
 

 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

PLANNING COMMISSION  2 

Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference  3 

October 24, 2024 4 

  5 

DRAFT – subject to approval by the Planning Commission 6 

  7 
Planning Commission: Charlie Pughe (Chair), Robert Bloch, Bill Stuono, Linda Radimer, Carrie Spear. 8 
Absent: Matt Krasnow (Vice Chair).  9 

Staff: Larry Lewack, Town Planner, Recording Secretary, Nicole Burnell.  10 

OTHERS: Paul Plante, Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Mike Yantachka, Lauren Akselrod, Natalie Kanner, 11 
Cathy Hunter, Lindsay Smith, Elisa Fante, Alexa Lewis, Jim Donovan, Cheryl Sloan, Susan Smith, JD Herlihy, 12 
Darren Schibler, Emily Lewis, Dan Mallach, Luke Adler, Brandon Tieso, Wolfger Schneider, Dave Adsit, 13 
Isaiah Kiley, Rosemary Zeluzinski, Alysha & Owen Arnold, Claudia Mucklow, Pete Demick, Barry Finette, 14 
Sharon Mount, Jed Borovik, Richard Robinson, Tana Kelton, Peter Joslin, Cathy Marshall, Karen Frost, Kurt 15 
& Julie Wetzell, Mike Russell, Bryan Seward, Lucy Halvorson, Wendy Hawkins, Ronda Moore, Meredith 16 
Moses, Maggie Citarella, Mat Citarella. 17 

 18 

Posted Agenda:  19 

7:00 PM  Call to Order  20 

7:01 PM  Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment for Items not on tonight’s agenda  21 

7:02 PM  Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: Oct. 3 meeting  22 

7:05 PM  Presentation of Villages Project final report: discussion & feedback  23 

8:20 PM  Next steps on Villages project: discussion, timeline  24 

8:30 PM  Update on Town Planner recruitment  25 

8:45 PM  Proposed change in size of PC (from 7 to 5 members)  26 

9:00 PM  Adjourn 27 

 28 

Call to Order:  Charlie Pughe called the meeting to order at 7:01p.m. 29 

 30 

Changes to Agenda (if any): None. 31 

Public Comment re: items not tonight’s agenda: None.   32 
 33 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: Oct. 3 meeting: 34 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to approve the PC meeting 35 

minutes for October 3, 2024, as written. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried.  36 

 37 

Presentation of Villages Project final report: discussion & feedback:  38 

 Charlie said if anyone present has additional comments beyond what’s shared during 39 

tonight’s meeting, they can be submitted in writing via the Town Planner. In addition, know that 40 

this presentation is condensed; the full report can be found on the Town’s website.  41 

Darren Schibler, Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (CCRPC) opened the 42 

presentation with a recap providing history & context for this project. Darren then turned the 43 

presentation over to Emily Lewis, Landscape Architect with Dubois and King. Emily reviewed 44 

Dubois and King’s abridged presentation slides (with page references to full report) as follows: 45 

1) Executive Summary & Project Goals (pp. 3, 5-6) – Emily emphasized the following goals: 46 

a) Support the vital natural resources and traditional land uses that sustain us and 47 

retain the historic character of Charlotte 48 
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b) In alignment with Town Plan policies, identify and remove zoning barriers to allow 49 

property owners the ability to create higher density housing development within 50 

the East and West Villages 51 

c) Improve bicycle and pedestrian safety  52 

d) Create more opportunities for community interaction via new "third spaces" 53 

2) Project Schedule (p. 7) – Sept. 2023 kickoff, 4-5 months of community engagement last 54 

winter & spring, followed by design development over this past summer.  55 

3) Public Engagement Themes (pp. 9-10) – 6 themes emerged, including affordable 56 

housing, community building, traffic and safety, connections, reducing energy use, 57 

conservation. 58 

4) Existing Conditions (p. 20) – which highlight goals of Town Plan, development history, 59 

conserved lands, water and wastewater.  60 

5) Town Plan (p. 21) – Emily read the following goals from the Town Plan: 61 

a) To balance property owner rights to reasonably use their land  62 

b) To reinforce historic settlement patterns by focusing growth in our hamlets, and 63 

east and west villages 64 

c) To maintain and enhance the integrity and continued viability of natural and 65 

cultural features with high public value 66 

d) To promote social, economic, cultural and racial diversity and sense of community 67 

through actions that encourage moderately priced and affordable housing 68 

6) Development History (p. 22)– presented maps that document housing built across 69 

Charlotte by decade; illustrate that 93% of all new construction since 1990 has taken 70 

place in the rural district, which is the opposite of concentrating growth in villages. 71 

7) Villages Environmental Overlays (p. 26)– conserved open space, mapped wetlands, 72 

wetlands advisory, habitat blocks, steep slopes, areas of rare, threatened species. These 73 

constraints limit areas for potential growth.  74 

8) Public Spaces Feedback (p. 48) – showed images from the online survey conducted last 75 

spring that were considered favorable or very favorable.   76 

9) West Charlotte Green (p. 69)–proposed features that could be added to the town green.  77 

10)  East Charlotte Green (p. 50) – proposed features that could be added provided the 78 

landowner agreed, given it is privately owned.  79 

11)  History of Transportation (p. 52) – showed images of West Charlotte Village from 1900. 80 

As roads were widened for cars, sidewalks were removed, and vehicle speeds 81 

increased.  But sidewalks can facilitate safe travel on foot between villages destinations. 82 

12)  East & West Village Walking Times (p. 59) – 5, 10, 15, 20-minute walks charted.  83 

13)  West Village Conceptual Transportation Network (p. 60) – recommendations for 84 

adding sidewalks, paths, bike lanes, and potential roads. Darren said adding interior 85 

road connections could decrease traffic congestion at major village intersections.  86 

14)  West Village Proposed Transportation Enhancements (p. 62)– detail plan of previous 87 

slide. Proposed Park and Ride locations from previous study were shown.  88 

15)  Photosimulation A (p. 63) – Ferry and Greenbush intersection – visual representation, 89 

including mountable curb.  90 

16)  Photosimulation B (p. 64) – Ferry Road Sidewalks - visual representation.  91 

17)  West Village Street Sections (p. 65) – visual of adding sidewalks, on-street parking.  92 

18)  West Village – Gateways and Traffic Calming (pp. 66-68) – signage, fencing, speed 93 

tables and medians to signal drivers they’re approaching a settlement.  94 

19)  East Village Proposed Transportation Enhancements (p. 71-73) – 5 locations for 95 

gateways to address safety concerns, with visuals of traffic calming elements.  96 
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20)  Growth Potential Introduction (p. 30) – current pattern of dispersed housing, 97 

fragmented land, and increased utility costs is a rural form of “sprawl.”  Village plan 98 

would concentrate development in villages, which is the opposite of rural sprawl. 99 

21)  Visual Preference Survey: Housing (p. 33) – affordable & diverse housing options.  100 

22)  Homes for All Toolkit: Housing Types (pp. 35-36) – examples of typical village housing 101 

styles (cottage courts, accessory dwelling units, mixed use, duplexes, triplexes) & how 102 

each fits into existing neighborhoods.  103 

Emily then turned over the presentation to her colleague, Dan Mallach, Landscape Architect.  104 

23)  Conceptual Lot Diagrams and Illustrations (p. 37)– presented ‘what if ‘scenarios on 105 

how to create cottage courts, accessory dwelling units, mixed use, duplexes, triplexes. 106 

How to revise Land Use Regulations (LURs) to allow for.  107 

24)  Five 1-acre Lots Concept (p. 38) – potential if minimum lot size for residential use was 108 

reduced from 5-acres to 1-acre.   109 

25)  Cottage Court and Mixed-Use Concept (p. 39) – visual of mixed-use buildings and 110 

smaller cottage court-style residences. 111 

26)  Existing Farmhouse and Barn Conversion Concept (p. 40) – visual of converting an 112 

existing large barn to house.  113 

27)  Future Growth Options Based on Parcel Sizes in both Villages (p. 43-44) – current 114 

housing unit potential charted for 1-acre lots (6), 1-2 acre lots (14), 2-5 acre lots (17), 115 

5+ acre lots (10). Darren spoke to barriers created by LURs.  116 

 117 

This concluded Dubois and King’s presentation.  118 

 119 

Charlie then opened the discussion to the Planning Commission members for their 120 

comments and questions.  121 

 Linda Radimer asked about Transferrable Development Rights (TDRs) & why this plan 122 

didn’t include that. Charlie said that TDRs is a topic that should be evaluated going forward.  123 

 Bill Stuono said that he views the report as visionary; these plans are unlikely to happen 124 

soon. Bill is also concerned about cost of added infrastructure. Bill suggested the Town Plan 125 

be updated to reflect these insights. For instance, address resiliency with smaller lots.  126 

 Carrie Spear asked about the impact of tractors and other farm vehicles coming through 127 

the villages, if speed tables and medians were installed. Emily Lewis said that was not 128 

studied in-depth. However, mountable curbing, for instance, would accommodate this.  129 

 130 

Charlie then opened the floor for public comment. The following comments were made:  131 

 Luke Adler – asked about the Town contribution for the work done thus far by Dubois & King 132 

(Ed. note: the town’s cost to date = $3,400). Charlie said public engagement work went over 133 

budget. Revised estimates to complete project work was recently received, and has not yet 134 

been discussed. Luke then stated concern for water and wastewater infrastructure, and 135 

increasing height limits to 45 feet in the Villages.  136 

 Brandon Tieso – asked how the vision for Charlotte’s villages in the presentation relates to 137 

growth patterns in surrounding communities, such as Shelburne and Williston. Darren 138 

responded that Charlotte has different scale and different values, compared to surrounding 139 

communities.  140 

 Wolfger Schneider – read the definition of smart growth from the full report and suggested 141 

an alternative definition that includes benefits to people. Wolfger also cautioned against 142 
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possible impacts from growth, such as a need to expand our schools. Wolfger said in the 143 

future more land may be needed for families to sustain energy and food sources.  144 

 Dave Adsit – noted that in the outreach summary, it says Charlotte cautiously supports 145 

modest development. Dave said that term needs to be defined.  We should pay attention to 146 

the need to accommodate multi-family housing in the villages.  He’s also concerned with 147 

rural sprawl and would like to see more done to prevent that. 148 

 JD Herlihy – asked about the five proposed gateways to the Villages. Emily Lewis said that 149 

previous studies were incorporated into the proposed, conceptual locations.  150 

 Isaiah Kiley – suggested that development restrictions in the Rural District should be 151 

strengthened first. He echoed the earlier speakers’ concern with pattern of rural sprawl.  152 

 Barry Finette – suggested that the capacity of town resources and willingness for consumers 153 

to meet those costs need to be determined first. He wants rural zoning district rules 154 

redefined to limit density in rural district. 155 

 Alexa Lewis – asked when regional planning agency will set binding new goals for creating 156 

more housing in Charlotte. Darren responded that Charlotte will be asked to step up, details 157 

TBD in 2027. Alexa said she hopes Charlotte’s protection of natural resources will be 158 

respected. Darren then spoke to updating Town Plan outlining areas of high public value.  159 

 Frank Tenney – asked what the potential buildout is in the Villages with LURs as they are 160 

written now, and what the buildout potential would be if proposed changes are enacted. 161 

Charlie responded that meaningful estimates are not possible today, given many properties 162 

are privately owned. Water and wastewater capacities are more meaningful. Frank then 163 

asked about expanding the boundaries of the Village Districts, or establishing intermediate 164 

density districts between Village and Rural. Emily said that this was addressed during design 165 

workshop event; several participants favored expansion of the village district boundaries.  166 

  Robert Bloch – asked about statewide housing goals. Robert questioned if the state would 167 

respect community input in setting their goals. Darren emphasized CCRPC’s intention to 168 

collaborate with member communities in setting and meeting state housing goals.  169 

  Jed Borovik – said the report’s summary of public engagement themes differs from his 170 

recollection of the conversation with West Village residents, many of whom stated they don’t 171 

favor increased density. Darren acknowledged the concerns of Village residents, but noted 172 

the public input process was town-wide, with most residents in favor of adding affordable 173 

housing and amenities.  174 

  Tana Kelton– questioned the extent of public participation in surveys and other public 175 

engagement. Larry Lewack responded over 400 people participated, that it was very 176 

inclusive, and was described by others as a model for bottom-up planning.  177 

  Peter Joslin – noted the Town Plan is enacted by voter majority. Peter referred to the chart in 178 

Development History which indicates that development is occurring in the rural areas. Peter 179 

agreed with studying what can be controlled, like water and wastewater.  180 

 Cathy Marshall – feels it’s inappropriate to base development plans on what should be built 181 

on private property. Also stated that people who moved to Charlotte should not expect or 182 

demand amenities typical to larger towns.  183 

  Karen Frost – agreed with previous comment that West Village residents’ views were not 184 

accurately represented in the report.  She feels it’s past time we revisit goals in town plan.  185 

  Elisa Fante –doesn’t want to see multi-family units built in the meadow across from her 186 

home.  She doesn’t understand why resource constraints, like water supply, were not 187 

established first. Emily said that is how water is studied, concept drives capacity study.  188 

  JD – Recited broad goals from the Town Plan; noted that increased density in the Villages 189 

would take development pressure out of the rural areas.  190 
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  Maggie Citarella – Noted that the Conservation Commission has advocated for stronger 191 

protections of natural resources, and presented draft zoning bylaw amendments to the 192 

Planning Commission along those lines awhile back; they are still awaiting a response. She 193 

doesn’t feel stronger natural resource protections should be considered outside the scope of 194 

this project. She would like to see the town continue its community outreach & public 195 

engagement for this project, going fwd. 196 

 197 

Next steps on Villages project: discussion, timeline:  198 

 Darren said there will be further opportunities to continue the conversation. The Planning 199 

Commission will review the plan submitted and provide input. To meet grant funding criteria, 200 

updated LURs need to be drafted & considered. There will an additional meeting between the 201 

CCRPC staff and the Planning Commission to evaluate & determine next steps.  202 

 203 

Update on Town Planner recruitment:  204 

 Charlie said that he met with the Selectboard earlier this week, and learned that this 205 

recruitment is on hold for now. Larry asked for clarification, so it is clear to the public. Charlie said 206 

no permanent replacement will be hired for several months while the position & staffing in the 207 

Planning & Zoning office is evaluated. Larry cautioned against the proposal that’s been floated by 208 

the Selectboard to contract the position, or to rely solely upon CCRPC staffing assistance, given the 209 

big workload from the Villages Project & town plan rewrite that’s before us during 2025. He 210 

suggested PC members give their feedback directly to the Selectboard about that plan. 211 

 212 

Proposed change in size of PC (from 7 to 5 members):  213 

 Charlie stated the Selectboard is considering reducing the PC to five members, as it reduces 214 

the number needed for quorums, and less members are easier to manage. Bill said that he favors 7 215 

members, but is willing to reduce to 5, if we cannot recruit qualified new members. Linda 216 

suggested more recruitment efforts. Larry said skill set and willingness to complete tasks between 217 

meetings are important, and agreed with Linda’s recruitment suggestion. Robert didn’t feel fthe 218 

number of members matters; engagement, commitment, and expertise are more important. 219 

Regarding recruitment, Robert suggested we hold an open house.  Consensus: attempt to recruit.  220 

 221 

Adjournment: 222 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 223 

5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:49 p.m.  224 

 225 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 226 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary, with edits by Larry Lewack, Town Planner  227 


