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Guide to Proposed Charlotte LURs Amendments –v.3b updated 7.22.24
Summary of purpose, rationale and effects of draft Charlotte LURs Thompson’s Point Amendments. To be read side-by-side with that draft. 

Changes to Thompson’s Point (SSHM) district, Table 2.7 in Charlotte Land Use Regulations 

Intent: Eliminate and reduce regulatory burdens, costs and delays associated with typical lot upgrades on Thompson’s Point 

Key # Purpose: Rationale: Effect: 
A.1. Remove Agriculture and 

Forestry as ‘Allowed by Right’ 
uses 

Neither of these uses is feasible in this district, as 
there’s not enough room on leased lots for farm 
animals or growing crops, and cutting trees is not 
allowed w/o specific approval by the Tree Warden 
in every case 

Lot owners will understand they cannot 
pursue these uses on leased lots. 

A.2. Eliminate requirement for DRB 
review for building small 
accessory structures (e.g. tool 
sheds, small garages & 
pergolas) 

Small, newly built accessory structures (limited to 
96 sq. ft. per Sec. F.2) have a minimal effect on 
historic character & therefore do not merit the 
same level of scrutiny & approval as an addition to 
or replacement of a historic dwelling 

These projects would still require a zoning 
permit, which provides administrative 
oversight of its location, size (per Sec. F.2) 
and design via the Zoning Administrator’s 
review.  ZA will encourage photographs of 
structure prior to demolition, to validate & 
document vested ‘grandfathering’ rebuild 
rights and plans. 

A.3. Eliminate requirement for DRB 
& Design Review Committee  
approval to demolish & remove 
an existing structure or a 
portion thereof 

We now require a public hearing and DRB review 
of even trivial demolitions, such as the removal of 
a rotting tool shed or deck, even when it’s not 
being replaced.  It’s unnecessary & punitive to 
require leaseholders to pay a $500 application fee 
and await Board review just to remove a decrepit 
shed, deck or garage 

No Board reviews, $800 CU fees or permit 
would be required for demolition & removal 
of an existing structure.  Standards for 
demolition & removal are already provided 
in Sec. 3.1 of the LURs. (However, 
demolitions in this district will still require a 
zoning permit, with photos documenting 
what is being removed.) 

A.4. Clarify that required DRB 
review & Design Review 
Committee approval is for 
seasonal dwellings (camps) 
only; does not apply to 
accessory structures 

While it makes sense to require DRB and DRC 
review for projects to replace historic primary 
dwelling(s), accessory structures (limited to 96 sq. 
ft. per Sec. F.2, unless existing structure is already 
larger than that) have a minimal effect on historic 
character & therefore do not merit the same level 

Leaseholders would no longer have to apply 
for conditional use approval ($800 fee, DRB 
hearing plus a second review by the Design 
Review Committee) to replace a shed, 
garage or deck within an existing footprint. 
These projects would still require a zoning 
permit (via Zoning Administrator), who 
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of scrutiny & approval as an addition to or 
replacement of a primary dwelling. 

could consult w/ DRC at his/her discretion 
for accessory structure renovations in the 
Thompson’s Point District. 

A.5 Minor clarification of two 
dimensional standards 

Clarify minimum lot area is existing, regardless of size; 
delete redundant standard for rear setbacks (rear 
setback is to road, in nearly all instances) 

Clarify & remove confusing and/or 
redundant language 

A.6 Clarify that boundary 
adjustments to TP lot lines are 
not allowed; 

Many TP cottages are built close to the rear (road) lot 
lines, or even on top of & over the side & rear lot 
lines. These appear to be the result of surveying 
errors, which are near-impossible to correct today, 
absent an area-wide update & redrafting of lease 
agreements (which would be expensive, complex and 
would open a Pandora’s box of potential issues).  

Precludes boundary adjustment applications 
to Selectboard and DRB that cannot and 
would not be approved, in any event. 

A.7 Clarify that any type of 
temporary dwelling (including 
campers, RVs and tiny houses 
on trailers) is not allowed 
within TP district 

If allowed & continue seasonally, these uses add the 
functional equivalent of additional bedrooms to 
existing primary dwellings, which would be a 
violation of the state discharge permit and 
Thompson’s Point Wastewater System ordinance.  

Prevents additional burden to the TP 
wastewater system, potential violations of 
the state discharge permit, and potential of 
degraded water quality impacts in the Lake. 

A.8 Clean up/remove incorrect & 
redundant language 

Current language give lots of ‘wiggle room’ re: if 
any pruning is OK, and what trees are considered 
dead or so damaged that they require Tree 
Warden approval to be removed.  Should apply 
only to standing trees, and clarify that cutting 
standing trees is not OK without review. 

Clarifies scope of Tree Warden review 
required for approval of all tree cutting or 
tree removals on Thompsons Point land. Lot 
lessees will be able to remove downed trees 
without requiring advance review and 
approval by Tree Warden. 

A.9 Remove redundant language Revised Sec. (F)(7) provides the same guidance on 
renovating primary dwellings. 

Alterations or expansions of primary 
dwellings will still require Conditional Use 
Review by the DRB. 

A.10 Clean up/remove confusing 
language re: total rebuilds that 
is now overly broad (now 
includes ALL structures, not just 
seasonal dwellings) 

Clarifies scope of alterations & expansions review 
for seasonal dwellings, for consistent use.  Remove 
redundancies. Removes overly broad scope for 
design review (would conflict w/ proposed changes 
in A.2, A.3, A.4 and A.5, above). Clarifies criteria 

More concise, easily understood language 
defining scope of allowable alterations and 
expansions of existing seasonal dwellings. 
Clarifies standards, providing increased 
clarity.  DRB and Design Review would still 



 Page 3 

Key # Purpose: Rationale: Effect: 
and regulatory standards for replacement of 
existing seasonal dwellings, if damaged beyond 
repair. 

be required for additions or rebuilds of 
seasonal dwelling(s) under the standards 
spelled out in Table 2.7, F(7)and (G). 

A.11 Clarify scope of Design Review. 

Remove ‘and aesthetic’ from 
design review criteria in items 
G(1) and G(4). Remove (G)3 & 
G(5), redundant to (G)1. 

Delete (G)(5) re: demolitions 
(overly broad, per A.9 above) 

Remove ‘aesthetic character’ as a basis for very 
subjective criteria to be used in design reviews.  

Redundant language removed for brevity’s sake. 

Demolitions are already addressed in Sec. C. & D. 

Provide increased regulatory clarity and 
remove uncertainties from permitting 
process based on potential for 
DRB & DRC's inconsistent application of 
highly subjective ‘aesthetic’ criteria in 
design review. 


