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Kathleen Ramsay

From: Heather Seeley <seeleyhj@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 12:52 PM

To: Kathleen Ramsay

Subject: Fwd: Parker Property Plans

FYI 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Leon H Smith <fareedlhs@hotmail.com> 
Date: Wed, Jul 14, 2021, 12:45 PM 
Subject: Re: Parker Property Plans 
To: brian11.carpenter@gmail.com <brian11.carpenter@gmail.com>, seeleyhj@gmail.com <seeleyhj@gmail.com>, 
firesafe@gmavt.net <firesafe@gmavt.net>, dbrown9926@gmail.com <dbrown9926@gmail.com>, 
lindseyfuentes@gmail.com <lindseyfuentes@gmail.com>, Fkhan63@icloud.com <Fkhan63@icloud.com>, 
bethechangeestherthomas@gmail.com <bethechangeestherthomas@gmail.com> 
 

Hello again, 
 
Briefly following up on last night's discussion: 

 One important word came up last night - equity. How would equity be served if the town now grants a 
right of way to a new resident, who is proposing a much larger impact (multiple employees, 
agricultural business, etc) on the corner, when a long-time resident of the area, John Reynolds, was 
specifically denied the right of way for a residential project and was subsequently limited to selling his 
land to the Town? The Town took very directed action in downgrading the road to a trail, with the 
expressed intent of prohibiting future access. Regardless of whether the curb cut meets current 
standards, the right was denied before. The rules of the game shouldn't change depending on who is 
applying. If the town now grants a right of way, would they consider granting a right of way to John 
Reynolds and selling the parcel back to him at cost? Lastly, Mr. Parker will surely be upset if the right of 
way is denied, but the Town will have acted based on its own established precedent. And to expand on 
Jenn's comment last night - Mr. Parker should have researched and then secured a right of way before 
purchasing the property, if he was intent on such a project. I most certainly would have done so. 

 From 1999 to 2021, has safety on the corner improved? Or has the addition of bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic, coupled with the increase in motor vehicle traffic, the addition of a new driveway for the Pham 
parcel and a parking spot for the Bushey Cemetery, made the corner even more dangerous? 

 The existence of other dangerous intersections does not support the addition of a new one. Further, 
there are MANY existing roads, structures, etc. throughout Vermont that would not meet current State 
and Local standards. Would we allow a new home to be constructed with a substandard septic system, 
just because there are substandard septic systems that exist in Middlebury? Would we allow wetlands 
to be drained, because existing farms have done so in the past? 

 One option for consideration that was not discussed is to deny the right of way with the condition that 
the SB would revisit the issue should Mr. Parker exhaust his other options: be denied access through 
the existing right of way or prove unable to obtain an alternative right of way. Mr. Parker could 
approach Roger Dutton for a right of way, for instance. 
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Leon H Smith 
 

From: Leon H Smith <fareedlhs@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 13, 2021 2:44 PM 
To: brian11.carpenter@gmail.com <brian11.carpenter@gmail.com>; seeleyhj@gmail.com <seeleyhj@gmail.com>; 
firesafe@gmavt.net <firesafe@gmavt.net>; dbrown9926@gmail.com <dbrown9926@gmail.com>; 
lindseyfuentes@gmail.com <lindseyfuentes@gmail.com>; Fkhan63@icloud.com <Fkhan63@icloud.com>; 
bethechangeestherthomas@gmail.com <bethechangeestherthomas@gmail.com> 
Subject: Fw: Parker Property Plans  
  

Good afternoon, 
 
Please see the e-mail I sent last month to Brian and Heather regarding the Parker proposals. I noticed this 
wasn't included in correspondence in the SB packet. 
 
I would also like to add to my previous comments that a grave injustice will be done to John Reynolds, who 
was denied the right of way, if the Parkers are granted one. I strongly hope that the Select Board will honor its 
past actions and not grant a right of way. 
 

From: Leon H Smith 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2021 9:22 AM 
To: brian11.carpenter@gmail.com <brian11.carpenter@gmail.com>; seeleyhj@gmail.com <seeleyhj@gmail.com> 
Subject: Parker Property Plans  
  

Good evening, 
 
I would like to share my concerns regarding the development plans for the Parker parcel off Washington 
Street Extension. I have hiked, hunted and otherwise enjoyed this parcel for about 10 years and know it 
intimately. Further, I live in Sugarwood Court and often drive through Bushey's Corner. 
 
My main concern regards the proposed access road. Bushey's Corner is dangerous. Already one has to be on 
the lookout for pedestrians and cyclists - many folks come off the TAM and head along the old town road to 
the corner and continue onward to various destinations. In addition, this corner is a critical wildlife corridor 
between the forest surrounding Chipman Hill and the farmlands to the East of the Parker parcel. Deer, in 
particular, use this corner to discreetly cross - and I, along with many others, have had close calls - especially 
at night. Further, fragmenting wildlife habitat and disrupting crossings is something that should be avoided as 
much as infringing on wetlands. Add to this the erratic driving that is often encountered on roads outside of 
the center of town. Simply moving the road cut up or down along the Parker frontage isn't really going to 
improve the situation - it will add another element of danger, no matter where it is on that stretch. One 
should also keep in mind that a new driveway was added for the Pham parcel (also formerly Bushey land), not 
far from the corner. 
 
Further, the access road would proceed through what are Class III wetlands, through ledges, the forest and so 
on for about 1/2 mile before arriving at the meadow. It seems asinine to pursue such a long arduous access, 
when an existing agricultural access of a few hundred feet, albeit through Class II wetlands, is available and 
could be upgraded with much less impact on wetlands, wildlife, etc. The meadow is already accessed 
seasonally by agricultural vehicles through Painter Hills. Asking Mr. Parker to pursue a permit to upgrade this 
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access seems the wisest option. I understand that residents of Painter Hills are concerned about traffic to and 
from the proposed Parker farm/residence/retreat. However, the increase of personal vehicle traffic is not 
overly onerous. In addition, with onsite barns, outbuildings, etc., agricultural vehicles (tractors and such) 
would be mostly kept onsite. 
 
Lastly, I am also concerned about the scale of the proposed farm/residence/retreat. If the proposed 
development was just for a small homestead - I don't see much controversy. However, it appears that Mr. 
Parker seeks to grow his operation to include quite a lot of activities - a retreat, ponds, 5 employees, a rental 
apartment, a 4-bedroom home, and so on. Regardless of Mr. Parker's intentions, I don't really see this site as 
suitable for that level of activity. He is proposing thousands of gallons of septic tanks, and a lot of 
infrastructure that doesn't really seem in line with his stated environmental efforts. Once open land is 
developed, roads are built and infrastructure in place - there is no going back. We have already lost a lot of 
open land to misguided development. I am not opposed to property owners developing their property, 
however with what I know about the parcel, I don't see Mr. Parker's grandiose plans to be in line with what is 
right for the agricultural or forest district portions of the parcel. And it is not in fitting with the larger picture 
for Middlebury. I suggest limiting the project. 
 
I will try to be in attendance at future SB meetings to comment. 
 
Leon H Smith 
70 Sugarwood Court 
Middlebury, VT 05753 
(802) 771-5434 


