
          May 28, 2019  
Members of the Development Review Board, 
  
 Thank you for the opportunity to respond to Mr. Purvis’ recent submission re: 
Public Hearing on the Request for Determinations made for 164 N. Willard St.  The 
Chair of the DRB stated that the Board will accept a response dated today, a week after 
the Public Hearing.  

 I would like to note that the Board asked Mr. Purvis for a SITE PLAN for his 
property. The attached Site Plan appears to be incomplete.  Instead, the bulk  of the 
submission is devoted to an attempt to re-litigate his position re: “intent”, 
“abandonment” and “discontinuance”.  We will defer to the City Attorney to address 
these issues. With regard to the unsigned affidavits (drafts?) he attached, our focus has 
been, and continues to be, the parking which affects our property to the South of the 
driveway.  If it is helpful to clarify:  Mr. LeClair parked only on the driveway prior to 
building new parking on March 7, 2013, and primarily on the driveway after the 
construction.  There was no parking on the Southern area until April of 2014, 
approximately 9 months after Mr. Purvis purchased 164 N. Willard, and 17 months after 
we purchased our property.  Why, would Mr. LeClair, an elderly man whose medical 
claims have prevented him from participating in this process, park in the furthest corner 
(of the property) from the door?  It’s simply not credible.  After April of 2014, Mr. Purvis 
quickly escalated his parking from 1 car, adjacent and parallel to the large, paved 
driveway, to 4 cars, completely off of and perpendicular to the driveway.  In a short 
time, we witnessed Mr. Purvis make the “Southern” parking, on the Easement, the 
PRIMARY parking for his entire property. It is clear to any observer that it is the least 
suitable area for this use.  I have included photos below to show the construction of new 
parking, and the resulting increase of parking in this area.  

For members of the Board who live in the neighborhood, or would like to further their 
knowledge about Mr. Purvis property for this determination, we suggest a site visit—the 
gravel and paved parking areas which dominate the property are visible from N. Willard 
St. and Dan’s Court.  Mr. Purvis has at various times claimed the right to park 8 cars 
(2015 Rental Registration), 4 cars (2016 Proposal letter and Site Plan from Atty. 
Killoran, attached), and now 5 cars in the current submission.  Mr. Purvis has an 
objectively large paved driveway and a 3 car garage, which should be sufficient for the 
permitted use of the property.  At the very least, his parking should not, “…split the 
parking burden evenly between neighbors to the north and south of my property.”, as he 
stated in a recent communication.   

Mr. Purvis’ absolute refusal to address this violation—truly a simple change, to park in 
the driveway or Northern lot—and his continued Appeal of the 2015 DRB decision, led 
to the Discovery of other deficiencies with his property, according to the City.  



The Site Plan submitted by Mr. Purvis should be judged to be unsatisfactory by the 
Board and the City for a number of reasons:  It does not address specific limits of the 
parking areas.  This cannot be overstated:  enforceable, hard limits on the parking 
proposed should be required by the City. Since 2014, Mr. Purvis has insisted on 
parking cars on the Easement, with zero regard for setback, damage to property or 
safety of our family.  

Mr Purvis has amply demonstrated that he not comply voluntarily with any limits.  

The site plan contains almost illegible fine print, and is devoid of the normal detail 
required, therefore we assume that Mr. Purvis’ intent is to mislead the Board with a 
fuzzy proposal.  What are the proposed limits on parking—where will the parking stop?  
Mr. Purvis has a history of parking cars right up to our fence, even running his vehicle 
into it at times (see attached police report).  Notably, his site plan does not show parking 
on the DRIVEWAY. Without hard limits, we presume that this type of parking activity 
will continue, and therefore, if the board chooses to accept parking in this area, specific 
measures to limit vehicular access should be required.  These measures are seen all 
around our neighborhood—wooden parking barriers, landscaping which blocks vehicles, 
and appropriate signage.  We ask that the Board require a detailed site plan with 
appropriate measures to ensure that future use respect City Code.  For example, a 
physical barrier, built on Mr. Purvis property north of our shared boundary, would limit 
the vehicular usage, and provide sufficient setback of parking to our fence to satisfy our 
complaint.  

 Parsing the fine print (in yellow, on the site plan) regarding the Easement, I 
believe it reads:  “Easement depicted is per settlement agreement and not part of 164 lot 
coverage.” Even though we are not clear how the Easement is “depicted” in this plan,  we 
agree on the point re: Lot Coverage.  The Easement cannot be used for Lot Coverage or 
Parking for 164 N. Willard.  It was clearly depicted as green space in City Records for 
our Property in 2011.  See:  Zoning Permit 12-0277CA.  This permit was approved, not 
appealed by the previous owner of 164, and is therefore considered a defining document 
on this subject by the City with regard to use of this area.  Furthermore, it is 
recommended that the City check Mr. Purvis’ calculations with regard to Lot Coverage, 
as it appears he has omitted the flag-stone patio and walkway (which expands coverage) 
that he completed on April 23, 2019, even while this appeal was pending. 

I would like to thank the Board for their continued attention in this matter.  We 
respectfully ask that the Board uphold the Adverse Determination with regard to the 
Southern Parking. 

Sincerely,  

Joseph and Teresa Cleary  
Owners,  
158 N. Willard St.


