role. Lewis said the CCC’s role is to educate 57 

and provide information and science to the applicant. To this, Mucklow circled back to whether the CCC 58 

should contact applicants directly.  59 

 Russell reviewed a previous tool created and used by ecologists, the Charlotte Aquatic Habitat 60 

Report. Russell proposed that when an application is deemed to have potential impacts on significant 61 

areas, then an expert will be hired by the applicant and a tool such as the Charlotte Aquatic Habitat 62 

Report utilized.  63 

 Demick circled back to replacing (E) within the Conservation Commission Advisory Review 64 

document with item (5) of 24 V.S.A. § 4464. Russell restated the reference within (5) of 24 V.S.A. § 65 

4464 to review standards. Review standards would need to be established. Tieso asked for the rationale 66 

for incorporating exact language from state statute. Demick felt it was clearer. Russell directed attention 67 

to item (d) of 24 V.S.A. § 4464 as this is where the CCC’s authority is defined. Russell again noted that 68 

review standards would be needed.  69 

McNally restated his perspective on the CCC’s role, including that the CCC does not make any 70 

determinations, does not issue permits, etc., rather provides opinion. McNally stated concern over 71 

requiring applicants to hire experts. McNally asked if the CCC’s protocol is inadequate. Russell spoke 72 

about the need for expert involvement when a determination of whether an undue adverse effect would 73 

result from an application. McNally asked if the CCC’s role is viewed as redundant and noted efforts 74 

made to increase awareness of the CCC’s role. Tieso felt the proposed Conservation Commission 75 

Advisory Review document validates the CCC’s role.  76 

Robert Bloch referenced item (B) within the Conservation Commission Advisory Review 77 

document. Bloch felt that the CCC should be utilized at the discretion of the DRB versus at the 78 

discretion of the Zoning Administrator. Applicants should be made aware that the CCC is a resource.  79 

Russell directed the conversation back to (E) and said he would opt to retain what is written, as 80 

there is reference to the CCC notifying applicants of adverse impacts to natural resources. The CCC’s 81 

involvement in applications is to identify and make suggestions on how to minimize adverse impacts. 82 

Demick stood by his stance that that (E) be replaced with item (5) of 24 V.S.A. § 4464. Demick said it is 83 

the legal definition. Russell reiterated that what is missing from (5) is what the review standards are. 84 

Demick said the CCC would define review standards. Lewis pointed out that the Planning Commission 85 

and Town Planner will make the final decision. The DRB and CCC are providing input.  86 

Russell moved to item (D) Pre-Application Review within the Conservation Commission 87 

Advisory Review document. Russell outlined how this item clarifies how the CCC is involved with 88 

applicants prior to formal proceedings. Tieso asked what the consequence would be if an applicant opted 89 

out of consultation with the CCC. Demick could not recall an instance where this had occurred. 90 

Mucklow said the intent is to provide knowledge before an applicant gets too far into an application.  91 

Demick circled back to (E) versus (5) of 24 V.S.A. § 4464 for the Conservation Commission 92 

Advisory Review document. Russell said that as Lewis had pointed out, the Planning Commission will 93 

decide. Regarding the potential use of item (5) and creation of review standards, Russell provided an 94 
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example of when expert involvement would be needed and how that should be included in review 95 

standards.  96 

Russell asked for any closing comments. Frank Tenney summarized that the CCC is advisory. If 97 

the CCC identifies an issue with an application, that does not mean the application cannot be approved. 98 

The DRB should enter the CCC’s findings as an exhibit and review with the applicant during the 99 

hearing. The DRB can request additional information from the applicant based on the findings presented 100 

by the CCC. Tenney encouraged the CCC to establish their own protocols.  101 

Russell presented mapping of encumbered lands in Charlotte. Russell said a point of interest is 102 

that much of the center part of town, along with Route 7, is nearly fully developed. Another is that there 103 

are several large lots in proximity to the lake that could be developed. Demick said most landowners by 104 

the lake would not consider developing. Russell agreed.  105 

Regarding projected estimates on units that could be built, Gerald Bouchard said that number 106 

should be doubled, given that any Single-Family Dwelling is permitted to have one Accessory Dwelling 107 

Unit according to state statute.  108 

Russell said a topic of interest for the Town Planner based on public feedback is the creation of 109 

senior housing. Not necessarily affordable, rather senior housing. Mucklow stated that senior housing 110 

only makes sense in the villages due to transportation barriers. Russell suggested that shuttles could be 111 

used. Lewis proposed that developers could be consulted to understand perceived barriers. McNally 112 

asked for the rationale behind the discussion and speculation. Russell said the intent is to understand 113 

where moderate growth could occur and if Land Use Regulations (LURs) need to be revised for such 114 

growth to occur. To this, Moreau spoke to the challenges of developing housing for those that work on 115 

farms, including his own. Macia discussed how Bolton Valley developed a Town Plan to reflect the 116 

various housing needs, including seasonal worker housing. Macia said he suggested to the Planning 117 

Commission Chair and Town Planner to borrow ideas from Bolton.  118 

 119 

Updates from Around Town:   120 
 None.  121 

  122 

Draft Next Meeting Agenda:   123 
 No discussion.    124 

 125 

MOTION by Brandon Tieso; seconded by Gerald Bouchard, to adjourn the DRB meeting. 126 
VOTE: 14 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:01pm.  127 

 128 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 129 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary  130 


