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I am writing to add my voice to the current Request for Determination 
ZP-21-560, at 164 N. Willard St.  


We strongly oppose Mr. Purvis’ newest attempt to legitimize his Lawn Parking as 
a gravel structure.   If successful, Mr. Purvis will have overturned the 2015 DRB 
decision, which has been upheld on appeal at the Superior and Vermont 
Supreme Court.  We don’t believe that the Burlington Zoning Department has 
the power to overturn a decision handed down by the state’s highest Court.  


Mr. Purvis has not and cannot demonstrate parking in this area has been 
consistent through years nor that a gravel structure has continually existed in 
this area.  There are many years with missing photos, and many of the photos 
provided are inconclusive or irrelevant to his claims. He has submitted several 
letters from neighbors, with circumstantial evidence, but no real proof of the 
supposed “structure”. 


Furthermore, Mr. Purvis should not be trusted with a “gravel structure” in this 
area, even if he says that it will not be used for parking. He has claimed that 
“there are many vehicle uses on this gravel structure in addition to parking”.   
This would not only contradict the decision of the Vermont Supreme Court to 
“return” to green space, but would violate the ordinance against lawn parking, 
which is defined as ingress and egress, as well as storage. 20-55 (f)(1-2) “Lawns 
or yards are defined for the purposes of this subsection to be any open space 
not approved by the department of planning and zoning as an area for vehicular 
egress and ingress or parking.” Since me Purvis claims that his truck is not 
“parking” by virtue of being “inoperable “, I would question whether it violates 
the ordinance against abandoned vehicles

  

Previously, Mr. Purvis has parked up to 4 cars in the area without setback to our 
property. He has driven his car into our fence (police report below). I guarantee 
he will use any structure legitimized in this area as a wedge issue for new legal 
action to permit further parking.  I would ask that the city use the tools of 
enforcement action to bring Mr. Purvis’ property in compliance as he has not 
shown himself to be a trusted partner in conditional use, even those conditions 
that he agreed to under legal settlements.




Mr. Purvis’ intentions are clear: In June of this year, when Mr. Purvis removed 
gravel from the Northern parking Lot, he actually deposited some of that gravel 
(from that illegal lot) to the south of the driveway. See photo below from June 27, 
2021.  So while claiming to comply with a legal settlement (on the North), he 
actually deepened the illegal construction of the structure (and parking) to the 
South. This is further evidence of Mr Purvis’ inability to comply, and an illegal 
expansion of the claimed structure.

 His derelict vehicle can be seen, parked both on the “strip” and the easement 

area. In previous filings, Mr. Purvis has gone so far as to essentially ask, “What is 
parking, anyway…” as if the City has no right to regulate this activity or the 
structures which allow it: 



Further Points:  


Hector LeClair:

The apparent 1968 permit has no site plan, makes no reference to gravel 
structure.  No site plan or structure can be inferred from the claimed permit.  Mr. 
Purvis’ assumptions on this matter should not be taken as fact. 


Former owner, Hector LeClair, submitted 2 affidavits to the city with regards to 
this issue.  He never mentions a zoning permit, which Mr. Purvis claims as the 
basis for the supposed structure.  If the supposed structure were related to the 
apparent permit, one would assume that Mr. LeClair would make the obvious 
reference. The link between the apparent permit and the claimed structure is 
tenuous and inferential.  


FUZZY PHOTOS:  Mr. Purvis sees what he hopes to see, without proof, to 
support his assumptions.  We ask that the city not accept his interpretations, 
and to require solid photo proof for all of the years that he claims the structure to 
be in continuous existence. 


“2004 GIS Photo”: Mottled areas cannot be clearly defined (for the purpose of 
this determination) as gravel structure.  In this photo, for example, the south of 
the driveway has light colors which match the grass of the yard at 158.  This 
cannot be accepted as proof of gravel structure. 


“2000 GIS Photo”:  Cars parked on grass, “lawn parking”, the surface cannot be 
reliably determined from this photo. 


“1999 Google Earth Image”:  fuzzy, pixelated blobs can not be construed to be a 
gravel structure. 


“1962 Ortho Photo”: extremely low resolution, trees completely block view of 
area in question. 


The MOST IMPORTANT photo that Mr. Purvis has submitted, is the one where 
he tells the truth: 



�
“Hey Joe,This is me creating the evening's hullabaloo!”         April 26,2014                          



After that day, and not before, Mr. Purvis decided that he must park cars on this 
area (1, then 2, 3 then 4 cars) to re-claim his imagined rights.  He decided he 
must drive his car into our fence to assert his vehicular dominance over our 
property (with police present—see attached report). Ever since then, he has 
sought, without success, to find legitimate reason for the City and his neighbors 
to accept his claims of parking and this supposed structure.  


We thank you for your investigation, and ask you to DENY Mr. Purvis assertion 
of a continuous gravel structure in this area. 


Sincerely, 


Joseph and Teresa Cleary

158 N Willard

























































