
TOWN OF CHARLOTTE 1 

ZONING BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT 2 

JAUARY 29, 2014 3 

DRAFT 4 
MEMBERS PRESENT:  Ben Pualwan, Chair; Douglas Webster, Jonathan Fisher, 5 

Andrew Swayze, Frank Tenney. 6 

ADMINISTRATION: Gloria Warden, Zoning Clerk. 7 

OTHERS PRESENT:  David Weinstein, Charles Russell, Ann Wittpenn, Claudine 8 

Safar, Hal Evans, Ben Durant, and others. 9 

 10 

ITEMS HEARD: 11 

 Continuation: request of David Weinstein and Erin Hanley, 2750 12 

Thompson’s Point Road for Conditional Use approval for alterations to the 13 

existing structure. Property is located in the Historic section of Thompson’s 14 

Point and is in the Shoreland Seasonal Home Management District. 15 

 Continuation: appeal of Hal Evans, 181 Windswept Lane, of the Zoning 16 

Administrator’s decision that a permit for a Home Occupation is required 17 

because their business does not qualify as an Accepted Agricultural Practices 18 

exemption.  Property located in the Rural Zoning District. 19 
 20 

CALL TO ORDER 21 
Mr. Pualwan, Chair, called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. 22 

 23 

CONTINUATION: REQUEST OF DAVID WEINSTEIN AND ERIN HANLEY, 24 

2750 THOMPSON’S POINT ROAD FOR CONDITIONAL USE APPROVAL FOR 25 

ALTERATIONS TO THE EXISTING STRUCTURE. PROPERTY IS LOCATED 26 

IN THE HISTORIC SECTION OF THOMPSON’S POINT AND IS IN THE 27 

SHORELAND SEASONAL HOME MANAGEMENT DISTRICT. 28 
David Weinstein, owner, appeared on behalf of the application. 29 

 30 

STAFF NOTES 31 

Mr. Pualwan reviewed staff notes. The request was first heard on 01/15/2014. A site visit 32 

was conducted on Sunday, 01/26/2014, at 3:00 p.m.  33 

 34 

SITE VISIT: 35 

Mr. Webster reported that Mr. Tenney, Mr. Swayze, Mr. Fisher and Mr. Webster 36 

attended the site visit. Mr. Weinstein and Ms. Hanley, owners, were present. The ZBA 37 

members inspected the interior and exterior of the existing building, said Mr. Webster. 38 

 39 

Mr. Pualwan explained that Mr. Weinstein was still sworn in since this hearing was a 40 

continuation of a hearing from 01/15/2014. Any observations from the site visit would 41 

need to be discussed at this hearing to be considered by the ZBA, said Mr. Pualwan. 42 

 43 

Mr. Swayze said that the applicant’s three proposed significant changes were reviewed 44 

during the site visit, which included a roof over the porch on the east side of the structure, 45 
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the “bump out” addition, and a dormer. The new plans for the roof and dormer over the 46 

deck area were discussed, said Mr. Swayze. 47 

 48 

APPLICANT COMENTS  49 

Mr. Weinstein submitted a letter from Robin Coburn, Design Review Board member, to 50 

Mr. Weinstein. The DRB approved proposed changes/additions to the existing camp with 51 

the exception of a proposed roof over an existing deck of a storage area, said Mr. 52 

Weinstein. 53 

 54 

EXHIBIT A: the ZBA accepted and marked the letter from Robin Coburn, Design 55 

Review Board member, to Mr. Weinstein as Exhibit A.  56 
 57 

ZBA QUESTIONS/COMMENTS 58 

Mr. Swayze asked what the DRB’s objection was to the proposed roof over the deck area. 59 

Ms. Warden replied that as proposed it would increase the square footage allowed.  60 

 61 

Mr. Weinstein said that the DRB objected to increase of square footage unless he could 62 

find an offset to the additional square footage. The roof over the deck could be reduced 63 

by 3’ for a 30 square foot reduction.  64 

 65 

Mr. Weinstein pointed to the front and back porches using the Listers’ card camp foot 66 

print sketch. Anything over a room was a ceiling and not considered a ‘deck’. He had 67 

pointed out the impervious deck material to the DBR during a site visit, said Mr. 68 

Weinstein. 69 

 70 

Mr. Fisher said that there didn’t appear to be any permit paperwork for that storage area. 71 

Mr. Weinstein replied no. In the DRB findings regarding the deck area the DRB called it 72 

a ‘grey’ area. There were no plans to enclose the porch if it was roofed over. The ZBA 73 

could make that a condition, suggested Mr. Weinstein. 74 

 75 

Mr. Fisher stated that there have been a steady progression at the camps that these 76 

‘rooms’ are roofed over, and then enclosed for bedrooms. That was a concern, said Mr. 77 

Fisher. 78 

 79 

Mr. Fisher asked for clarification regarding a proposed walkway. Mr. Weinstein said that 80 

the walk out to the existing roof doesn’t add to the square footage. The DRB said they 81 

had no problem with it, said Mr. Weinstein. 82 

 83 

Mr. Pualwan read Town regulations, Table 2.7, Shoreland District, regarding alterations 84 

and Section 5.4(a), alterations or expansions related to a building footprint of a roof that 85 

doesn’t exceed 7 percent of an area occupied. A question was the storage area ‘deck’ 86 

considered a roof and you walk on it. Was the room added by a previous owner, asked 87 

Mr. Pualwan.  88 

Ms. Warden asked if the existing 280 square foot porch had no roof. Mr. Weinstein 89 

replied that there was no roof. The 1,572 square foot camp included the 280 square foot 90 
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porch, said Mr. Weinstein. Ms. Warden asked for clarification that the camp was 1,572 91 

square feet and the two porches were a total of 595 square feet. 92 

 93 

Mr. Tenney asked if the storage space below the porch and the porch itself could be 94 

considered as two stories. Ms. Warden said that calculated to a total of 2,185 square feet. 95 

Was that with the storage area included, asked Ms. Warden.  96 

 97 

In response to a question of a foot print calculation for a 7 percent coverage, Ms. Warden 98 

said to take one story for a total of 1,440 square feet. 99 

 100 

Mr. Weinstein said that he had calculated that the coverage was over. If the square 101 

footage was added up as 1,720 + 132 + 280 + 315, then it definitely was over, said Mr. 102 

Weinstein. 103 

 104 

Mr. Pualwan said that the ZBA couldn’t approve anything if the alteration, or expansion 105 

was over the 7 percent. Mr. Swayze said that he calculated it as 762 square feet as 7 106 

percent of the lot. 107 

 108 

Mr. Pualwan re-read the definition of alterations and gross floor area. There may be 109 

issues with the gross floor area given there was an increase of gross floor area, said Mr. 110 

Pualwan.  111 

 112 

Mr. Tenney suggested that porches were not an increase in the gross floor area. But the 113 

balcony facing the lake would increase the gross floor area. The amended proposal 114 

includes a door to the balcony, said Mr. Tenney. 115 

 116 

Mr. Fisher pointed out that the increased 18 square footage proposed on the bump out 117 

dining area would be offset by a reduction of the porch roof. 118 

 119 

Mr. Pualwan asked what the dimensions of the new proposed porch upstairs were. Mr. 120 

Weinstein replied it was 15’ across by 7.5’ for 358 square feet. 121 

 122 

Mr. Fisher asked the applicant to provide an over head view of the footprint. 123 

 124 

Mr. Pualwan asked if there was anything regarding the definition of alteration related to a 125 

half circle porch that the ZBA needed to review. 126 

 127 

Mr. Swayze asked if the ZBA ever reviewed a Conditional Use request for alterations of 128 

a camp that exceeded the 7 percent. Ms. Warden replied yes. Mr. Swayze asked what did 129 

the ZBA decide in those instances where they heard a case for alterations that were 130 

already over the 7 percent. Mr. Fisher said that it would take some research. The camps 131 

have existed for a long time and zoning regulations have changed over time. What might 132 

have been approved for camps over the 7 percent back then may have been governed by 133 

different regulations, explained Mr. Fisher. 134 

 135 
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Mr. Weinstein asked the ZBA to consider what public interest would be regarding either 136 

of the 2 changes. The camp was on its last legs. He was trying to make it nicer while 137 

maintaining its historic character, said Mr. Weinstein. 138 

 139 

Mr. Pualwan asked if Mr. Weinstein wanted the ZBA to consider the design in part, or as 140 

a whole with the changes as proposed. Mr. Weinstein replied that he would want to 141 

proceed if the ZBA could get to a ‘yes’ with either one, or two of the changes. 142 

 143 

Mr. Fisher said that he would like to see the whole walkway plan to make sure no more 144 

of the cedars would be lost when take the excavators went in and big stone were laid. Mr. 145 

Weinstein said that was one of the requirements he gave to Distinctive Landscaping. He 146 

didn’t want the roots damaged and to minimize contact with the trees. He was not talking 147 

about digging down. There would be surface application of stone. All topsoil has been 148 

washed away, said Mr. Weinstein.  149 

 150 

There was discussion regarding a proposal to cull one dead tree, a small tree next to that, 151 

and a suggestion to move the walkway further from the trees. 152 

 153 

Mr. Fisher summarized that he would like to receive a more detailed plan with square 154 

footage noted, the size of equipment to be used around the trees, and an over head 155 

drawing of the foot print.  156 

 157 

Mr. Weinstein said if the ZBA could not get to a ‘yes’ on the walkout that was OK. He 158 

would e-mail overhead views of the plans the next day and forward an e-mail from 159 

Distinctive Landscaping with a summary of the landscaping intent from Charlie Prout, 160 

said Mr. Weinstein.  161 

 162 

Mr. Pualwan asked to have the materials by February 3rd then the ZBA would include 163 

that information in deliberations. The ZBA had 45 days from closing a hearing to render 164 

a decision, explained Mr. Pualwan. 165 

 166 

MOTION by Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Webster, to close the hearing regarding a 167 

request by David Weinstein and Erin Hanley, 2750 Thompson’s Point Road, for 168 

Conditional Use approval for alterations to the existing structure; and that the 169 

applicant has until 02/03/2014 to submit further relevant drawings, or materials for 170 

the ZBA to take up in Deliberative Session as follows: 171 

 A more detailed plan with square footage noted. 172 

 An over head drawing of the foot print. 173 

 The size of equipment to be used around the trees. 174 

VOTE: 5 ayes; motion carried. 175 
 176 

CONTINUATION: APPEAL OF HAL EVANS, 181 WINDSWEPT LANE, OF 177 

THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR’S DECISION THAT A PERMIT FOR A 178 

HOME OCCUPATION IS REQUIRED BECAUSE THEIR BUSINESS DOES 179 

NOT QUALIFY AS AN ACCEPTED AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES 180 

EXEMPTION.  PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE RURAL ZONING DISTRICT. 181 
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Hal Evans and Ben Durant, owners, and Claudine Safar, attorney, appeared on behalf of 182 

the appeal application. 183 

 184 

STAFF NOTES 185 

Mr. Pualwan read staff notes. The hearing was first opened 01/08/2014, and continued to 186 

01/15/2014. A site visit was conducted on 01/24/2014 at 4:30 p.m. 187 

 188 

SITE VISIT: 189 

Mr. Tenney reported that Mr. Pualwan, Mr. Fisher, Mr. Webster and Mr. Tenney 190 

attended the site visit. Mr. Evans, Mr. Durant, owners, Ms. Safar, attorney, and Mr. 191 

Russell, an abutting neighbor, were present. The ZBA inspected the barn and equipment 192 

in the barn. There was a discussion regarding boundary lines and the compost location. 193 

Equipment was examined. The ZBA members received a brief summary of the operation. 194 

They walked around the exterior of the barn, explained Mr. Tenney. 195 

 196 

Mr. Durant said he had nothing to add regarding the site visit. 197 

 198 

APPLICANT COMMENTS 199 

Ms. Safar submitted three documents that included an affidavit signed by Tom Mansfield, 200 

an amended lease agreement, dated 01/29/2014. 201 

 202 

EXHIBIT J, EXHIBIT K and EXHIBIT L, three submitted documents were 203 

accepted and marked as Exhibit J, Exhibit K and Exhibit L. 204 
 205 

Ms. Safar explained that at the last two hearings the ZBA said they didn’t know what was 206 

said when the applicants met with Tom Mansfield in July. Exhibit J explains what Mr.  207 

Mansfield contemplated, and answers that question.  Exhibit J was a teleconference with 208 

Tom Mansfield that included the Town Attorney, Joe McLean. The affidavit was 209 

approved by Mr. McLean, and Mr. Mansfield signed the affidavit. The facts have not 210 

changed.  211 

 212 

Ms. Safar read the affidavit document into the record. The conversation between Mr. 213 

Durant, Mr. Evans and Mr. Mansfield shows that Mr. Mansfield knew that grapes would 214 

be transported in from the Grand Isle farm by truck. Mr. Mansfield was given copies of 215 

the leases for the operation. Tom had seen the barn and was familiar with the location. He 216 

knew that no grapes were grown at the barn property, stated Ms. Safar.  217 

 218 

Ms. Safar reviewed Exhibit K, a new lease between Mr. Evans and Mr. Durant related to 219 

planting grapes in the spring at the Charlotte barn location. It was important to note what 220 

Wendy Anderson was told when she rendered an opinion in response to Mr. Mansfield’s 221 

e-mail. She was told that grapes came from offsite. She wasn’t told there was a lease, or 222 

that grapes were grown on a farm in Grand Isle. Mr. Mansfield relied on Ms. Anderson’s 223 

opinion. Mr. Mansfield had a visit from Charles Russell and that prompted Mr. Mansfield 224 

to contact Ms. Anderson. That was relevant evidence on why Mr. Mansfield made a 225 

reversal, said Ms. Safar.  226 

 227 
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Mr. Pualwan asked if any of this was supportive that Tom’s July opinion was a formal 228 

opinion. Mr. Durant said it says we came to him for a determination and he rendered one. 229 

He didn’t post it, but it was in writing. So, yes it does support it, said Mr. Durant. 230 

 231 

Mr. Webster asked when the applicants started the first batch of wine. Mr. Durant replied 232 

that it was immediately after Mr. Mansfield issued a determination in July. They went 233 

and got Federal approval to ferment grapes into wine from the Alcohol, Tobacco, Tax 234 

and Trade Bureau and state approvals. In August they installed plumbing and electrical 235 

upgrades at the barn and moved the equipment in at the end of August. The grapes were 236 

trucked in and the process started in September, said Mr. Durant.  237 

 238 

Ms. Safar said that once the Zoning Administrator (ZA) made a determination in July, the 239 

appellant’s have spent $93,936.50 to get the operation up and going. They relied upon the 240 

ZA determination, said Ms. Safar. Mr. Evans stated that he also put in a lot of man hours 241 

in the operation as well. Mr. Durant said that the expenses also included the Town of 242 

Charlotte appeal fee. 243 

 244 

Mr. Pualwan stated that the cost to the appellants was not relevant to the ZBA hearing. 245 

Ms. Safar replied that a decision was made; it was un-appealable, and therefore final. The 246 

appellants went forward upon the ZA determination, reiterated Ms. Safar. 247 

 248 

Ms. Safar reviewed Exhibit K, an amended lease of the barn and 2.48 acres of land near 249 

the barn to plant grapes that included the area around the barn for composting. Ms. Safar 250 

read Section 1.02 of the lease to expand the lease for planting grapes. The ZBA could 251 

condition approval of the use as an agricultural use pending the planting of grapes, said 252 

Ms. Safar. 253 

 254 

Mr. Swayze asked for clarification regarding a letter to the ZBA, dated 12/16/2013, that 255 

an administrative official of the Town that rendered a decision becomes final and can’t be 256 

revoked. Does that mean in all aspects, asked Mr. Swayze. Ms. Safar replied yes. As per 257 

state statute 4465, said Ms. Safar. Mr. Swayze said that state statute is a body of law. 258 

Would you say that a ZA determination of an agricultural practice was outside his scope, 259 

asked Mr. Swayze. Ms. Safar replied it doesn’t matter. Tom Mansfield relies on the Town 260 

zoning regulations that says if it was an agricultural practice then it was exempt from 261 

Town oversight. He could have said he needed to confer with the Department of 262 

Agriculture, but he didn’t, said Ms. Safar. 263 

 264 

Mr. Durant explained that he and Mr. Evans brought a copy of the AAP’s to the July 265 

meeting with Tom Mansfield, and copies of the leases. It all was a part of the discussion. 266 

They didn’t gloss over any issue and he understood that as per the affidavit he signed, 267 

said Mr. Durant. 268 

 269 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 270 

Ms. Wittpenn, an abutting neighbor, said that she was learning about what the Town 271 

zoning allowed versus agricultural practices. It was a question of the appeal of Tom 272 

Mansfield’s decision. As a neighbor, she didn’t know that anything was happening until 273 
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it happened. She wanted to make sure what was done was done right. When could she 274 

have appealed Mr. Mansfield’s decision, asked Ms. Wittpenn.  275 

 276 

Ms. Safar explained that Ms. Wittpenn could have appealed at any time once she became 277 

aware of the activity. She could do a late appeal. Lack of notice doesn’t go to the issue of 278 

an appeal. As soon as someone becomes aware of something, then it was incumbent upon 279 

them to appeal at that time. People can’t sit on their hands. Ms. Wittpenn could ask the 280 

court for a late appeal and the court would grant it, said Ms. Safar. 281 

 282 

Mr. Pualwan said the Mansfield affidavit was submitted tonight. If Tom’s July e-mail 283 

was intended as a formal decision would that be when the appeal period started, asked 284 

Mr. Pualwan.  285 

 286 

Ms. Wittpenn explained that she did contact an attorney. He didn’t tell her she could 287 

appeal prior times, but by being at the hearings she has a right to appeal a ZBA decision, 288 

said Ms. Wittpenn. 289 

 290 

Mr. Durant said if this had been noticed and appealed it would have been better for us. 291 

Then they wouldn’t have acted and spent $95,000 on the barn operation. He understood 292 

how the lack of an appeal hurts Ms. Wittpenn, but it hurts them too, said Mr. Durant. 293 

 294 

Mr. Evans asked what’s the different between seeing a notice on a crowded cork board in 295 

Town Hall versus viewing all the activity at the barn. There were power trucks, activity, 296 

and traffic going on, said Mr. Evans. 297 

 298 

Mr. Pualwan asked if Exhibit K, a lease to plant grapes, was done make it fit into the 299 

ZBA interpretation of what was on site production. Ms. Safar replied that it was not a 300 

concession of a proper interpretation of what was on site. The applicants would plant and 301 

grow grapes at the barn if it made the ZBA happy, said Ms. Safar. 302 

 303 

Mr. Pualwan reviewed the following two points: 304 

 The applicants have submitted documentation regarding the “…more than 50 305 

percent were principally produced on the farm” question. 306 

 A question whether the activity fits an agricultural exemption of ‘on site 307 

production’; if on site meant that produce was grown on site. The ZBA thinks the 308 

interpretation was ‘produce grown on site.’ The applicants have submitted an 309 

affidavit. 310 

 311 

Mr. Fisher said that the ‘more than 50 percent’ information has been provided. 312 

 313 

Mr. Webster asked what the time frame was for producing grapes at the Charlotte site.  314 

Mr. Durant replied that it would be two years before they would get a bumper crop. It 315 

wouldn’t be as much as at the Grand Isle farm, said Mr. Durant.  316 

 317 

Mr. Durant said that regarding the on site production of wine versus growing grapes on 318 

site, he recalled that Mr. Murphy stated at the last hearing that it was like processing a 319 
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product on the second floor of the Old Brick Store and calling it agriculturally exempt. 320 

The  Evans’ property was zoned agricultural, and producing wine was an agricultural 321 

practice. They would like to put in 2 acres of vines and grow grapes there. It would be a 322 

win-win, said Mr. Durant.  323 

 324 

Mr. Pualwan asked what the estimated amount of grapes or volume would be from the 325 

Charlotte operation. He was getting to the $1,000 value of produce related to the relative 326 

value of the grapes, said Mr. Pualwan. Mr. Durant replied that at Grand isle he gets 327 

$80,000 value of grapes on 11-12 acres. In Charlotte it would be 2 acres at one-sixth the 328 

production. On a per acre yield you can get several tons of grapes per acre at $52,000 on 329 

the wholesale market. He could easily sell that to Shelburne Vineyards for that amount. 330 

One reason why they were not at 100 percent of their own grapes - it takes a lot of land, 331 

resources and time. We’re talking about principally produced on the farm, clarified Mr. 332 

Durant. 333 

 334 

Ms. Wittpenn asked why the appellants were seeking an agricultural exemption versus a 335 

Home Occupation. Mr. Pualwan pointed out that they have already gone over that. It was 336 

a part of the appeal of Tom Mansfield’s reversal that they should apply for a Home 337 

Occupation. They were appealing based on that what they were doing was an agricultural 338 

exemption. It was something for the ZBA to consider, explained Mr. Pualwan. 339 

 340 

EXHIBIT M, e-mails 01/28/2014, from Joe McLean to Diane Zamos, Department of 341 

Agriculture, were accepted and marked as Exhibit M. 342 
 343 

Mr. Pualwan reviewed Exhibit M, an e-mail from Joe McLean to Diane Zamos, 344 

Agriculture Department, cc’d to Ms. Safar, Mr. Murphy, and Ms. Warden, dated 345 

01/28/2014. It was a request for clarification of agricultural regulations and an e-mail 346 

chain initiated with Joe Mclean, said Mr. Pualwan. 347 

 348 

Ms. Safar said she provided the facts to Mr. McLean as we believed it to be. Mr. Pualwan 349 

asked if this would be a more complete set of facts. The ZBA was waiting to hear back 350 

from Ms. Zamos, said Mr. Pualwan. 351 

 352 

Ms. Safar said that Diane promised to respond to Joe in one week to ten days, and 353 

suggested an alternate proposal to close the hearing with the exception of Ms. Zamos’ 354 

response. She thought the ZBA had heard enough information to come to a decision, said 355 

Ms. Safar. 356 

 357 

Mr. Pualwan said that he didn’t know when they would hear back from the Department 358 

of Agriculture. If the hearing was closed that might eat into the ZBA’s ability to make a 359 

decision, and/or the ability for the public to react to the information, said Mr. Pualwan. 360 

 361 

Charles Russell, an abutting neighbor, was sworn in. 362 

 363 
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Mr. Russell said that at the last hearing there was talk about sending a letter to the 364 

Department of Agriculture. His attorney, Liam Murphy, was not at this hearing. He 365 

would like to respond to the letter, or have Mr. Murphy at a hearing, said Mr. Russell. 366 

 367 

Mr. Russell stated that Joe McLean asked the agency the wrong question. The revised 368 

lease was done so that if they grew grapes there then it was agricultural. The question Joe 369 

should have asked was if making wine in a building was an agricultural practice. The 370 

ZBA was asked to rule on Tom’s ruling, not on later facts, said Mr. Russell.  371 

 372 

Ms. Safar explained that the property owner has right to submit revised use at any time. 373 

Joe had asked her to write the out the facts, said Ms. Safar. 374 

 375 

Mr. Russell said that he was not comfortable speaking to the ZBA since he was also a 376 

Selectboard member, which was why he hired Mr. Murphy to represent him. 377 

 378 

Ms. Safar said that Mr. Russell was a represented party. Mr. Murphy’s office could have 379 

sent another attorney in his place. His not showing up shouldn’t affect her client, said Ms. 380 

Safar. 381 

 382 

Mr. Pualwan said that he didn’t know what the content coming back from the agricultural 383 

agency was, or if would raise further questions. He was disinclined to close the hearing, 384 

said Mr. Pualwan. 385 

 386 

Mr. Fisher and Mr. Tenney spoke in support of waiting to hear back from the agricultural 387 

agency. 388 

 389 

There were no further questions from the ZBA, or public. 390 

 391 

Mr. Pualwan asked if there was any urgency for a decision. Ms. Safar replied that a 392 

decision now would minimize her client’s expenses.  393 

 394 

Mr. Evans said that if they were unable to continue doing business in Charlotte, then they 395 

needed to make changes to stay afloat. The longer it drags out the harder it was to do 396 

business, said Mr. Evans. 397 

 398 

MOTION by Mr. Fisher, seconded by Mr. Webster, to continue the appeal hearing 399 

of Hal Evans, 181 Windswept Lane, of the Zoning Administrator’s decision that a 400 

permit for a Home Occupation is required because their business does not qualify as 401 

an Accepted Agricultural Practices exemption to 02/12/2014, at 7:00 p.m. 402 

VOTE: 5 ayes; motion carried. 403 
 404 

ADJOURNMENT 405 
The ZBA meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m. 406 

 407 

Minutes respectfully submitted, Kathlyn Furr, Recording Secretary. 408 
Minutes subject to correction by the Charlotte Zoning Board of Adjustment. Changes, if any, will be 409 
recorded in the minutes at the next meeting of the Board. 410 


