
 

        Town of Charlotte  1 

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

July 9, 2026 4 
  5 

  6 

Planning Commission: Robert Bloch (Vice Chair), Linda Radimer, Pete Macia, Nathan Moreau, Carrie 7 

Spear, Ken Smith. Absent: Matt Krasnow (Chair).  8 

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

 10 

OTHERS: Charles Russell, Claudia Mucklow, Frank Tenney, Dean Williams, Mike Russell, Margaret 11 

Russell, Beth Humstone, John Lawlis.  12 

 13 

Posted Agenda:  14 
6:30 PM  Call to Order (back at Town Hall)  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: June 18th meeting  17 

6:35 PM  Review Thompson’s Point Leaseholders Association (TPLA) requested LUR changes 18 

(3/4)  19 

8:10 PM  Updates from around Town  20 

8:20 PM  Draft next meeting agenda  21 

8:30 PM  Adjourn 22 

 23 

Call to Order:  24 
  Vice Chair, Robert Bloch called the meeting to order at 6:31pm.   25 

 26 

Changes to Agenda (if any); Public Comment (for items not on the agenda): 27 
 No changes to the agenda were made.  28 

Beth Humstone, TPLA member, asked for clarification on the process by which documentation 29 

generated by the TPLA is released to the Planning Commission. Lindsay Kahn responded that she vets 30 

documentation before it is released. Robert suggested Lindsay establish and provide the TPLA criterion 31 

used in her evaluation of documents.  32 

 33 

Review & approve draft PC meeting minutes: June 18th meeting: 34 

MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Carrie Spear, to approve the PC meeting 35 
minutes for June 18, 2026, as written. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried. Robert Bloch abstained. Matt 36 

Krasnow was absent.  37 

 38 

Review Thompson’s Point Leaseholders Association (TPLA) requested LUR changes (3/4):   39 
 Robert identified a continued discussion of Building Coverage and stormwater management as 40 

topics to be discussed. Robert asked for a recap of the Building Coverage discussion which occurred 41 

during the June 18th meeting.  Lindsay provided the following summary. The current TPLA request is to 42 

allow varying maximums dependent on acreage. For leaseholds with 2/3 of an acre of less, the 43 

maximum Building Coverage would be 1,500 square feet. For leaseholds with more than 2/3 of an acre, 44 

1,800 square feet. Lindsay said that she investigated the argument that leaseholds with more acreage are 45 

paying more in taxes and concluded that the assertion is not necessarily true. Lindsay revisited that the 46 

median Building Coverage is 1,404 square feet with larger outliers skewing the data. Lindsay 47 

commented on the cognitive dissonance created by the TPLA stating that they are not seeking to 48 

drastically change Thompson’s Point, while asking for an increase in Building Coverage.  49 



page 2 Planning Commission 07/09/2026 
 

 Lindsay said that she had a counter proposal for the TPLA and proposed a maximum 1,200 50 

square feet of Building Coverage for all leaseholds. Lindsay said 34 leaseholds or 1/3 of the camps on 51 

Thompson’s Point are less than 1,200 square feet. Lindsay commented that this could be the initial step 52 

in incremental change to analyze impact. To this, Charles Russell, TPLA member, said he had a color-53 

coded map to demonstrate impact of increased Building Coverage. Robert invited Charles to present the 54 

data that he had compiled.  55 

 Beth asked to speak to the TPLA’s current request for increased Building Coverage. Beth 56 

commented that combining 2 traditional lot configurations is how the 2/3 of an acre was arrived at. From 57 

there, the average Building Coverage for under 2/3 of an acre was established at approximately 1,460 58 

square feet and rounded up to 1,500. At or above 2/3 of an acre the average was established at 1,760 59 

square feet and rounded up to 1,800. The averages do not include Accessory Buildings as that 60 

information is not available. By using averages, the request for increased Building Coverage retains 61 

character of the area. Lindsay said the median for under 2/3 of an acre is 1,161 square feet. Beth 62 

responded that the TPLA is working with averages. 63 

 Charles then presented his color-coded data. Pink represented leaseholds that currently exceed 64 

the maximum for the requested Building Coverage increase and therefore could not expand. Yellow 65 

denoted leaseholds that could expand with an increase in Building Coverage. Blue designated historic 66 

leaseholds that are unlikely to expand. Orange indicated leaseholds with constraints that would prevent 67 

expansion, such as steep slopes or Lot Coverage exceeding 20%. Charles said ‘R’ on his mapping 68 

represents leaseholds that have been rebuilt in the past 30 years.  69 

 Nate Moreau spoke about the complexity of Charles’s mapping and how blanket Building 70 

Coverage may not work. In response, Charles noted that the leaseholds represented in pink could be 71 

removed. That some of the yellow could be considered further. For instance, removing leaseholds that 72 

would only be able to expand 244 square feet or less as a 12x12 or smaller addition is not likely going to 73 

be offensive to the average person. Charles went on to say that expansions have a lot to do with design 74 

when considering character of the area, and the Selectboard is attempting to reinstate the Design Review 75 

Committee.  76 

Robert stated support for the TPLA’s proposal as it aligns with and preserves what is currently 77 

on Thompson’s Point.  Lindsay asked Robert about his experience rebuilding on Thompson’s Point, 78 

specifically how much he expanded. Robert said he went from 832 square feet to 2,200 square feet. 79 

Lindsay then asked about adherence to Setbacks. Robert confirmed Setbacks were met.  80 

Lindsay spoke about her experience during the June 18th Thompson’s Point site visit. 81 

Specifically, how certain 2-story homes blocked view of the lake from the road and did not fit with 82 

character of the area. Lindsay went on to say that using lot size to manage development may not be 83 

appropriate. Lindsay suggested that further analysis on Thompson’s Point by district would be 84 

meaningful. Charles responded that historically, the views being protected are from the lake.  85 

Ken Smith asked how the original camp size for leaseholds was established. Charles answered 86 

that camps were established before zoning regulations were enacted. Lindsay restated the suggestions to 87 

analysis by district with varying design review standards, and 1,200 square feet maximum Building 88 

Coverage, as the initial incremental step to analysis impact. Charles said that the issue with incremental 89 

increase to Building Coverage is that someone could expand one year and Building Coverage is 90 

increased the next.  91 

Lindsay asked the TPLA to clarify the problem they are trying to solve with an increase to the 92 

maximum Building Coverage. Beth responded the TPLA is seeking fairness, clarity, and transparency 93 

around processes. Fewer leaseholds that are non-conforming. The origins of the current 7% Building 94 

Coverage are unknown and arbitrary. Nate cautioned against using fairness as a guide given all the 95 

variation between leaseholds and the fact that Thompson’s Point is town-owned. Charles asked what the 96 

issue is with allowing leaseholds with smaller camps to expand to the average camp size, provided doing 97 
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so does not create an undue adverse effect. Nate restated concern with a blanket maximum Building 98 

Coverage across varying areas.  99 

Pete Macia spoke about his meaning or historic. Pete pointed to leaseholds that historically 100 

housed fishing shacks with no infrastructure being the historic quality of certain areas on Thompson’s 101 

Point. Beth said the only area on Thompson’s Point that has been studied for its historic value is the 102 

Historic District.  103 

 Robert asked the TPLA to define fairness. Margaret Russell, TPLA member, responded that the 104 

process of development is overly complicated and needs to be simplified. Beth added that the TPLA had 105 

10 items they presented for consideration to the Planning Commission. Setbacks, for example, have 106 

been addressed by the Planning Commission and are now fair. Robert said he is asking about fairness as 107 

it pertains to Building Coverage. Beth then responded that fairness is allowing smaller leaseholds to 108 

expand. Lindsay pointed to the inconsistency between the TPLA advocating for increased Building 109 

Coverage on leaseholds with more acreage while using leaseholds with less acreage as their primary 110 

focus for fairness.  111 

 Robert summarized the conversation thus far. There is concern with the request to increase the 112 

Building Coverage maximum to 1,500 square feet and lack of support for 1,800 square feet.  Charles 113 

said with a blanket increase to 1,500 square feet there would be 64 leaseholds that could expand with an 114 

average expansion of 356 square feet. All this combined would result in approximately a half-acre of 115 

development. Lindsay stated that the median is 1,404 square feet with 96 square feet for an Accessory 116 

Structure, this equates to 1,500 square feet. Frank Tenney suggested 1,500 square feet or 20% Lot 117 

Coverage. Lindsay noted there is a difference between Building and Lot Coverage.  118 

Robert asked what information is needed for the Planning Commission to get to a vote. Ken 119 

proposed the smallest leasehold be used to establish the maximum percentage for Building Coverage. 120 

Robert suggested that the 10 smallest leaseholds from the 64 that could expand be analyzed. Frank 121 

restated 1,500 square feet maximum provided it doesn’t exceed 20% Lot Coverage. Lindsay suggested 122 

another site visit before doubling the existing Lot Coverage. Robert again asked what information is 123 

needed for the Planning Commission to get to a vote. Nate commented that the Planning Commission 124 

has not had the opportunity to discuss and react to the information that has been presented by the TPLA. 125 

Pete said delineated mapping is needed. Lindsay restated her suggestion for another site visit led by 126 

Charles. Lindsay also suggested that the site visit includes an observation of camps that are 1,500 square 127 

feet on various-sized leaseholds. Beth proposed observing leaseholds that are currently constrained.  128 

Robert confirmed that all interested Planning Commission member would complete a site visit 129 

before the next meeting. Lindsay will distribute potential dates to coordinate a group site visit.  130 

 131 

Updates from around Town:     132 
 None.  133 

 134 

Draft next meeting agenda: 135 
 The July 23rd meeting will be a continued review of the TPLA’s requested LUR changes.  136 

   137 

Adjourn: 138 

MOTION by Linda Radimer; seconded by Pete Macia, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 6 139 
ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:34pm.  140 

 141 

Minutes respectfully submitted: 142 

Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary   143 

 144 


