
 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

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

June 4, 2026 4 
  5 

  6 

Planning Commission: Matt Krasnow (Chair), Robert Bloch (Vice Chair), Linda Radimer, Pete Macia, 7 

Nathan Moreau, Carrie Spear. Absent: Ken Smith.  8 

Staff: Lindsay Kahn, Town Planner, Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary. 9 

 10 

OTHERS: Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow, Frank Tenney, John Lawlis, Mike Russell, Margaret 11 

Russell, Troy Krahl.  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: May 21st meeting  17 

6:35 PM  Review Thompson’s Point Leaseholders Association (TPLA) requested LUR changes  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 6:34pm.   24 

 25 

Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda):      26 
 Frank Tenney suggested that similar consideration be given to non-conforming, small lots that is 27 

being given to Thompson’s Point. Frank also requested that the Planning Commission address how 28 

Floor Area is measured.  29 

 30 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: May 21st meeting: 31 

MOTION by Matt Krasnow; seconded by Robert Bloch, to approve the PC meeting 32 
minutes for May 21, 2026, as written. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. Carrie Spear abstained. Ken 33 

Smith was absent.  34 

 35 

Review Thompson’s Point Leaseholders Association (TPLA) requested LUR changes:  36 
 TPLA member, Charles Russell, presented a list of requested Land Use Regulation (LUR) 37 

changes. The first request was the reduction of the current 50 feet Setback to 25 feet. Charles noted that 38 

the Setback issue is one of the highest priorities for the TPLA.  39 

The second topic on the TPLA’s list was Accessory Structures. Charles explained that 40 

Conditional Use Review is currently required to replace an existing shed in the same footprint. Charles 41 

suggested that the Zoning Administrator could be given standards to use which would prevent 42 

Conditional Use Review with the Developmental Review Board (DRB). Charles noted that a 43 

Conditional Use Review with the DRB costs an applicant $1,000 in application fees. 44 

Charles then pointed to other issues with Accessory Structures. Charles suggested 12x8x12 45 

dimensions. Charles noted that current LURs permit one Accessory Structure per leasehold, and some 46 

leaseholds have more than one. Charles said many existing Accessory Structures are inside the Setback. 47 

Charles proposed the option to reduce the Setback to 10 feet, for an Accessory Structure, with 48 

Conditional Use Review.  49 
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Charles moved to Lot Coverage. Charles provided historical information on how Lot Coverage 50 

was originally 15% with 7% of that being from the Principal Structure. Charles stated that he believes 51 

that by error, this was reduced to an overall 7% Lot Coverage. Charles said that the TPLA is suggesting 52 

a change to 10% Lot Coverage.  53 

Charles said erosion and stormwater control are also of concern to the TPLA. Charles 54 

commented that the TPLA has suggested language for criteria/best practices and welcomes input from 55 

the Charlotte Conservation Commission (CCC).  56 

Charles then proposed eliminating any duplicate efforts with those of the Shoreland Protection 57 

Act.  58 

TPLA member, John Lawlis, commented that Thompson’s Point is densely populated. John went 59 

on to discuss the various origins and evolution for different parts of Thompson’s Point. John said many 60 

leaseholders want to ensure that Thompson’s Point remains pristine and retains its Character of Area. 61 

John pointed out that as the members of the Design Review Committee and DRB change over time, as 62 

does interpretation of the LURs. John advocated for consistency. TPLA member, Margaret Russell said 63 

one goal of consistency is to bring a higher percentage of camps into compliance.  64 

Frank suggested that the Planning Commission investigate why the current LURs were enacted.  65 

John noted that there is not currently a Design Review Committee, and that the Selectboard is 66 

charged with appointing one. Matt asked if the Design Review Committee is intended to be comprised 67 

of leaseholders. Charles responded that the makeup was intended to be those with backgrounds in 68 

architecture, design, etc. Charles said consideration has been given to the DRB having a professional 69 

available for consultation, at the applicant’s expense. Lindsay Kahn suggested a call for volunteers to 70 

reinstate the Design Review Committee. Robert Bloch spoke about his experience as a former member 71 

of the Design Review Committee. Robert did not recall the qualification for professional experience. 72 

Robert recalled knowledge and perspective on Thompson’s Point being the qualifying criterion.  73 

TPLA member, Mike Russell referenced goals within the Town Plan. Mike said that the first 74 

goal listed with the Town Plan is to balance property owner’s rights to reasonably use their land, in 75 

keeping with overall public health, safety, and welfare.  Mike shared his opinion that the DRB is more 76 

effective than the previous Zoning Board of Adjustment (ZBA) was, as the DRB has less opportunity for 77 

subjectivity. Mike felt an active Design Review Committee could provide evidence for the DRB to 78 

consider. Mike concluded by stating that laws that are overly capricious and arbitrary are often 79 

unconstitutional. Frank spoke about his positive experience with the Design Review Committee as a 80 

former member of the ZBA.  81 

Matt returned to the proposal for the reduced Setback. Matt asked for Planning Commission 82 

member feedback. Pete Macia asked how the TPLA arrived at the proposed 25 feet. Charles responded 83 

with explanation of how the reduction would provide greater flexibility for leaseholders.   84 

John asked about enforcement for tree removal. Matt said he believed that the Selectboard was 85 

working to create a policy/ordinance for the Tree Warden. Lindsay noted that current LURs reflect the 86 

need for Tree Warden approval, prior to any trees being cut or pruned. Matt pointing out the issue is 87 

when the approval is given. At times, the Tree Warden is consulted after the DRB decision has been 88 

issued. Claudia Mucklow suggested that an applicant consult with the Tree Warden before submitting 89 

their application. Matt felt the Tree Warden should be consulted before the DRB decision is issued. 90 

Based on his experience, Robert felt that leaseholders should be advised to seek input from the Tree 91 

Warden sooner rather than later, as Robert found the Tree Warden’s input helpful in a past project.  92 

Pete circled back to the proposed, reduced Setback and asked where the current Setback 93 

originated from. Charles responded that in his research, he could not locate anything to clarify this. Nate 94 

Moreau asked about potential for unintended consequences with a reduced Setback. In response, Robert 95 

commented that if a leaseholder centered their camp with the 25 feet Setback, that could result in a 96 

reduced Setback for an abutting leaseholder. Robert also noted that he was not opposed to reducing the 97 

Setback to 25 feet. As a follow-up to Robert’s initial comment, Charles said he had taken a straw poll 98 
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amongst TPLA members at the 2025 annual meeting, and no TPLA member was opposed to a 25 feet 99 

Setback. Given no Planning Commission was opposed, Matt felt this TPLA request could be presented 100 

to voters in November.  101 

Matt moved to the Setback for Accessory Structures and asked the Planning Commission for 102 

feedback. Lindsay noted that she and Charles had met to discuss this request. From that discussion came 103 

the thought to differentiate between Permitted Use and Conditional Use. Any existing Accessory 104 

Structure would be considered a Permitted Use. If a leasehold was looking to reduce the Setback to 10 105 

feet for their Accessory Structure, this would be considered Conditional Use and require Conditional 106 

Use Review. Matt proposed Permitted Use when within 10 feet unless within 25 feet of a Dwelling. 107 

Robert pointed out that since the concern seems to be impact on neighbors, would a reduced Setback be 108 

considered permissible with neighbor approval. John asked for clarity on what was being considered. 109 

Matt clarified the proposal is to consider Accessory Structures as a Permitted Use, unless within the 25 110 

feet Setback. Accessory Structures from 25 to 10 feet would require Conditional Use Review. Lindsay 111 

added to that, pre-existing Accessory Structures that are closer than 25 feet would also be considered a 112 

Permitted Use. Frank suggested adding guidelines that must be met for the Accessory Structure to be 113 

considered a Permitted Use.  114 

In keeping with the Accessory Structure topic, Matt felt that the 96 square feet designated for an 115 

Accessory Structure could be designed at the leasehold’s discretion and didn’t necessarily need to be 116 

12x8x12.  117 

Matt suggested starting the discussion of increasing Lot Coverage. Charles proposed a 118 

stipulation for maximum square footage. Lindsay noted that in previous LURs Lot Coverage was 7% or 119 

a maximum 1,200 square feet. Lindsay said there also needs to be clarification of what is included when 120 

determining Lot Coverage. Lindsay then commented there should also be differentiation between 121 

leaseholds comprised of one, or more than one, lot. In response to this, John said there is concern 122 

amongst TPLA members, regarding a leaseholder with more than one lot, building a camp that does not 123 

fit the Character of the Area. Lindsay asked about the rationale behind the TPLA request to increase Lot 124 

Coverage if not to build larger camps. Charles revisited his previous point that originally, Lot Coverage 125 

was 15% with 7% of that being the Principal Structure. The average camp size is currently 7%. Margaret 126 

restated her earlier point about increasing compliance. Charles pointed out that increasing Lot Coverage 127 

would allow smaller lots to increase the size of their camps to a reasonable size. Matt noted that lots that 128 

are smaller than a third of an acre, would not be helped by the proposed change, as the proposed change 129 

is the lesser of 10% or 1,500 square feet. Lindsay noted an additional consideration is number of 130 

bedrooms as occupancy cannot be increased due to wastewater limitations. Charles commented that 131 

there is sometimes a discrepancy between the number of bedrooms as reported by the leaseholder and 132 

the Lister’s Card. Robert suggested that the total allowable square footage for both the Principal and 133 

Accessory Structure could be combined and used at the leasehold’s discretion. Meaning, a leasehold 134 

could forfeit an Accessory Structure for a larger camp. Regarding overall Coverage, Robert questioned 135 

what was considered permeable. Nate said Burlington has a comprehensive list.  136 

 137 

Updates from around Town:     138 
 None.  139 

 140 

Draft next meeting agenda: 141 
 Lindsay noted the June 18th meeting would be a continuation of the review of the Thompson’s 142 

Point Leaseholders Association requested LUR changes.  143 

   144 

Adjourn: 145 

MOTION by Robert Bloch; seconded by Nate Moreau, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 6 146 
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:33pm.  147 
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 148 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 149 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary   150 

 151 


