
 

 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

PLANNING COMMISSION  2 

Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference  3 

October 3, 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 8 

Spear. Absent: Matt Krasnow (Vice Chair).  9 

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

OTHERS: Paul Plante, Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, Carolyn Jeppsen.  11 

 12 

Posted Agenda:  13 

7:00 PM  Call to Order  14 

7:02 PM  Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment  15 

7:05 PM  Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: Sept. 19 meeting  16 

7:15 PM  Work session: Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures, Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts 17 

(continued)  18 

8:00 PM  Work session: draft Table 2.7 amendments, Thompson’s Point (continued)  19 

8:45 PM  Discuss goals for Sec. 5.4 redraft & relation to Sec. 3.8.B rewrites  20 

9:00 PM  Adjourn 21 

 22 

Call to Order:  Charlie Pughe called the meeting to order at 7:04p.m. 23 

 24 

Changes to Agenda (if any): None. 25 

 26 

Public Comment: None.   27 
 28 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: Sept. 19 meeting: 29 

MOTION by Bill Stuono; seconded by Robert Bloch, to approve the PC meeting 30 

minutes for September 19, 2024, as amended. VOTE: 4 ayes, 1 abstained, motion carried.  31 

 32 

Work session: Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures, Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts (continued):  33 

 Larry Lewack presented the most recent, clean version, with the illustrative diagrams 34 

embedded. Charles Russell, Chair of the Development Review Board (DRB), said that he & Frank 35 

Tenney met to discuss the draft & developed a few additional suggestions, which he did not 36 

provide in writing ahead of the meeting.  He brought copies now, and he asked the Chair for time 37 

to review them later.   38 

 He then asked to begin with Section 3.8.B.1.2). Charles found the statement: (as measured 39 

by total area of the new structure built into the setbacks before vs. after reconstruction), to be 40 

problematic as it might prohibit a relocation by centering the new structure within a lot. Charlie 41 

said the last sentence in the clause: (These projects may be allowed if approved by the Development 42 

Review Board through conditional use review) provide a path to approval for such projects.   43 

 Charlie suggested the wording be re-arranged to state conditional use review by the DRB is 44 

required for both situations as described in 3)a) and 3)b (as a header), then each of those 45 

situations (as described in sub-sections) can be approved.  46 
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Also, regarding 3.8. (B) 1) b) 2) Carolyn Jeppsen asked about the sentence: and that the 47 

reconstruction retains at least 10% of the footprint of the former structure. (see figure 3). Carolyn 48 

wondered if this prohibits moving a structure back from the lake. Larry responded that the 10% of 49 

the original footprint must be retained to ensure the property owner retains the vested rights of 50 

the nonconforming structure’s location.  Otherwise, the owner would be required to apply for a 51 

variance to build a completely new structure, which has a much more difficult path to get 52 

approved. Charlie spoke to 10% retention allowing more flexibility than retention of one wall. 53 

Robert Bloch said 10% retention seems arbitrary in certain cases. 54 

Charlie asked if 3.8. (B) 1) b) 2) and 3.8. (B) 1) b) 3) should be moved to Section 5.4 as they 55 

stipulate requirements for conditional use review.  Frank Tenney stated preference to leaving this 56 

language where it is, because it’s specific to permitting changes to nonconforming structures.  57 

Bill Stuono again brought up that he does not agree that the Zoning Administrator should 58 

be authorized to permit what he characterized as an increase in nonconformity, as shown in 59 

Figure 2)a).  Charlie responded that section 1.a. is clear about how we define an increase in 60 

nonconformity & that figure 2)a) shows that extending a nonconforming structure parallel to a 61 

property line is OK, it’s not considered an increase in nonconformity. 62 

Charles mentioned that this draft lacks a provision to allow for the addition of a dormer in 63 

the nonconforming part of a home. Charlie said it can be approved with conditional use review, 64 

per Sec. 3.8.B.3.  65 

Charles pointed out that the draft allows the Zoning Administrator to permit the extension 66 

of an existing NC structure roof peak that could exceed height limitations in each district. Charlie 67 

said that he is okay with this.  68 

Charlie suggested an edit to 3.8. (B) 1) b) 3) as follows: may be structurally altered in a 69 

manner that will change the extent of non-conformity only if approved by the Development Review 70 

Board through conditional use review under Section 5.4. (see figure 4). [Ed. note: the point of this 71 

language is not to encumber a proposed decrease in nonconformity (which would be approved in 72 

nearly all cases). We’re focused upon regulating proposed increases in nonconformity, which 73 

require DRB review.  It would also directly contradict current draft Sec. 3.8.B)1).] 74 

Charlie questioned the sentence: Any non-conforming structure in the Flood Hazard Overlay 75 

Area District must meet the standards of Section 5.6 in 3.8 (C). Larry spoke to rationale, which is to 76 

flag additional requirements for rebuilding NC structures located in flood hazard zones.  It seems 77 

appropriate to leave it here. 78 

Bill circled back to Figure 2)a) re: illustration of extending building parallel to a setback: he 79 

believes wording of that caption is confusing.  Charlie suggested to edit Figure 2)a) caption as 80 

follows: NC structure addition that does not get closer to the property line than the existing 81 

structure. (done) Charlie asked Bill to propose any other edits ahead of the next meeting, so 82 

members would have an opportunity to review it beforehand. 83 

Charles Russell brought up the draft points he & Frank Tenney prepared.  Some have 84 

already been addressed.  Remaining points to consider: 85 

1) Restrict setback waivers to not less than 10 feet? 86 

2) Specific guidance for ‘worst case’ scenario—i.e. no part of structure can be conforming. 87 

3) Add definition for degree of nonconformity (to be allowed) 88 

   89 

Discuss goals for Sec. 5.4 redraft & relation to Sec. 3.8.B rewrites:  90 

 Larry reviewed edits made since the last review. Conforms to the policies in the Town Plan, 91 

was added to Section 5.4 (C), General Standards. After some discussion, the following edits were 92 

made to the latest draft: 93 
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 Sec. 5.4 (C) was edited to read as follows: the Board shall determine that the proposed 94 

conditional use meets the intent of the Town Plan, and shall not result in an undue adverse 95 
effect on any of the following:    96 

 Sec. 5.4.C. was edited as follows:  Bylaws in effect. The Board shall evaluate determine 97 

whether the proposed development conforms to municipal bylaws and ordinances currently in 98 

effect. 99 

 re: Section 5.4 (D)(1), Linda Radimer questioned the need for the phrase “a. The project 100 

shall not be detrimental to the public welfare.”  She feels it’s vague & subject to inconsistent 101 

interpretation.  This was flagged for further review & could be dropped altogether. 102 

 Charlie Pughe suggested that draft language in 5.4.D.1. and D.2. is somewhat redundant, 103 

and we could combine these statements with fewer words. 104 

 Charlie asked about the intent of the word Regulations in Section 5.4 (C) (4). Larry 105 

responded this made more sense when Charlotte’s Subdivision Ordinance was separate from the 106 

zoning bylaws; they have since been combined in the Land Use Regulations.  Important: the DRB 107 

has no authority to enforce ordinances separate from the LURs; that’s the Selectboard’s job. 108 

Highway Access permitting is an example of this. He believes it would be a mistake for the DRB to 109 

insert itself into evaluating & acting upon violations of town ordinances. 110 

 Larry moved to 5.4 (D) (1) Additional Requirements. Larry noted that these are intended 111 

for the DRB to use, to make specific findings, for conditional use approval.  112 

 Next steps: Larry will attempt to combine 5.4.D.1 sub. 9c and 9d so they read better.  We 113 

will continue this review at the next general meeting. 114 

 115 

Work session: draft Table 2.7 amendments, Thompson’s Point (continued):  116 

 Larry reviewed the Vermont Shoreline Protection Act Standards handout that he compiled.  117 

The purpose of this draft was to allow us to compare state rules to our current town shoreland 118 

standards, with an eye towards aligning town rules with state standards.  He asked for feedback. 119 

Charlie was uncertain if we should interpret complex state rules. Instead, Charlie asked for a 120 

point-by-point comparison of LURs shoreline standards vs. state regulations as a next step.  121 

 122 

Adjournment: 123 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Linda Radimer, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 124 

5 ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:20 p.m.  125 

 126 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 127 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary, with edits by Larry Lewack, Town Planner  128 


