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Town of Charlotte
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD MEETING
Meeting Conducted at Town Hall and via Teleconference
September 24, 2025

DRAFT — subject to approval by the Development Review Board

Development Review Board: Charles Russell (Chair), Gerald Bouchard (Vice Chair), Alexa Lewis,
Doug Paton, Brandon Tieso.

Staff: Rebecca Kaplan, Interim Zoning Administrator.

OTHERS: Paul Plante, Frank Tenney, Jim Donovan, Patricia O’Donnell

Posted Agenda:
7:00 PM Call to Order; changes to agenda (if any)
7:02 PM Public Comment (not pertaining to pending applications)

7:05 PM DRB-25-135 SDA O’Donnell Donovan — public hearing - Subdivision Amendment to
expand the building envelope at 501 Lake Road

7:25 PM Review & Approve Meeting Minutes: draftt DRB Minutes, September 10, 2025

7:30 PM Deliberations on closed applications (if any)

8:00 PM Review of DRB Rules of Procedure

8:30 PM Review format of DRB decisions

9:00 PM Adjourn

Call to Order/ changes to agenda:
Chair, Charles Russell, called the meeting to order at 7:00pm. No changes to the agenda.

Public Comment:
None.

DRB-25-135 SDA O’Donnell Donovan — public hearing - Subdivision Amendment to expand the
building envelope at 501 Lake Road:

Russell noted that a site visit was completed prior to the public hearing and listed participants.
Russell asked if any Development Review Board (DBR) member had any ex parte communications or
conflicts of interest to declare. In response to this, Russell said that his property line was connected to a
previous subdivision, that he had recused himself for, but is not included in the current application.
Russell swore in Jim Donovan and Patricia O’Donnell.

O’Donnell said the original building envelope was created in 1997 as part of a Planned Rural
Development to cluster silos, sheds, etc. on the farm. In 1997, no further development was anticipated.
With state statute now allowing accessory dwelling units (ADUs) the applicants are seeking to enlarge
the building envelope to enable construction of an ADU. O’Donnell said setbacks would be maintained
and with the proposed ADU, lot coverage would remain under 20%.

O’Donnell pointed out that the Charlotte Conservation Commission wrote a letter addressing that
the parcel has high-value agricultural soils. To this, O’Donnell said the current building envelope has
always been the core of the farm, not a farm field, and presented pictures depicting her point.

O’Donnell said the key features to ADUs are adequate water and septic capacity. Current septic
and well both have the needed capacity to accommodate the proposed ADU.
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O’Donnell opened the discussion to questions and comments from the DRB. Russell made note
of an easement that will be created with the related property (applicant’s LLC) and the potential to
request that the easement be depicted on the updated plat.

MOTION by Alexa Lewis; seconded by Brandon Tieso, to close DRB-25-135 SDA
O’Donnell Donovan. VOTE: 5 ayes, motion carried.

Deliberations on closed applications (if any):

DRB-25-135 SDA O’Donnell Donovan:

Russell reiterated the suggestion for the easement to be shown on the updated plat. Consensus to
do so. Similarly, there is a fire pond that is not currently depicted. Russell reviewed the options of
requesting the applicant depict on the updated plat or having the Fire Department write a letter
confirming that the fire pond has been built. Consensus to have the fire pond depicted on the updated
plat.

Review & Approve Meeting Minutes: draft DRB Minutes, September 10, 2025:
MOTION by Alexa Lewis; seconded by Doug Paton, to approve the DRB meeting minutes
for September 10, 2025, as amended. VOTE: 4 ayes, motion carried. Brandon Tieso abstained.

Review of DRB Rules of Procedure:

Russell questioned if Land Use Regulations (LURs) should be referenced, in addition to state
statute, in Section III: Definitions, H. “Interested Persons” to clarify the appeals process when someone
is appealing a decision from the Zoning Administrator regarding interested persons status. Paton asked
about the reach of the document and if it extends beyond defining DRB behavior and conduct. Russell
felt that an appeal of a Zoning Administrator’s interested person status decision is relevant to the DRB.

Lewis reviewed and read from the Zoning Administrator handbook. Russell provided historical
information on how the Rules of Procedure document was created in collaboration with Vermont
Planning Information Center (VPIC) when the DRB was established. Russell noted two different
versions. One allows anyone to speak during a hearing, the second the DRB determines an interested
person, and only permits these individuals to speak. LURSs reflect the version allowing anyone to speak.
Russell restated that the DRB would decide interested person status if there was an appeal to the Zoning
Administrator’s determination. The burden of proof would be on the person in Environmental Court.
Subsequent discussion on what constitutes interested person participation during a hearing and adding
reference to such. Tieso asked if an applicant could oppose an interested person. Russell said that the
Chair would decide in that instance. Russell also noted that someone that may not be an interested
person in Environmental Court may have a relevant comment, such as pointing to an applicable LUR.
Rebecca Kaplan presented a document used by the Zoning Administrator to document an interested
person (including contact information, and concern) during a hearing.

Review format of DRB decisions:

Kaplan asked about the sample decision distributed as part of the meeting packet. Paton
responded that he felt the format was clear. Lewis agreed and pointed to the ease of having various
sections. Frank Tenney commented that he finds the Findings and Conclusions sections to be redundant
and suggested combining. Russell responded that Findings and Conclusions of Law must be separated
for compliance with state statute. Tenney clarified that his suggestion is to list the Finding, then the
corresponding Conclusion of Law; separate but together. Discussion of using the DRB finds and the
DRB concludes to be concise while maintaining compliance. Kaplan noted that some previous decisions
combine the two. Russell emphasized the need to specify the finding and then the conclusion.
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95 Adjourn:

96 MOTION by Brandon Tieso; seconded by Alexa Lewis, to adjourn the meeting. VOTE: 5
97  ayes, motion carried. The meeting was adjourned at 8:42pm.
98

99  Minutes respectfully submitted:
100  Nicole Burnell, Recording Secretary




