August 2, 2022
Steve Kappel, Chair
East Montpelier Development Review Board
40 Kelton Road
PO Box 157
East Montpelier, VT 05651
Via email:

sjkappel@gmail.com
zoning@eastmontpeliervt.org

RE: Kitchen Sync Subdivision Review – Response to Wheeldon letter of July 16, 2022
Dear Mr. Kappel,
I apologize for providing these comments this late in the process. I’ve intended to provide them verbally
at tonight’s hearing, but I am under the weather with Covid and will not be able to attend. Craig Chase will
be attending remotely in my absence, but I am more familiar will the prior proceedings.
I’d like to preface these comments by reinforcing that the proposed single‐family residences are a
permitted use in the Zone and none of the setback reductions, density averaging or other advantages
offered planned residential developments have been sought. This project is a straight up subdivision to be
reviewed under Section 6 of the LURD. It is not a Conditional Use (Section 5.5) or a Planned Residential or
Planned Unit Development (Section 5.6), so none of the criteria set forth under those Sections are
applicable to this project, except as reflected in Section 6.
As to the Wheeldon’s express, bulleted concerns, I have the flowing to offer in the order in which they
were presented:
1) Environmental impact assessment (LUDR Table 6.1 E, page 53) – All items under sub‐E of Table 6.1
are “as may be required by the DRB”. At initial application, a map of the inventoried natural
resources per the Town Plan was provided to the Board. The only identified resource in the vicinity
is Deer Wintering Area. The mapping is obviously in err as existing open areas are included in the
mapped DWA. It is true that the house site for Lots 3 and 4 are in DWA. But the impacted portion
is tiny and at the edge of an already fragmented DWA. When considered in relation to the very
large area of DWA running to the south and west of the property, the impact of this project is
minimal and certainly not undue. It should also be noted that the fabric of the DWA north of
Wheeler Road certainly gives the impression that those areas cleared around the homes were
once DWA as well.
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As this information was submitted at preliminary and the Board did not request a more formal
response as part of the Preliminary approval, the applicant has presumed that the Board requires
no additional Environmental Impact Assessment.
2) How to minimize the impact to the neighbors of living in a construction zone for the next 6‐8 years
(LUDR 5.5 E, page 47) – This comment refers to Conditional Use Review standards. As noted above,
the project is a permitted use and does not require Conditional Use Review.
3) The development's impact on the nearby wetlands (LUDR 5.6 D3, page 48) ‐ This comment refers
to standards for review of Planned Residential and Planned Unit Developments, neither of which
this project proposes. In addition, the potential for wetlands impacts was discussed at preliminary:
wetlands have been mapped and applicable buffers observed.
4) The stormwater and erosion control plan (LUDR Table 6.1 E, page 56) – All items under sub‐E of
Table 6.1 are “as may be required by the DRB”. Both the proposed stormwater mitigation
measures and the necessity of a State Construction Stormwater Discharge Permit (Erosion Control
Permit) were discussed at preliminary. The two proposed Bioretention Areas have been sized in
accordance with the Simplified Green Infrastructure model put forth by the VT League of City and
Towns and ANR to treat the first one inch of a rainfall event, the same water quality standard as
the VSMM. Areas not collected by the Bioretention, are discharged to vegetated areas where the
potential for downstream impacts is minimal.
As this information was submitted at preliminary and the Board did not request a comprehensive
stormwater design in conformance with the VSMM as part of the Preliminary approval, the
applicant has presumed that the Board requires no additional information.
5) Flood mitigation strategy (LUDR 6.7 E, page 56) – We can only presume that reference to 6.7F was
intended, but we see no flood mitigation strategy mentioned. The project is not located in the
Flood Hazard Area nor will it increase flooding potential in downstream areas.
6) Traffic impact analysis (5.5 C3, page 44; Table 6.1 E, page 53) – Again, Section 5.5 is Conditional
Use Review which this project is not subject to.
Table 6.1 E is, again, “as may be required by the DRB”. The project proposes four single‐family
residences served by a Town Highway. Neither the DRB, nor the Selectboard through their
approval of the two curb‐cut applications, have raised any concerns regarding the additional traffic
generated by the project which, on its face, would appear to double the traffic on the easterly end
of Wheeler Road. There really doesn’t appear to be any additional information to add to this
discussion.
Regarding the recurring question of “character of the area”. Character of the area is a Conditional Use
criteria established by Statute. From 24 VSA §4414(3)(A)(ii): The character of the area affected, as defined
by the purpose or purposes of the zoning district within which the project is located, and specifically stated
policies and standards of the municipal plan. So the character of the area is defined by the adopted zoning
and Town Plan, not by the perceptions of those already occupying a given area. I can only offer that the
single‐family residential use is a permitted use in the Zone and is the same use as the surrounding
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properties. If the one‐acre Lot density is the concern, that is a policy decision that has been made and duly
adopted by the Town of East Montpelier and is beyond the scope of this subdivision review.
And as far “living in construction zone” I can only offer a couple observations. No tradesman wants to be
working on a jobsite when he should be home with his family or otherwise enjoying personal time. But the
realities of the short Vermont construction season and owner demands sometimes necessitate working
when we’d rather not be. By in large, the work will be done during normal business hours, unlike most
homeowners who take care of yard maintenance duties after work hours. I’ve never heard anyone
suggest that mowing the lawn should be limited to 7‐5, five days a week…even if mowing until dark does
bother the neighbors.
Thank you for your consideration of this input.
Sincerely,

Kris Jurentkuff
Project Manager
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