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Town of Charlotte
PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
June 20, 2024

DRAFT - subject to approval by the Planning Commission

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

Staff: Larry Lewack, Town Planner, Recording Secretary, Nicole Burnell.
OTHERS: Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Paul Plante, 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 meeting minutes: June 6 meeting

7:15 PM Finalize markups to LURs draft: Act 47-mandated changes

7:25 PM Finalize(?) Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures & Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts
8:00 PM Discuss & mark up draft LURs revisions to Sec. 9.7 (continued)

8:30 PM Work plan for summer meetings

8:45 PM Adjourn

Call to Order:
Robert Bloch called the meeting to order at 7:07p.m. Matt Krasnow was participating
virtually and asked Robert to lead the meeting.

Changes to Agenda (if any): None.

Public Comment:

Frank Tenney asked if it would be helpful for the Planning Commission to have the
Development Review Board (DRB)’s perspective on current and proposed planning bylaws. Frank
suggested a joint meeting. Larry Lewack responded that there is recent history of that sort of
collaboration. That Charlie Pughe’s preference is for the DRB to attend a Planning Commission
meeting. Robert suggested a training session for both DRB and Planning Commission members.
Frank proposed case studies to learn from. Bill Stuono agreed with Frank’s suggestions and added
discussion of new bylaw changes, such as changes to non-conforming structures. Robert proposed
that a few members from each board collaborate to determine issues. Charles Russell said that the
Charlotte Conservation Commission should be included. Paul Plante stated that discussion of the
intent, of previous Land Use Regulations (LURs), would not be worthwhile.

Review/approve draft PC meeting minutes: for June 6, meeting:
MOTION by Linda Radimer, seconded by Bill Stuono, to approve the PC meeting
minutes for June 6, 2024, as written. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried.

Finalize revised LURs draft: Act 47-mandated changes:
Larry reviewed changes made since the June 6% meeting including the following.
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Cleaned up density language in Table 2.1-2.5 under Minimum Density, Non-Residential.
Density is evaluated by coverage and other applicable requirements. Table 2.6 has the same, new
language, however, there is no differentiation between Residential and Non-Residential.

In Section 3.6 Lot, Yard & Setback Requirements, subsection (A) renamed Principle Uses.
(A) 1 and (A) 2 deleted due to redundancy. Subsection (B) unchanged and (C) deleted.

Larry said he made one minor change under Public Facilities. What once read Table 2.1 -2.7
has been changed to Table 2.1-2.6, as that tweak is not applicable to Table 2.7.

Bill moved to Section 4.4 Affordable Housing (e) Affordable housing projects proposed for
districts that allow year-round housing that are served by public wastewater and public water
supply may include an additional floor above the district height limit. Bill said that additional floor
is not clearly defined. Frank asked if this section should be renamed to include Senior Housing.
Larry suggested adding Senior Housing, next to Affordable Housing, in the Table of Contents. Bill
pointed out that standards for Senior Housing are not very clear in current LURs.

Larry directed the conversation to Table 4.2 Public Facilities where Emergency Shelter was
added as a facility permitted in any zoning district.

Larry moved to Section 9.6 Appeals. Subsection (A) was edited for grammatical clarity,
accuracy, and to add the following Act 47 change: The property owner or any combination of 20 or
more residents, voters, or real property owners who have signed and submitted a valid petition are
also eligible to file appeals. Per 24 VSA 4465(b)(4), an appeal shall not be based upon the character
of the area affected if the project has a residential component that includes affordable housing. Linda
asked if age limits should be added. Larry responded that this language mirrors state statute.

Larry said that the final edits were to definitions as follows to conform to state statute.
Dwelling/Two Family (also known as a Duplex): residential building that has two dwelling units in

the same building and neither unit is an Accessory Dwelling Unit.
Dwelling/Multi-Family: Three (3) or more dwelling units within same building.

MOTION by Linda Radimer, seconded by Bill Stuono, to approve the revised LURs Act
47-mandated changes as written. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried.

Larry said the process moving forward is to warn and hold a public hearing. The hearing
could be standalone, or combined with other proposed amendments. Larry suggested that it be
held in conjunction with other proposed amendments, to allow for a combined public hearing.
Following the public hearing, changes can be made based upon public feedback. Then, we will get
a legal review by the town attorney, then send the vetted draft to the Selectboard. Selectboard
must hold at least one public hearing. Then amend if they want, adopt or put to town vote. Robert
asked Larry to research the Planning Commission’s deadline to hold a public hearing for placing
on the ballot, given all the above steps. (Ed. note: this schedule was in the meeting packet.)

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

Larry said that the draft was nearly completed in February, no changes since. The key focus
of the draft was to create a set of standards, that the DRB can apply, with little need for
interpretation.

Larry pointed to Section 3.8 (B) (1) which is proposed to permit: routine maintenance and
repair, reconstructed within the existing footprint, or may be altered on site, provided that: a) it does
not increase the degree of nonconformity; b) it does not encroach further into any setback; and c) it
does not increase the average height of the non-conforming part of a structure. If these conditions
are met, it would be a quick review, with a zoning permit issued by the Zoning Administrator.

Larry moved to Section 3.8 (B) (2) which correlates to Figure 3: A non-conforming structure
may be demolished and re-built in a new location on site, provided the new location better conforms
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to dimensional standards. (Requires Conditional Use review & approval by DRB). Summarized as
increased conformance, is grounds for DRB approval.

Larry then discussed Section 3.8 (B) (5): Adverse impacts 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 DRB. Which allows for the DRB to ask for mitigation
measures for the applicant’s neighbors. Linda questioned a scenario that is permitted, yet still has
an adverse impact, such as shading a pool.

Larry said the final section, Section 3.8 (C) was modified to allow more time to get a
building replaced in the event a home is damaged of destroyed by a disaster. The windows to
propose and complete a rebuild would increase, adding another year in each example. This
preserves grandfathered rights to rebuild without having to start all over without triggering a
variance request which could be denied.

Frank asked for guidelines or standards for the DRB to allow increased non-conformity.
Robert said that non-conformity should not be defined as unpermitted if it can be permitted in
certain circumstances. Charles said the proposed Section 9.7 Setback Waivers draft includes such
standards. Frank suggested these standards be added to this redraft of Section 3.8.B.

Bill asked how increasing height within a setback, which is considered an increase in non-
conformity, would be handled by the DRB. Charles responded with use of average height from the
average grade on a slope, which is specific and measurable. Frank spoke to use of volume. (Ed.
Note: volume used to be part of the calculation that was applied in the prior version of this rule,
but was removed during the last round of LURs updates.)

Bill moved to Figure 2: a) NC structure addition that does not encroach further into the
setback than existing structure, OR b) NC structure addition that does not extend into the setback at
all. (Sec. 3.8.B.1). Bill stated that a) in the scenario, could be considered an increase in non-
conformity. Robert emphasized that non-conformity needs to be clearly defined.

Linda stated preference for the DRB to review applications instead of permitting by the
Zoning Administrator, to ensure a thorough review. Larry noted that the Zoning Administrator can
only approve applications that meet all three standards as outlined in Section 3.8 (B) (1).

Robert suggested that the discussion continue at a later meeting due to time constraints.
Robert spoke to inefficiency and how to improve the editing process. Charles suggested starting
with the big picture of what is trying to be achieved. Larry referred to Charlie Pughe’s framing
questions. Larry requested that edits be submitted prior to the next discussion. Frank proposed a
handout which outlines what can be approved by the Zoning Administrator, what needs review by
the DRB, what is not possible.

Discuss & mark up draft LURs revisions to Sec. 9.7 (continued):
Agenda item tabled.

Work plan for summer meetings:

Larry reminded the Planning Commission of the adjusted schedule for July and August
because of the 4th of July holiday. On July 11th, the consulting team from Dubois & King is
scheduled to present their conceptual draft of the Village Master Plan. This is likely to take up that
whole meeting agenda. Larry suggested that July 25t meeting be allocated to the Thompson'’s
Point Leaseholder Association, to discuss proposed changes to Thompson’s Point. On August 8th,
Larry proposed discussion of EV charging stations being a permitted use, and a DRB-requested
correction to Section 5.4.C.4. For August 2204, edits to Mixed Use and PUD sections. Robert asked
when finalizing non-conforming structures would occur. Larry proposed August 8t or 22nd,
Consensus August 8th, Robert reiterated need to improve efficiency. Larry agreed and reminded
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the Planning Commission that after we complete work on a section, there is further review after
the public hearing. Bill asked about a joint meeting with the DRB. Larry suggested this take place
in September.

Adjournment:
MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Bill Stuono, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 4
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:49 p.m.

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




