
I attended the LUPC meeting on July 11.  I was not allowed to speak. I watched the 
commissioner's process of determining whether or not the IHT project lead by Philippe Jordi  
should have a full hearing or should be allowed to proceed on 13 year old permits without 
further review.

These are my perceptions of that night and this is what i took away from that meeting. 

A great deal of concern that  Philippe (it was never Mr Jordi or the IHT) has to start construction 
by September or he will lose his 13 year old permits .. this is an emergency situation and we 
don't want to hold Philippe up ..   public hearings take a long time .. do the neighbors have any 
new complaints ..  no, just the same ones (you know, the pesky issue of poisoning our wells and 
lake tashmoo, the lack of information on traffic impact on state road) .. well then i see no reason 
not to approve (by the way, the very same commissioner who said not much has changed in 13 
years is the same man who last night stood up at the vineyard haven selectmen's meeting and 
said that a 16 year old decision should be revisited because "tremendous changes" had 
occurred and it was certainly worth reexamining the situations and issues after such a long time)

Next, water ..  lots of mathematical gymnastics  going on here ..  how many acres can we say 
we are going to spread the nitrogen over - bridge was 24 but this is 14 but they are still under 
the limit ..  what is the system they are going to use ..  well, it says right here in Philippe's 
statement that "The wastewater is proposed to be denitrified.  The system has not yet been 
determined" ..  well, ok then ..  that's good enough for me  (there was no acknowledgement that 
the project was on FOUR clearcut acres and runoff could be an issue or that we are so focused 
on nitrogen that we are overlooking other hazards such as 40 bedrooms worth of phospates, 
bleach, shampoo, detergents, household cleaners or that it was determined 13 years ago that 
there wasn't enough water for the bridge project but suddenly there is enough water there ..  of 
course these issues couldn't be brought up because we were silenced)

Next traffic ..  do we have any traffic information .. no, she's been away but we'll have some 
later ..  ok no problem .. did bridge have a traffic study..  don't know,  can't find one ..  did they 
even do a traffic study ..  don't know but we passed it the last time so there must not have been 
a problem (no mention of the fact that this project is going to put a new road feeding into state 
road, and that maybe, just maybe, there might be some changes in traffic over the last 13 years)

Next reducing the buffer zone at state road from 200 feet to 100 feet ..  are they pines or oaks ..  
mostly oaks .. will that be a problem ..  i drove by there last winter and those oaks even without 
leaves really diffuse a lot ..  ok, then let's vote so Philippe can get started ..  wouldn't want to 
hold him up with a time consuming public hearing

So the LUPC passed a recommendation to say that the IHT project was not a new project but 
simply a modification of bridge housing even though it is a completely different design, they will 
be using ground water that somehow wasn't available 13 years ago but is now, they are putting 
a new road in off of state rd and no studies have been done on the impact of such a massive 
project over the recharge area.  It was embarrassing and infuriating to watch that elected body 
gloss over important issues and choose a solution that have many adverse consequences just 
so this can be built quickly.



This project raises many important issues, many of which are obvious and extremely complex - 
water pollution, traffic safety - and some that are passed over - destruction of natural habitat, 
quality of life for the existing neighborhood and to me an important philosophical position - how 
do we want to incorporate affordable housing into our current housing stock?   Should we 
integrate new housing into existing neighborhoods or do we try to solve the problem (and make 
our numbers look good) by building large housing projects whether or not they are appropriate 
to the surroundings.  These are the issues that i think should have been the deciding factors, 
not whether or not Philippe can meet his construction deadlines to keep his 13 year old permits.

At the very first meeting to consider the Bridge Housing Project at a church in Vineyard Haven 
an elected town official looked down from the dais and said - don't waste your time, this is a 
done deal.  I felt the same way last week, when i realized that even if we had been allowed to 
express our concerns, it was a done deal.  I expected more, then and now, from our elected 
officials.

Carol Collins 
Vineyard Haven


