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Town of Charlotte
PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
July 25, 2024

DRAFT - subject to approval by the Planning Commission

Planning Commission: Charlie Pughe (Chair), Bill Stuono, Robert Bloch, Linda Radimer, Carrie
Spear. Absent: Matt Krasnow (Vice Chair), Kyra Wegman.

Staff: Larry Lewack, Town Planner; Recording Secretary, Nicole Burnell.
OTHERS: Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow

Posted Agenda:

7:00 PM Call to Order

7:02 PM Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment

7:05 PM Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: June 20, July 11 meetings

7:15 PM Finalize(?) Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures & Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts

8:15 PM PC Planning: PC Attendance policy; revisit Table 2.7 issues; Villages project debrief
& next steps; firm up plans for joint mtg. w/ DRB, Conservation Commission

8:45 PM Adjourn

Call to Order: Charlie Pughe called the meeting to order at 7:02p.m.

Changes to Agenda (if any):
Bill Stuono requested Act 250 procedures be added to the agenda. Charlie suggested that
the item be added to the agenda for the next meeting, so it could be warned.

Public Comment: None.

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: June 20, July 11 meetings:
Agenda item tabled due to lack of quorum.

Finalize(?) Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures & Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts:

Larry Lewack opened the discussion by addressing additions to 3.8 (B) 4) as follows.
Conditional use approval by the Development Review Board for projects listed in B)2 and B)3
above address be based upon findings of the project’s compliance with general and specific
standards under Sec. 5.4; and a determination that the project will not:

e alter the character of the neighborhood or district in which the property is located;

e substantially or permanently impair or interfere with the use or development of, or access
to, an adjacent property, right-of-way, surface water or wetland;

e reduce access to renewable energy resources: or

e Dbe detrimental to the public welfare.

Charles Russell pointed out that the third bullet is already included in Condition Use review
criteria. Consensus to strike that bullet, and the first bullet for the same rationale.

Charlie questioned if the second bullet could be included in Conditional Use (Section 5.4) as
the intent of the edit is to organize Land Use Regulations (LURs) for ease. Frank Tenney said he’d
like the LURSs to clarify how an applicant is able to obtain approval by the Development Review
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Board. Larry referenced the above edits (pulled from draft Section 9.7 amends) for the standards
that Frank requested.

Linda Radimer questioned 3.8 (B) 5) Adverse impacts (if any) to adjoining properties or
rights-of-way from reduced setbacks shall be mitigated through site design, landscaping,
screening, or other mitigation measures acceptable to the Development Review Board. Linda
asked if it was condoning adverse impacts. Charlie responded with an explanation of what the
bullet is getting at.

Charlie redirected the conversation back to 3.8 (B) 4). Charlie suggested that if the two
remaining bullets were moved to Sec. 5.4, Conditional Use standards, then 3.8 (B) 4) could be
eliminated. Charlie then moved to 3.8 (B)5), and suggested this too be moved to Conditional Use.

Charlie moved to 3.8 (C). Larry recapped the rationale. Charlie summarized, two years is
permitted for restoration or reconstruction, to retain ‘grandfathered’ rights to rebuild within the
same footprint as the damaged or destroyed structure. (After that, a rebuilding project would
require full compliance with dimensional standards, or variance approval .)

Bill asked to discuss the illustrations that accompany 3.8, stated concern for Figure 2)a),
and stated he does not agree that building out an addition to a structure that already encroaches
into the setback along the a line parallel to the existing encroachment should be allowed without
DRB review. Bill said he views this as an increase in non-conformity. Charlie reviewed how this
compromise was reached. It does not appear any other member wishes to revisit that decision.

Further edits: the following statement (An increase to the extent of non-conformity is
defined as any structural alteration which extends the building footprint further into a setback, or
increases the height of any part of the structure that is within the setback) will be moved up to the
top (to 3.8 (B) 1) a)), to clarify the meaning of that term up front.

The revised definition for Setback was reviewed. Linda asked why the statement regarding
wastewater was removed. Larry responded that wastewater permitting is no longer within the
town’s jurisdiction. Also: wastewater infrastructure is underground, and generally is allowed to
be built within setbacks without any town permits.

Larry moved to Section 3.1. Charlie asked that the header be changed to Damaged
Structures.

Next steps: Charlie asked that everyone review this revised draft before the next meeting,
so we can reach closure on this draft. Any other edits should be shared well in advance of the
meeting with Larry, so he can circulate them before the meeting to give everyone the time to
consider them in advance.

PC Planning: PC Attendance policy; revisit Table 2.7 issues; Villages project debrief & next
steps; firm up plans for joint mtg. w/ DRB, Conservation Commission:

PC Attendance policy:
Matt Krasnow was asked to offer a redraft of Charlie’s version. That redraft has not been
received or distributed. Charlie will follow-up with Matt.

Revisit Table 2.7 issues:

Charlie reminded the Planning Commission that we have rescheduled a meeting will be
Thompson’s Point leaseholders to our next mtg., on August 8th, Robert said the big issue with
Thompson’s Point is the 50 ft. setback, and asked what the current feeling is about this. Charlie is
hopeful to have an overlay of the area for the meeting.

Charlie cautioned that in Table 2.7 redlined changes were not necessarily agreed upon.
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Villages project debrief & next steps:

Larry referred to a memo he shared from the Chittenden County Regional Planning
Commission (CCRPC), re: changes to project timelines. In the memo, there are tables comparing
original and proposed revised timelines. It's now apparent that, given the project is about five
months behind schedule, a town-wide vote on a package of revised LURs rules to allow denser
development in the two villages by Town Meeting Day 2025 is not feasible.

Charlie mentioned the financial penalty to missing the original grant deadline for
completing bylaw revisions by 1/31/2025, and suggested asking for an extension. Larry will
pursue this possibility with the funding agency (DHCD).

Charlie is concerned that if we rush this process, we won'’t have time to explain why these
kinds of changes are needed, and won’t have time to further restrict development in the rural
district, a notion that attracted a lot of support during project outreach. He is concerned voters
will opt to preserve the status quo, if we don’t also address patterns of development outside the
villages. Larry noted that creating new restrictions on future development in Vermont’s open
countryside was a major theme of the ‘grand compromise’ adopted in H.687, and is now a matter
of state policy. We need to make sure our own rules follow that emerging state mandate.

Firm up plans for joint mtg. w/ DRB, Conservation Commission:

Charles said the meeting will be held on August 14th (that’s on a Wednesday, during a
regular DRB mtg.) Charlie suggested that the three chairs collaborate to create an agenda. PC
members should add this date to our calendars now, as all members are expected to attend.

Adjournment:
MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE:
5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.

Minutes respectfully submitted:
Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary, with edits by Larry Lewack, Town Planner




