
TPLA REQUESTED 

PROVISION

WHY? ADMINISTRATIVE 

IMPACT

LAND USE/ENVIRO IMPACT ENVIRONMENTAL 

BENEFIT

ENFORCEMENT CONFORM TO TOWN 

PLAN

Make "demolition" a permitted 

use outside the Thompson's 

Point Historic District. Table 2.8 

(C) 3.

Conditional use permitting is time 

comsuming and resource draining 

and there will still be the need to 

apply for a conditional use permit 

for rebuilding the structure.  A 

permit from the zoning 

administrative officer (ZAO)would 

be more efficient.

This change saves time 

and effort both for the 

town and the 

leaseholder. It also 

saves the town expense 

by lowering the 

administrative burden.  

If the ZAO has a 

concern about the 

potential of a violation 

of another section of the 

LURs, the permit could 

be denied and the 

applicant would have 

the right to appeal for a 

conditional use 

Demolition itself generally has minimal 

impact unless in a particular situation 

where the ZAO feels otherwise in 

which case, the permit can be denied 

and the leaseholder can apply for 

conditional use approval.

The environmental benefit 

would depend on the 

situation.  The removal of a 

derelict building could be a 

benefit as could the 

removal of a camp that 

violates setback or 

coverage provisions.

No change. Not specifically addressed 

in the town plan.

Add accessory structures as a 

permitted use. Table 2.8. (C)2.

Accessory structures are minor 

uses and the dimensional and 

other requirements for them are 

clear in the LURs.  Making them 

permitted uses is fairer and less 

costly to the applicant. It would 

eliminate the more expensive and 

time consuming hearing for a 

conditional use and put 

leaseholders on a par with other 

Eliminates hearings by 

DRB; decision making 

by ZAO only

Accessory structures would still need 

to meet land use requirements for 

setbacks, coverage, height, etc. so 

minimal impact

Could improve the scenic 

beauty of the area by 

storing yard equipment, 

bicycles, etc. that otherwise 

might be outside in yards.   

Decision and 

enforcement by 

ZAO.  May 

minimize 

violations 

because process 

is simplified and 

less costly.

Town plan states that the 

PC to update LURs as 

needed

For leaseholds with no 

Accessory Structures, one 

accessory structure is permitted. 

Table 2.8. (F) 2

Fairness to those with no current 

structure; clarifies a situation that is 

not now addressed in LURs.

Decision by ZAO, no 

hearing by DRB

Would add to coverage on the lot but 

would still have to meet coverage, 

setback, height standards

Minimal as structures are 

small

Decision and 

enforcement by 

ZAO.  

Town plan states that the 

PC to update LURs as 

needed

G.(2). Add word "unique" Clarifies that not just any natural 

feature, but those that are unusual 

or unique on the site.  Most sites 

are covered with natural features.

Minimizes burden to 

applicant and DRB as 

does not require 

inventory  and review of 

all natural features but 

only those that are 

unique

Focuses the review on the unique 

natural features of the site.

Singles out the unique 

natural features on the site 

to focus the review by the 

DRB and CCC

Depends on 

decision as to 

how unique 

natural features 

are impacted by 

the project and 

any potential 

adverse impacts 

are to be 

More consistent with town 

plan that focuses 

protection on Areas with 

High Public Value.



G. (3). Regarding applications 

for alterations outside the 

Thompson's Point Historic 

District

Clarifies that these proposals still 

need to meet the standards of G(1) 

and G(2).  We want any project to 

meet these standards while 

recognizing that there might by 

reasons to treat the historic district 

differently.  Less subjectivity in 

review where historic value has not 

been studied.  

Does not change the 

current review 

requirement for most 

appolications, but eases 

up the historic building 

provisions for camps 

outside the historic 

district for which there 

has been no historic 

assessment.  

Clarifies that projects in the historic 

district require greater scutiny as that 

area has already been studied and 

determined to be significant from a 

historic perspective.  The rest of TP 

has not been assessed to the same 

extent and, therefore, some standards 

are not as applicable.  

Still requires that all 

projects in the Seasonal 

Home Management District 

must meet certain design 

criteria for conditional use 

approvial, and still requires 

further scrutiny for projects 

in the historic district.  

Will make review 

and enforcement 

easier as building 

projects on sites 

where there is no 

historic 

assessement will 

not be subject to 

subjective 

review.

Town Plan makes clear 

that the current design 

review standards for 

Thompson's Point are 

incomplete and that this 

has caused uncertainties 

in the review process (p. 1-

27)

F (3). Allow for tents and small 

campers up to 2 weeks per 

season.

Thompson’s Point is a summer 

destination where family and friends 

gather and sometimes they need 

additional accommodations for their 

guests. This allowance is a reasonable 

and limited accommodation that 

reflects the historic and recreational 

character of the area while preserving 

the Town’s ability to prevent long term 

or permanent camping use. Short term 

use of small campers and tents is a 

common accessory activity in similar 

camp and shoreline settings.  Formal 

recognition of that limited use would 

align the rules with ordinary seasonal 

practice while still setting a clear outer 

boundary

None. Environmental Impact: short duration 

use is unlikely to create substantial 

additional impacts on neighborhood 

character, traffic, or public services.  

The temporary uses would be small, 

such as tents or small campers, and 

wouild not include RVs that are buses 

and large pull-behind RVs.

None except enable a 

historic use on Thompson's 

Point to continue in a 

controlled way.  

neighbors and 

walkers and 

zoning officer as 

needed.  The two 

week cap provides 

predictability and 

enforceability.  It 

establishes an 

objective standard 

that is easier to 

administer than a 

vague “temporary” 

occupancy.

Thompson’s Point originally 

leased tent sites to 

accommodate the “Poor 

Farm” (2026 3.3) and 

fishermen.

Table 2.8. (D) 3. Relocation of 

an existing seasonal - add (F)9

Relocation of existing structure as 

it relates to nonconforming 

structures is found in current LUR 

in Section 3.8 under General 

Resgulations.   Due to the unique 

status of Thompson's Point and the 

Seasonal Home Management 

District it is important to bring 

attention to this possibility in the 

district regulations, especially as so 

many current structures exist as 

nonconforming structures.  

No change no change No change No change.



Table 2.8 (E) Maximum Building 

Coverage - The greater of 

existing, or: (1) the lesser of 

10% or 1,500 sq ft for 

leaseholds comprising fewer 

than 2 lots or (2) the lesser of 

10% or 1,800 sq ft for those 

comprising two or more lots.(for 

the purposes of this section, lot 

refers to the lots numbered 4 to 

198 depicted on the 1932 

Matches the district building 

coverage standard with the existing 

settlement pattern, similar to the 

village district standards.  Corrects 

the contradictory language about 

total camp coverage vs. total lot 

coverage.  Allows reasonable 

expansion while preventing the 

very large and out of character 

expansions possible now on the 

larger lots.

Clearer for the DRB to 

administer and the 

leaseholder to 

understand.

Construction on some of the smaller 

camps that can't expand now under 

the 7% rule.  Mitigated by adherence 

to the Shoreland Protection Act, the 

new erosion control handbook 

language in F(5) and the limits on the 

expansion of camps on large lots.

Overall significantly less 

(~50%) potential building 

coverage because of the 

square footage limits.

No change. A specific policy detail that 

is not in the town plan.

Table 2.8 (E) Maximum Lot 

Coverage - Existing, or 20%

To match the Shoreland Protection 

Act and the existing pattern of 

settlement.  Standard was 30% 

until 2006.

To the extent that the 

town can rely on the 

Shoreland Protection 

Act, the town's 

administrative costs 

become lower.

Through 

certification by 

the state and the 

CO by the town.  

Same as now.

A specific policy detail that 

is not in the town plan.

Table 2.8 F(5) - Reference to 

Vermont DEC Low risk Site 

Handbook for Erosion 

Prevention and Sediment 

Control and replanting with 

native plantings following 

construction.

Stronger and clearer language to 

address soil erosion.  Elimination of 

language about adverse impacts to 

designated wildlife areas.  No 

where else in town does the town 

worry about habitat next to a 

dwelling.  In fact state habitat maps 

exclude the radius around 

dwellings.

Will require language in 

DRB decisions to 

ensure that the 

handbook's techniques 

are followed, which will 

be certified through a 

CO.

Positive impact. Cleaner Lake Champlain Through 

certification by 

the town through 

the CO.

Table 2.8 F(5) - Remove the 

word standing in the last 

sentence.

Not necessary. None. None. None. None. N/A


