
 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

PLANNING COMMISSION   2 
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference  3 

May 21, 2026 4 
  5 

DRAFT – subject to approval by the Planning Commission 6 
  7 

Planning Commission: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Robert Bloch (Vice Chair), Ken Smith, Linda Radimer, 8 

Pete Macia, Nathan Moreau. Absent: Carrie Spear.  9 

Staff: Lindsay Kahn, Town Planner, Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary. 10 

 11 

OTHERS: Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow.  12 

 13 

Posted Agenda:  14 
6:30 PM  Call to Order  15 

6:31 PM  Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda)  16 

6:33 PM  Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: April 16th meeting  17 

6:35 PM  Finalize CCC Role and DRB edits  18 

8:10 PM  Updates from around Town  19 

8:20 PM  Draft next meeting agenda  20 

8:30 PM  Adjourn 21 

 22 

Call to Order:  23 
  Chair, Matt Krasnow called the meeting to order at 6:33pm.   24 

 25 

Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda):      26 
 None.  27 

 28 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: April 16th meeting: 29 

MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Robert Bloch, to approve the PC meeting 30 
minutes for April 16, 2026, as amended. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried. Pete Macia and Nathan 31 

Moreau abstained. Carrie Spear was absent.  32 

 33 

Finalize CCC Role and DRB edits:  34 
 Lindsay Kahn opened the discussion with reference to the May 7th Joint Meeting between the 35 

Planning Commission, Development Review Board (DRB), and Charlotte Conservation Commission 36 

(CCC). Lindsay presented the most recent version of the Conservation Commission Advisory Review 37 

document. Linday noted that during the Joint Meeting, CCC member Pete Demick requested the 38 

addition of ‘Pursuant 24 VSA 4464’ to item (E) Advisory Review, of the Conservation Commission 39 

Advisory Review document. Lindsay considered Pete’s request and concluded that it was not a good fit. 40 

24 VSA 4464 refers to Review Standards and an applicant’s ability to prepare a response or withdraw an 41 

application. These details from 24 VSA 4464 are not included in the Conservation Commission 42 

Advisory Review document.  43 

Pete Macia suggested editing item (E) Advisory Review, of the Conservation Commission 44 

Advisory Review document. Pete thought that it should be noted within this item that the CCC would 45 

make an applicant aware of any concerns of adverse impacts on natural resources, or potential violations 46 

of state statutes, prior to the formal hearing. Matt commented that he did not want to add any language 47 

to the Conservation Commission Advisory Review document that would inadvertently thrust the CCC 48 
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into a quasi-judicial role. Matt suggested that CCC feedback be submitted in writing to the DRB and 49 

used at the DRB’s discretion.  50 

Claudia Mucklow, CCC Chair, said the original intent was for the CCC to provide applicants 51 

with feedback before applications are submitted. To Claudia’s concern, Matt responded that the DRB 52 

would provide the CCC’s feedback to applicants during Sketch Plan Review, which precedes the formal 53 

hearing. Charles Russell, DRB Chair, outlined what the DRB was trying to accomplish with regards to 54 

CCC involvement. Charles said the DRB envisioned the Zoning Administrator encouraging applicants 55 

to attend a CCC meeting before submitting their applications. The Zoning Administrator would use 56 

discretion in determining which applications would benefit from meeting with the CCC. Matt pointed 57 

out that applications often change between Sketch Plan Review and formal hearing.  58 

Nathan Moreau suggested that the CCC’s involvement with applicants could extend beyond one 59 

meeting. The CCC could be seen as an advocate within the system for applicants. To this, Robert asked 60 

if the CCC’s advisory role is specific to Land Use Regulations (LURs) or conservation advocacy. 61 

Charles commented that the CCC is helpful in pointing out potential Undue Adverse Effects and when 62 

an application may require involvement of an ecologist. Matt said the DRB would make the 63 

determination of whether to involve an ecologist. Charles agreed but said it could be helpful for the CCC 64 

to make the recommendation.  65 

Lindsay made the request to focus on the purpose of the Conservation Commission Advisory 66 

Review document, which is to codify the CCC’s role within the LURs. Lindsay made the point that the 67 

CCC’s procedures are for the CCC to determine. Matt returned to the Conservation Commission 68 

Advisory Review document. Matt referenced item (B) Applicability, which indicates that the Zoning 69 

Administrator shall include the CCC on any Subdivision, Subdivision Amendment, or Site Plan Review 70 

applications. Matt asked if there are any applications that fall outside of this. Charles said a Variance 71 

falls outside of the list. Robert asked Matt if his point was that the CCC is involved in every application. 72 

Matt said it was. Charles clarified that the Zoning Administrator determines if Areas of High Public 73 

Value are involved in applications, and that is the trigger for CCC involvement. 74 

Matt moved to item (D) Pre-Application Review, from the document and offered an edit to 75 

ensure that applicants are aware CCC involvement is voluntary. Nate had an additional clarification edit 76 

to item (B) Applicability, to ensure that it is made clear that the Zoning Administrator may suggest CCC 77 

involvement but is not required to.  78 

Ken Smith asked if the onus is on applicants to adjust applications when concerns are flagged. 79 

This was confirmed. Charles pointed out that Sketch Plan Review is helpful in this way.  80 

Matt again returned to the Conservation Commission Advisory Review document. Matt 81 

suggested the reordering of the sentences in item (E) Advisory Comments, for clarification that the 82 

primary obligation of the CCC is to communicate directly with the DRB. The DRB will then distribute 83 

CCC communications to applicants. Lindsay again cautioned against the Planning Commission defining 84 

CCC protocols. Charles said by state statute the CCC could communicate with applicants. Matt 85 

commented that item (D) Pre-Application Review, outlines that the CCC may conduct site visits. During 86 

site visits informal conversations will occur between the CCC and applicants. However, official 87 

correspondence should not be exchanged between the CCC and applicants. Official correspondence 88 

should flow through the DRB.  89 

Robert asked about procedure differences with the adoption of the Conservation Commission 90 

Advisory Review document. Claudia said there has been conflict between the DRB and CCC regarding 91 

protocols. Which is where the request to define the CCC’s advisory role, within the LURs, originated 92 

from. Charles said that by state statute, for the CCC to have an advisory role, it must be defined within 93 

the LURs. This is not currently the case.  94 

Matt again returned to the Conservation Commission Advisory Review document, item (E) 95 

Advisory Comments. Matt asked to remove that the CCC may submit oral comments to the DRB as oral 96 

comments are difficult to record. Lindsay clarified that oral comments can be presented during hearings. 97 
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Matt also asked to indicate within item (E) that the CCC can submit written, replicant comments to the 98 

DRB and applicants.  99 

Claudia said that the CCC only meets once each month, which creates time constraints. Matt said 100 

this is where the Zoning Administrator recommending to applicants to consult with the CCC would 101 

come in. Claudia asked about the appropriateness of establishing subcommittees. Charles said that 102 

subcommittees forfeit the value of acting as a body.  103 

Matt asked if the Planning Commission was comfortable adopting the Conservation Commission 104 

Advisory Review document with the amendments discussed. Ken offered to make some grammatical 105 

changes to tighten up the document. The Planning Commission all agreed to approve the document and 106 

allow Ken to make edits.  107 

MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Nathan Moreau, to adopt the Conservation 108 

Commission Advisory Review document, as amended. VOTE: 6 ayes, motion carried. 109 

 110 
Linday moved on to the approval of the CCC suggestion to edit the Wetland section of the 111 

LURs. The CCC requested revisiting Wetland language with concerns that the state could roll back 112 

current Class I - 100 feet, and Class II- 50 feet setbacks. The original request was to indicate ‘Vermont 113 

Wetland rules apply’ within the LURs. However, with the pending roll back, the CCC has revised their 114 

request and would like to retain the Class I – 100 feet and Class II – 50 feet setbacks. Charles asked 115 

about enforcement if the LURs differ from state statute. Specifically, would it be the Zoning 116 

Administrator enforcing. Claudia confirmed that it would be the Zoning Administrator. Charles pointed 117 

out that enforcement by the Zoning Administrator would require an engineer and create a financial 118 

burden for the town. Matt pointed out that it would create capacity, not obligation. There was no 119 

opposition from the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission approved the CCC’s revised 120 

proposal.  121 

 122 

DRB Edits:  123 
 Lindsay started with Section 3.7 Nonconforming Lots. The DRB requested that the LURs be 124 

changed to match state statute and the removal of two bullets which prohibit development. Matt took a 125 

straw poll on the proposed edits to Section 3.7 and no Planning Commission member opposed.  126 

 Lindsay moved to the second proposed edit from the DRB. The DRB requested the Planning 127 

Commission clarify under which circumstances a road is permitted to cross the Conservation District. 128 

This proposed edit was previously discussed and the Planning Commission questioned how this would 129 

be addressed by Act 250. Lindsay determined that Act 250 defers to the Vermont Department of 130 

Environmental Conservation’s Guidelines for the Design of Stream/Road Crossings for Passage of 131 

Aquatic Organisms. The suggestion is to add that language to bullet (6) in Table 2.9.  132 

 Claudia stated opposition to the current use of the word ‘should’ in Table 2.9 bullet (c) as the 133 

word ‘should’ is not enforceable. Matt disagreed and said that ‘should’ allows decision making 134 

discretion. Enforcement comes after the decision. To Matt’s point, Robert said the word ‘avoid’ in the 135 

same bullet is also subjective; judgement cannot be avoided.  136 

 Charles circled back to bullet (6) and pointed out that Adverse Effects are inherent to 137 

development. The concern regarding development is Undue Adverse Effects, which are defined within 138 

LURs and can be evaluated. Lindsay will edit so that bullet (6) reads as Undue Adverse Effects.  139 

 Lindsay directed the conversation to the third proposed edit to Section 3.14 (B) Steep Slopes. 140 

The DRB requested the Planning Commission define how degree of slope is determined and address 141 

what the impacted area in square feet should be that would trigger Very Steep Slope considerations. In 142 

response to this, Lindsay generated the following: for consistency, add the same language from Steep 143 

Slopes into the definition for Very Steep Slopes, such that development impacting an area of 200 square 144 

feet or greater which has a Slope with an existing grade equal to or greater than 25%. The definition for 145 

Slope in Section 10.2 of the LURs already addresses how degree of Slope is determined. Robert noted 146 
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that he was fine with the proposed edit while noting that logically, Very Steep Slopes would be triggered 147 

by a smaller area than Steep Slopes. Claudia felt that Very Steep Slopes should be considered for an area 148 

of less than 200 square feet.  149 

 Through examples and discussion, it was determined that this is a policy change which warrants 150 

further consideration.  151 

 152 

Updates from around Town:    153 
 Robert said he circulated an article that he found interesting speaking to being a rural town in 154 

Vermont.  155 

 156 

Draft next meeting agenda: 157 
 Lindsay referred to the 2026 Work Plan and Thompson’s Point Leaseholders being on the 158 

schedule for the June 4th meeting. Lindsay reminded the Planning Commission of a previous thought to 159 

revisit the 2026 Work Plan mid-year to revise as needed. Charles suggested the June 18th meeting 160 

includes a Thompson’s Point site visit. Matt proposed the site visit occur before the meeting. Charles 161 

then suggested that the June 18th meeting be held at the Thompson’s Point clubhouse.  162 

 Matt said that he has been asked to present a quarterly Planning Commission update to the 163 

Selectboard on May 26th.   164 

   165 

Adjourn: 166 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 6 167 
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:56pm.  168 

 169 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 170 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary   171 

 172 


