
 

 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

PLANNING COMMISSION  2 

Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference  3 

September 19, 2024 4 

  5 

DRAFT – subject to approval by the Planning Commission 6 

  7 

Planning Commission: Robert Bloch, Bill Stuono, Linda Radimer, Carrie Spear. Absent: Charlie 8 

Pughe (Chair), Matt Krasnow (Vice Chair).  9 

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

OTHERS: Paul Plante, Frank Tenney, Charles Russell, JD Herlihy, Beth Humstone, Maggie Citarella  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. 5 meeting  16 

7:10 PM  Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures & Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts (continued)  17 

7:40 PM  Discuss goals for Sec. 5.4 redraft & relation to Sec. 3.8.B rewrites  18 

8:10 PM  Work session: draft Table 2.7 amendments, Thompson’s Point (continued)  19 

8:40 PM  Revisit PC Attendance Policy draft  20 

8:50 PM  Schedule/calendar review: PC work plan through end of 2024  21 

9:00 PM  Adjourn 22 

 23 

Call to Order:  Robert Bloch called the meeting to order at 7:08p.m. 24 

 25 

Changes to Agenda (if any):  26 

Bill Stuono asked to move the review of the Planning Commission Attendance Policy up in 27 

the agenda. To instead review after review of draft meeting minutes.   28 

 29 

Public Comment: None.   30 
 31 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: Sept. 5 meeting: 32 

MOTION by Bill Stuono; seconded by Linda Radimer, to approve the PC meeting 33 

minutes for September 5, 2024, as written. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried.  34 

 35 

Revisit PC Attendance Policy draft:    36 

 Bill suggested an additional bullet point to the current draft. Bill’s suggestion spoke to 37 

virtual attendance. Specifically, that Zoom is not a regular substitute for in-person attendance. 38 

Furthermore, when attending virtually, the member should be present for the entire meeting and 39 

participate. Frank Tenney spoke to outlining expectations for virtual participation. Robert 40 

responded that the Policy is intended to outline the spirit of online participation. Bill said that he 41 

had mentioned his added bullet to Charlie Pughe, and Charlie was onboard.  42 

MOTION by Bill Stuono; seconded by Linda Radimer, to approve the PC Attendance 43 

Policy, as amended. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried.  44 

 45 

Sec. 3.8.b, NC Structures & Sec. 3.1 & setback definition drafts (continued): 46 
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 Larry Lewack said that with recent addition of a definition of nonconformity to Sec. to 3.8 47 

B) 1) a), now Section 1) b) it does not encroach further into any setback is redundant. He suggested it 48 

be deleted.  This was agreed to. 49 

 Bill said that he is uncomfortable with the Zoning Administrator being able to permit 50 

extending a nonconforming structure parallel to the setback line.  His view is that this is an 51 

increase in nonconformity. Bill said that if permitting fees or time constraints are the issue, that is 52 

what revised policy should address.  Larry noted that this has been & remains the current rule in 53 

the LURs, and that the Commission already discussed changing it, and elected to keep it intact. 54 

Larry noted that this amendment has been debated and refined by the Commission at 55 

nearly every PC meeting during the past year, and revised again and again.  He suggested we not 56 

continue to let ‘the perfect be the enemy of the good,’ and finish up this work with a vote.  He 57 

reminded us that Planning Commission draft amendments require a public hearing, before being 58 

sent to the Selectboard, who then holds at least one more public hearing before taking action. 59 

Finally, the town’s attorney then reviews any proposed changes. So, completing work on this draft 60 

is not ‘the final word.’  There will be other opportunities to revise it, once others have weighed in. 61 

 Bill asked about notification to abutters. Charles Russell responded that signage is posted 62 

by the road, notifying neighbors that a zoning permit has been granted & that there is a 15-day 63 

period to appeal a zoning permit.  (Ed. note: there is a $250 filing fee for appeals.) JD Herlihy 64 

pointed out that appeals period often lapses before construction begins.  Charles & Larry 65 

confirmed that all DRB applications require advance notice, which is mailed to abutters. Carrie 66 

Spear spoke to concern that enhanced notification increases abutter’s rights to landowner’s 67 

property. Larry agreed that sending notifications of Zoning Administrator’s permits, could create 68 

situations where permits are appealed as a means of settling grievances amongst neighbors. Larry 69 

also detailed how mailed notifications to neighbors could be added for as a new requirement for 70 

NC structure permits in Section 9.3 of the LURs; this can be done separately from this amendment.  71 

 Next steps: Clean version of the draft will be distributed before a vote to approve.  72 

 73 

Discuss goals for Sec. 5.4 redraft & relation to Sec. 3.8.B rewrites: tabled.  74 

 75 

Work session: draft Table 2.7 amendments, Thompson’s Point (continued):  76 

 Larry shared Charlie Pughe’s framing points that were made during the September 5th 77 

meeting, which were largely summarized in the Sept. 5 PC meeting minutes.  78 

Larry began review of the document with sec. 2, Items to Address. Larry spoke to 2) c) 79 

Utility Sheds and 2) d) Lot Coverage, which were already fixed in the latest draft. Subsequent 80 

discussion of roof overhang as it pertains to building coverage. Charles read from LURs, which 81 

confirmed that overhang is included in the calculation of building coverage.  82 

Larry moved to other items already fixed: Section 2.7 F) 2) leaseholds being considered a 83 

single lot and 2.7 F) 3) of extended use of temporary living quarters being prohibited. Robert 84 

asked if 2.7 F) 3) has enough clarity for a Zoning Administrator to use for enforcement. Larry said 85 

the phrase ‘extended use’ was broad on purpose, to provide flexibility the ZA could use when 86 

fielding complaints from neighbors. Enforcement of occupancy limits is necessary to ensure that 87 

the Thompson’s Point wastewater capacity is not exceeded. Frank said that extended use is vague. 88 

Frank advocated for a two-week provision and pointed out that it would be two weeks after the 89 

Zoning Administrator is notified. Consensus to replaced extended use with more than 14 days.  90 

Larry then discussed his proposed revisions to 2.7 F) 5) including adding the following 91 

language to the clause No existing or proposed use or activity shall result in soil erosion or adversely 92 

impact wildlife habitat areas. Larry spoke of intent and said that state statute prohibits any activity 93 

100 ft. from the mean high water mark inland. Robert asked if state regulations could be adopted. 94 
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Larry spoke to discrepancies between current LURs and state statute. Beth Humstone said that 95 

tree caliber is used in the Thompson’s Point lease. Charles asked for an edit to Larry’s proposed 96 

revision. Specifically, that result in soil erosion be changed to result in ongoing or permanent soil 97 

erosion.  98 

Robert circled back to state regulations and asked if the Tree Warden can go beyond state 99 

statute. Larry responded that the Tree Warden’s discretion is broad, and described current 100 

practice when cutting and replacing trees. JD pointed out that the town can be more restrictive 101 

than state regulations. Larry suggested that down, dead trees should be allowed to be removed 102 

without delay; cutting standing trees would still require Tree Warden approval. Maggie Citarella 103 

reviewed the Charlotte Conservation Commission (CCC) suggestions. Maggie said that fallen trees 104 

have value, and the Tree Warden should be consulted before removal.  She also spoke to the value 105 

of  enacting stricter standards than the state of VT requires.  Maggie said the CCC would like the 106 

following added to 2.7 F) 5) Existing gardens and lawns may be maintained, but not extended. New 107 

lawns are not allowed. Stumps of cut trees shall be left in place. No trees shall be cut on steep or very 108 

steep slopes unless they pose a danger as determined by the Tree Warden. A vegetative cover must be 109 

maintained on a minimum of 60% of a lot or replanting with native, non-invasive species shall be 110 

required. Beth said that Thompson’s Point leaseholders have been considering rain gardens for 111 

erosion control and run-off, which would not be allowed if the CCC’s draft is adopted. Beth also 112 

pointed out that not all lots on Thompson’s Point can meet the 60% of vegetative cover.  113 

Robert said that Thompson’s Point is a sensitive area, but it’s not a wilderness. 114 

Preservation efforts need to be balanced with leaseholder rights.  He believes we should trust the 115 

discretion of the appointed Tree Warden. Linda asked if there is a job description for the Tree 116 

Warden. Frank noted the Selectboard is working on updating this. Maggie advocated for providing 117 

the Tree Warden with additional criteria.  118 

 Larry noted an additional, unresolved issue, 2.7 G) District Design Review Standards. 119 

Thompson’s Point leaseholders have suggested that this should be limited to camps that have 120 

been added to the State Historic Register. Larry pointed out that there is not currently a Design 121 

Review Committee. Beth said that Larry’s point regarding camps in the State Historic Register is 122 

accurate, but that the Thompson’s Pointe Leasehold Committee does not want the remaining 123 

camps on Thompson’s Point to be a free for all. That some items in 2.7 G) remain relevant to all, 124 

such as 2.7 G) 1) The size, scale, style, design and materials of any structural alteration, expansion or 125 

replacement are consistent and harmonious with existing structures, and with the overall historic 126 

character of the area. And 2.7 G) 2) The project shall identify existing natural features on site, and 127 

avoid or minimize impacts to those features. Discussion that in the absence of a Design Review 128 

Committee, a professional consultant should be hired.  129 

  130 

Schedule/calendar review: PC work plan through end of 2024:  131 

 Larry said that there are six meetings remaining in 2024.  He would be staffing four of 132 

those before his retirement. October 3rd will be focused on the revised Village Master Plan 133 

proposal. Robert suggested that current drafts be finalized. If time in the remaining meetings 134 

permits, Larry suggested finalizing mixed use and planned urban development sections.  135 

 136 

Adjournment: 137 

MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Bill Stuono, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 4 138 

ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 9:13p.m.  139 

 140 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 141 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary, with edits by Larry Lewack, Town Planner  142 


