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ORDINANCE COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, November 30, 2022 

Via Zoom (Remote) 

DRAFT MINUTES 

Members Present: Councilor Traverse (Chair), Councilor Hightower, Council President Paul 
(Ex-Officio) 

Staff Present: Kim Sturtevant (Acting City Attorney), Megan Tuttle (Director of Planning), Scott 
Gustin (Division Manager, Zoning, Permitting & Inspections) 

Others in Attendance: Barbara Headrick, Sharon Bushor, Councilor Gene Bergman,  

 

Meeting called to order at 6:04 PM. 

1.0   Agenda 

     1.01 Motion to adopt/amend agenda 

Motion to Adopt Agenda as is. 
Motion by Councilor Hightower, Seconded by Councilor Paul 
Final Resolution: Motion Passes 
Yes: Unanimous 

 

2.0   Public Forum 

  Barbara H: On line 579 – insert “reducing SOB trips” as that would complement reducing vehicle 
miles traveled and avoids redundancy. On line 604 – suggests language to be changed so metrics should be 
set, and performance should be measured, the current language is not about achieving progress, there should 
be metrics like reducing SOB trips, reducing number of cars parked on the street, reducing number of 
resident who use cars, etc. On line 613 – it is important to measure on-site parking vs off-site parking 
because it will be difficult to measure TDM efficacy, measuring the two metrics will be a good tell-tale if 
TDM is working. On line 641 – the word ‘restrict’ should be included. On line 645 – it doesn’t indicate if 
what happens if a building is occupied and if the building developer doesn’t follow TDM guidelines, there’s 
no consequence. On line 670 – insert “advanced degree students”. On line 679 – insert “an analysis of by 
population segment” 

 Sharon B: Mentioned the ADA component at the last meeting, so in the interim reached out Scott 
Gustin, Bill Ward, and Kim Annelli. Doesn’t have proposed language, but if a developer develops in a site 
downtown that has access to other parking off -site (like parking garage), then the developer may not be 
required to provide as much ADA parking on-site. If the only ADA parking is off-site, that can be very 
problematic for a physically disabled individual. Especially when ADA accessible people visit Burlington, 
that eliminates spaces needed for visitors. It would be harmful to exclude people with disabilities from new 
developments, this ordinance change is a great way to ensure they have proper consideration.  

 Councilor Bergman: Echoed Barbara’s note on the importance of metrics because this TDM 
provision is an on-going process. Emphasized that this ordinance will not be perfect, it will need changing 
in the future most likely. Emphasized Sharon’s points while also adopting a flexible, practical ordinance 
change. Hopes the committee considers his own proposal as many different groups have provided valuable, 
meaningful feedback.  
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3.0 Adopt Minutes from 11/22/2022 

Motion to Adopt Minutes from 11/22/2022. 
Motion by Councilor Paul, Seconded by Councilor Hightower 
Final Resolution: Motion Passes 
Yes: Unanimous. 
 
 
4.0 Committee Discussion 

4.01 Discussion of Minimum and Maximum Parking  

 
Councilor Hightower: On the ADA comments from public hearing, agrees largely with the sentiment. Folks 
dealing with disabilities are much less likely to have a private vehicle and are more likely to use public 
transportation. Emphasized the importance of not just stripping parking, but bolstering some off the support 
services used under ADA to ensure the typically underserved group has greater access to things that help 
them.  
 
Councilor Traverse: Agreed that the ADA component is incredibly important going forward when 
discussing this ordinance change. More flexibility is needed, for example if a particular development draws 
interest in living from the ADA community, then the development should be able to tailor their TDM 
strategy around that notion.  
 
Scott G: Confirmed that there has not been a single development approved yet without parking, all instances 
parking is a part of the plans.  
 Megan T: Followed up with context from other places where minimum parking requirements are 
eliminated – there is no mandate around where and how accessible parking should be made available, 
although going above and beyond the bare minimum for parking is emphasized.  
 
Councilor Paul: Agreed that physically handicapped individuals would not use CarShare, or any other 
public transportation, because their personal vehicle is likely equipped to meet their specific needs. 
Recognizing that ADA available parking does not seem to be mandated in other localities, she’s heard from 
multiple constituents that they’d like to see accessible parking expanded and thinks it should certainly be 
considered.  
 Councilor Traverse: Agreed but also recognized the intention of eliminating minimum parking and 
TDM is to maximize space for development. A dense, walkable city is a notion that is shared by multiple 
Councilors, it’s just a matter of striking a balance between providing enough ADA accessible spaces and 
maximizing the land use for future development.  
 Councilor Bergman: Expanded on Ben’s points – the goal is to build a ‘missing middle’ residential 
base. Again, reiterated the notion that this ordinance will not be perfect, but should do it’s best to consider 
the many different facets this intersects with.  
 
Sharon B: There are different levels of disabilities, some are high-functioning whereas others may have 
more of their life affected by their physical disability. It is important not to group up everyone into one 
category.  
 
The Committee reviewed the ordinance to determine how best to proceed on TDM. 
 
Councilor Traverse: Last time, the annual meeting language was removed; but, the educative material that 
is to be distributed should happen annually.  
 Councilor Bergman: Suggested allowing the material to be available on site, year-round.  
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 Councilor Hightower: Would like to see the sample materials to determine whether the info 
sessions would be a full-fledged roadmap for TDM, or a general TDM awareness campaign. 
 Megan T: Said between Planning and P&I, should be able to generate some basic informational 
examples, but cautioned against writing whom specifically is tasked with creating the informational 
documents into ordinance. Should only put Planning into the ordinance if the intent is for there to be a sign 
consistently posted in buildings/developments pertaining to TDM.  
 Scott G: Echoed not writing the guidelines into the ordinance, it is too restraining and makes for 
more difficulties when creating educational material.  
 
In Section B, where the number of dwelling units establishes the TDM requirements that must be followed, 
a table is needed to discern the difference between what’s required. There can be no confusion in 
exemptions so a table is a good means to help resolve the issue.  
 
In the Applicability section, include an administrative amendment option to allow for flexibility in TDM 
strategies to align with the permit applied after a certain date.  
 
The group determined to change the parking utilization study going annually for 7 years in a row to 
determine the efficacy of TDM strategy and how they can be maneuvered to maximize its efficiency.  
 
Remove the language from Section C (Parking Management), #3. More flexible language included in case 
a developer does not use CarShare, but if they do, establishes where the parking space should be located. 
 
On addressing Barbara’s comment on line 480 – wants to make clear the distinction between single 
occupancy vehicles and carpool/CarShare/etc when tracking vehicle miles traveled (VMT). The committee 
agreed to effectuate that change by adding “single occupant vehicle usage”. 
 
Scott G: Under the maximum parking exemptions section, add another group of exemptions (#6 Driveways: 
Parking for residential uses…) 
 
Councilor Traverse: How can the TDM strategies section be expanded? 
 Megan T: On the requirement of having developers provide bus pass/CarShare to their residents if 
they don’t have parking, it gets close to exaction. Exaction is when a municipality takes something from a 
developer without clearly identifying what the intent of the thing being claimed is intended to be used for. 
More time would be needed to determine if this strategy would be appropriate for the City, as now it would 
seem too arbitrary. The study needs to be conducted to know.  
 
The committee agreed to expand and be more flexible in terms of the TDM strategies the ordinance will 
allow developers to adhere to. This is likely something that will be revisited once the TDM study is 
conducted and completed so now it is important to just have options. Care/bike share passes should be free 
for the residents, paid for by the developer if they do not have parking. Each development needs to adhere 
to at least two of the TDM strategies so they will be leaving them at broader scale for the time being. The 
committee made several smaller changes to the language of the strategies section to ensure that there are 
enough options for developers once the ordinance is in effect.  
 

Motion to warn the ordinance for public hearing on January 9th, as amended.  
Motion by Councilor Hightower, Seconded by Councilor Paul 
Final Resolution: Motion Passes 
Yes: Unanimous 
 
The committee will look to revisit some parts of the ordinance once the TDM study is ultimately completed, 
but for now would be beneficial to get this version of the ordinance in front of the full Council for vote – 
will go forward January 9th, 2023.  
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Scheduling of future meetings: 

 
Not scheduled. 
 

5.0 Adjournment 

Motion to Adjourn. 
Motion by Councilor Paul, Seconded by Councilor Traverse 
Final Resolution: Motion Passes 
Yes: Unanimous 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:52 PM.  

 

 

 

 



Councilors Traverse, Carpenter, Hightower, and Shannon,  

 

I'm writing to you as members of the Ordinance Committee with comments regarding the SEID 

proposed zoning.  Please add this email and its attached/linked docs to the public comment for 

the hearing. 

 

I sent out an email a few weeks ago to some neighbors with some thoughts about the proposed 

zoning changes, and asked for their thoughts in response.  I've compiled both my original email 

and all their (anonymized) responses in this Google Doc.  Please give them a read; there are 

some very thoughtful and insightful comments among the responses.   

 

My core concern with the proposed zoning is that eight stories is too tall for the South 

End.  There is a relationship, I think, between the overall size/density of a ci ty and the height of 

buildings that it can support and still function as a cohesive community with vibrant street 

life.  Big buildings work great in large cities, but they overwhelm the streetscape in a small city 

like Burlington.   

 

It's hard to visualize what buildings of different scales feel like in the abstract.  To help 

make it clear what we're talking about, I compiled a few images of eight and five story buildings 

and paired them at roughly the same scale.  (Meaning, the red arrows in each pair of buildings 

are the same height, and they both go up to five stories on their respective buildings.)   I ask you 

to pay attention to the details in each image.  How big are the cars and the people relative to 

each building?  What would it feel like to walk along each building? 

 

I very much agree that we desperately need more housing in Burlington.  But we also very 

much need to preserve and strengthen our sense of community:  the chance encounters and 

shared experiences that happen when people live as much in their neighborhood as in their 

building.  Five story buildings are much more of an appropriate neighborhood scale for 

Burlington. 

 

And five-story buildings can provide a LOT of housing!  Particularly given that we just 

eliminated parking minimums throughout the city (so parking can be modest and right-sized, 

rather than taking up a huge chunk of the lot or the budget), we can build hundreds and 

hundreds of apartments in the SEID, even at five stories.  To help make this more tangible, here 

are a few examples of actual five story apartment buildings that are proposed or built in other 

communities, with acreage and number of units for each: 

1. 41 apartments on a third of an acre 

2. 133 apartments plus ground floor commercial space on just under two acres 

3. 9 apartments plus ground floor commercial space on a single small city lot (acreage not 

given, but likely an eighth of an acre or so) 

 

Bottom line is, we don't need to go to eight stories to build a LOT of housing.  All we need 

is willing developers, a supportive community, and a sensible review process.   



 

Please change the height limits in the SEID to top out at 5 stories.  Thank you.   

 

All the best, 

Jason Van Driesche 

129 Caroline Street 

 

 



Hi Joe and South End City Councilors -   
 
Thanks so much for all your work for the city!  
 
I’m writing to strongly express my support for the housing development on Lakeside, at its full proposed 
height.  
 
I live on the South End. I work at Hula. I have many friends who are desperately seeking housing in BTV. I 
know many employers struggling to hire due to this challenge. I have run 8 political campaigns in 
Vermont in the past year and a half and the #1 issue on people’s minds is always housing.  
 
I also believe the developers are deeply committed to the environment which is a rarity.  
 
Furthermore, as the biggest city in Vermont the onus is on us to build up and in to increase density and 
create housing in the most sustainable way possible.  
 
Thank you! 
Joanna Grossman 
379 Flynn Avenue  
 



I want to voice my opposition to the newly developed height allowance for buildings in the South End 

Innovation District. I understand that the idea of taller buildings means more high-end apartments and 

then the developer will also need to build more affordable apartments thus helping with the housing 

shortage in Burlington. I also know that the view from any one person's home is not protected but the 

view from the whole of Calahan Park, Five Sisters, and Brichcliff neighborhood will be significantly 

impacted. The scenic view of Calahan Park is one of the main attractions for both locals and visitors. 

Blocking this view would lead to a loss of aesthetic value and reduce the appeal of the area. Burlington is 

a popular tourist destination, and many visitors come to the city to enjoy its natural beauty. Blocking the 

scenic view of Calahan Park would have a negative impact on tourism. 

 

Attached are two images from Burlington Planning Department showing the effects on the views and 

the last is the view from Calahan Park. 

 

I want to make sure you're aware of aesthetic impact when you are considering these changes. 

 

Thank You  

Sean Foley 

92 Cherry Lane Burlington 









I’d like to start by saying that overall I think this is a great plan. It transforms an area mostly occupied by 

asphalt into dense multi-use zoning. From a general standpoint, this is exactly what Burlington 

needs.But I must speak to a few adjustments that I think would help this fulfill the city’s goals. 

The first is regarding the 2.25-2.5 floor-to-area-ratio proposed. This has been defended in the proposal 

summary, with a few good examples given, that a 6 acre lot could still have around 500 residential units. 

While this would be an improvement over our current situation, I cannot help but think we could do 

better. It was my understanding that the reason the community wanted to allow for 4, 6, and 8 story 

buildings was because they wanted the density of these parcels to increase towards the center of the 

district. Without allowing the floor-to-area-ratio to scale alongside the story allowance, it stands to 

reason that the residential density of the 8-story parcels won’t be any higher than that of the 4-story 

parcels. 

Beyond this, I have some concerns that the current regulations would never allow for subdividing 

parcels into smaller chunks. The existing floor-to-area-ratio and “max building size per floorplate” 

standards indicate to me that this development is meant to keep its existing parcels and trust large 

developers to lazily build 5-over-1s en-masse. I would encourage DPW to think about a future in which 

these lots were able to be subdivided. Doing away with FAR would still allow for the types of 

development you are looking for, without punishing ourselves in the future should we embrace our 

community being less focused on big developers. 

Last point, I don’t quite understand why the portion of Pine Street between Sears Lane and Lakeside 

Ave, on the southeast side, was exempt from this proposal. These are some wonderful businesses that 

should not feel as if they cannot stay in the area, Queen City Brewery is one of my favorite breweries in 

Vermont. But including these lots within this proposal doesn’t force these businesses out of the area, it 

merely allows development to happen in the area at a slow pace should the businesses decide to move 

or build up. 

Beyond some issues that I have brought up here, this is an absolutely wonderful proposal. The folks at 

DPW should be proud to continue to help our city improve in this way. In fact I’d love to see similar 

upzoning efforts all over the city. Thanks for your time. 



29 Church Street, Suite 3-5

Burlington, Vermont 05401

802-863-1175

April 19, 2023

RE: Proposed CDO Amendment: ZA-23-01 South End Innovation District

On behalf of the 250+ businesses and nonprofits represented by the

Burlington Business Association (BBA), please accept the following

comments regarding the Proposed CDO Amendment: ZA-23-01 South End

Innovation District.

The BBA enthusiastically supports the proposed changes to create a South

End Innovation District (SEID).

It is well known Burlington has a housing crisis. First called out in the 2014

Downtown Housing Strategy Report, the crisis was more recently

highlighted in Building Homes Together 2.0 Campaign’s October report that

found Chittenden Co. is trailing behind the target of 5,000 new homes by

2025. The December Allen, Brooks & Minor report also found that vacancy

rates continue to be historically low at less than 1%. A healthy vacancy rate

is at least 4 times this, between 4-8%. Area businesses continuously report

that a lack of both housing availability and affordability is one of the top

challenges they face.

The proposed amendment would allow surface parking lots and other

underutilized space to be transformed into a mixed-use, vibrant,

multimodal community for the next century. Most importantly it would

allow for housing for more Burligntonians to live near where they work and

play; with associated positive impacts for our climate.

Specifically, we do have concerns that the proposed FAR of 2.5 is too low to

allow for the vibrant neighborhood the SEID has the potential to create.

Further, we support the proposed height allowances of up to 85 feet.

Exclusionary height restrictions would severely limit the possible benefits of

this proposed district. Concerns from neighbors that this density and height

would erode neighborhood character devalues how neighborhoods are

also defined by the amenities and people that live within them.

Every foot of height we remove from this SEID zoning excludes people who

could live in it. We must take into consideration that these new neighbors

have no voice in this process. We must consider young professionals hoping

to keep their talents in Vermont, people of all income ranges who deserve a

Information, Calendar & Membership Directory: www.bbavt.org * e-mail: director@bbavt.org



29 Church Street, Suite 3-5

Burlington, Vermont 05401

802-863-1175

April 19, 2023

place in our community, families who hope to send their kids to a new BHS,

and overhoused seniors looking to downsize.

Burlington’s housing crisis deserves forward thinking, bold solutions like

this proposed amendment. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Kelly Devine

(802) 863-1175

director@bbavt.org

Information, Calendar & Membership Directory: www.bbavt.org * e-mail: director@bbavt.org

mailto:director@bbavt.org


















































































South End 
Innovation District 

City Council Ordinance Committee
April 19, 2023

Meagan Tuttle, Director of Planning
Charles Dillard, Principal Planner



Key Question
How can large surface parking lots and other underutilized sites on and 
near Lakeside Avenue be re-envisioned to:  

• Become vibrant places that enhance and preserve South End identity
• Create new space for makers, jobs, and even homes
• Increase the area’s environmental and economic resilience



Innovation District
Roughly Howard St. to Sears Ln. 
west of Pine Street

Focus on properties with large 
surface parking lots, other 
underdeveloped areas

planBTV: South End identified as 
the heart of an “Innovation District” 

Howard St

Lakeside Ave

Sears Ln

Pine St

Barge 
Canal

Callahan Park 

Lake 
Champlain

Champlain 
Elem.

Potential Innovation District



Most Recent Community Discussion Topics
• Proposed Boundary

• Building Height

• Land Use Framework

• Streets and Traffic

• Parking



How can large surface parking lots and 
other underutilized sites on and near 
Lakeside Avenue be re-envisioned to:  

• Become vibrant places that enhance 
and preserve South End identity

• Create new space for makers, jobs, and 
even homes

• Increase the area’s environmental and 
economic resilience

• This boundary seeks to preserve many 
arts/making/manufacturing uses that 
exist today while making space for new 
such uses, in addition to housing. 

Proposed Innovation District

Howard St

Lakeside Ave

Sears Ln

Pine St

Barge 
Canal

Callahan Park 

Lake 
Champlain

Champlain 
Elem.

District Boundary



District Boundary

The E-LM district today consists of 
approximately 285 acres. 

The proposed SEID is about 81 acres. 

The SEID would apply to about 25% of 
the existing E-LM



Building Size Standards

Building Height Limits
+

Maximum Floor Plate Size 
+

Floor Area Ratio (FAR)



Building Size Standards - SEID vision

BUGA (Heilbronn, Germany) Source: designverse.com WIR (Berlin, Germany) Source: designverse.com



Building Height
Proposal: A maximum height limit of 
8 stories / 85’.

Rationale: A mix of building heights, when properly 
organized, can achieve multiple planning goals. 
Taller buildings lining high-traffic corridors, as 
commonly practiced in Europe, can assist in 
intercepting noise and air pollution from entering 
the District’s interior and adjacent open spaces. 
Additional height will also allow the District to 
house density levels that help Burlington meet its 
ten-year housing goals. Finally, different building 
heights can create a “texture” to the district that 
facilitates a range of uses that facilitate a vibrant 
and activated public realm. 



Building Height –
Public Input
• Summer 2022 public meetings: a mix of 4/6/8 

story buildings was the most preferred 
scenario

• Fall/Winter PC Discussion: support for and 
against the 4/6/8 height mix
• PC recommends 4/6/8 height map 

• Opposition to taller buildings generally in 
interest of lake views, character and 
perceptions of livability



Protection of Important Public Views, CDO Sec. 6.2.2 Review Standards
“Distant terminal views of Lake Champlain and the mountains to the east and west, and 
important public and cultural landmarks, framed by public rights-of-way or viewed from 
public spaces shall be maintained through sensitive siting and design to the extent 
practicable. This shall not be construed to include views from exclusively private property.”

Protection of Important Public Views, CDO Sec. 6.3.2 (c) Review Standards
“Development shall preserve distant terminal views of Lake Champlain and the Adirondack 
Mountains and important public and cultural landmarks from public places and along east-
west public rights-of-way to the extent practicable. This shall not be construed to include 
similar views from exclusively private property. Sensitivity shall be used in the massing of 
proposed development such that light and air is allowed to penetrate and some views may be 
preserved. Alternatives that extend access to such views by allowing public access into and 
through the proposed development are encouraged. In no case shall development be 
permitted to span across the public rights-of-way in such corridors.”

Lake views and the CDO



Building Height
Proposal:
Staff recommends the following:

• Specific Height Area Map to 
regulate height and mitigate 
shadow and view impacts to 
Pine Street, Barge Canal and 
Lakeside neighborhood



Building Height – PC Evolution
Initial Height Map (8/2022) Final Height Map (From 9/2022)



Building Height and Livability/Community 









Building Height – view NW



Building Height – view west



Building Height – view south



Building Height – view east



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Building Height and Lake View Impacts



Maximum Floor Plate Size
Proposal: 
• Max. Building Footprint, Floors 1-6: 15,000 sf. 
• Max. Building Footprint, Floors 7-8: 10,000 sf. 

• Exceptions to Floors 7-8 bulk standards when 
buildings are constructed using mass timber and/or 
to Passive House or other sustainable building 
standard

Rationale: Limiting the floor plate of buildings in 
the SEID promotes a district that is visually and 
physically permeable. These spaces between 
multiple smaller-footprint buildings facilitate 
walkability, comfortable micro-climates and view 
corridors through the district.   



Building Bulk
Proposals: 
• FAR: 2.25 (2.5 when IZ bonus is granted)

Rationale: Taller buildings should be limited in bulk 
to create an appropriate mix of building heights 
and avoid excessive shadows on the public realm. 
It should be noted that shade is often desirable in 
warmer months.  



Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
CDO Floor Area Ratio 
definition:
““In accordance with the 
district-specific provisions of 
Article 4 where the intensity of 
development is measured on a 
floor area ratio basis, the 
calculation of development 
intensity shall be measured by 
dividing the gross floor area of 
all structures on a site, or 
portion of the site where split 
by a zoning district boundary, 
by the gross site area.”

Image Credit: Julie Campoli



Planning Commission Proposal

All uses allowed “as-of-right”

Land Use Framework



Land Use Framework

Limited uses allowed at 1:2 ratio
(Primary:Secondary)

Initial Staff Proposal



Land Use Table and Primary/Secondary Distinction 

Secondary Permitted Uses:
The sum square footage of all secondary  
limited uses is not to exceed twice the sum 
square footage of all non-residential 
permitted uses on any lot.

Rationale: The Innovation District should be 
a convenient urban neighborhood where 
residents and workers can access a range 
of services without needing to drive. 
However, in order to avoid their 
proliferation at the expense of the primary 
permitted uses, they are limited in the 
extent to which they can be developed on 
any single lot. 

Example Project:
• 40,000 sf residential use
• 5,000 sf artist studio (primary)
• 2,000 sf restaurant(s) (secondary)
• 1,000 sf café
• 2,500 sf health studio
• 1,250 sf convenience store
• 1,250 sf bar/tavern
• 2,000 sf cinema

Land Use Framework
Initial Staff Proposal



Land Use 

+ 

Urban Form Standards

E-ID Zoning Amendment Content



Land Use Concept

All uses allowed “as-of-right”



Permitted - Residential
Attached, multi-family dwellings
Rationale: The district should be dense and 
composed of a mixture of rowhouses, small, 
medium and large apartment buildings. Such a 
mixture can provide housing across the 
income spectrum and support a walkable, 
sustainable district vision. 

Co-housing
Assisted living
Convalescent/Nursing Home
Group Home
Rationale: The Innovation District should be 
equitable home to Burlingtonians of all ages 
and abilities. The high degree of accessibility 
strived for in the district is an ideal location for 
housing for those with mobility challenges 
and/or lack of access to a car. 

Emergency Shelter
Rationale: The district’s large supply of 
underdeveloped land can potentially 
support shelter needs for a range of 
emergencies

Inclusionary Zoning
The proposed E-ID Inclusionary Zoning 
percentage is 15%. 



Permitted - Residential
Residential uses will be permitted only in new buildings 
(buildings not existing as of amendment adoption) or as 
additions to existing buildings
• Rationale: Allowing residential uses only in new buildings or as 

additions is consistent with the following best practices and community 
goals:

• Conversion of existing buildings, particularly office, is typically expensive and at 
times infeasible

• Existing buildings in the SEID are all non-residential; the proposal will preserve 
artist/maker and office space

• Allowing residential use in additions can facilitate efficient mixed-use buildings
• Not allowing additions could create incentive to tear down structures entirely 



Permitted – Arts + Making
Art Gallery/Studio
Open Air Markets
Performing Arts Studio
Photo Studio
Photography Lab
Printing Shop
Radio & TV Studio
Recording Studio
Rationale: As affirmed in planBTV: South End, the Innovation District is intended 
to continue to foster a strong arts community in the South End. This list of 
permitted uses would promote the production of art, as well as its sale and 
distribution. As permitted uses, these are prioritized and incentivized in the E-ID. 



Permitted – Office
Office – General
Office – Technical
Research & Development Facility
Research Lab
Rationale: To promote the continued growth of office uses like those along 
Lakeside Avenue and Pine Street, the E-ID permits these uses without limitation. 
The range of permitted office uses reflects the diversity of work happening today 
and in innovation districts elsewhere.   



Permitted – Office
Allen, Brooks & Minor (2021)
• Vacancy remains high but is down 

from most recent peak (2020)
• Non-CBD market experiencing 

higher peaks and lower valleys
• Avg. level of growth (sf) only 39% 

of avg. level over previous 15 yrs.
• HULA Lakeside is largest 

speculative office developing in 
Chittenden Co. since 2008

• HULA accounts for 43.7% of new 
office space over last three years



Permitted – Community
Adult Day Care
Community Center
Daycare
Library
School (Preschool, Primary, Secondary, Post-Secondary, CC, Trade & Professional)
Rationale: As the Innovation District is anticipated to house a significant portion of 
Burlington’s residential growth in the coming years, it should include community 
services and amenities that support residents at all stages of life. As permitted uses 
without limitations, these uses are incentivized in the E-ID. 



Permitted – Convenience + Service
Animal Grooming
Animal Hospital / Vet’s Office
Bank/Credit Union
Beauty/Barber Shop
Convenience Store
Laundromat
Mental Health Crisis Center

Pharmacy
Place of Worship
Recreational Facility (Outdoor)
Salon/Spa

Rationale: The Innovation District should be a convenient urban neighborhood where residents 
and workers can access a range of services without needing to drive. However, in order to 
avoid their proliferation at the expense of the primary, permitted uses, they are limited in the 
extent to which they can be developed on any single lot. 



Permitted – Entertainment + Amenity
Bar/Tavern
Billiard Parlor
Bowling Alley
Café
Cinema

Food + Beverage Processing
General Merchandise / Retail (≤ 
10,000 sf)
Restaurant
Restaurant – Take Out

Rationale: The Innovation District should be a convenient urban 
neighborhood where residents and workers can access a range of services 
without needing to drive. However, in order to avoid their proliferation at the 
expense of the primary, permitted uses, they are limited in the extent to 
which they can be developed on any single lot. 



Limited– Tourism
Hotels

Rationale: Hotels, if permitted in the Innovation District, could proliferate and 
occupy land that is needed for the district’s core land uses (residential, 
office, arts+making). However, allowing hotels provides opportunity for 
economic development and recruitment, establishes Burlington as a 
possible destination for recreation and remote work.



Not Permitted – Residential
Single Detached Dwellings
Attached Dwellings – Duplex
Bed & Breakfast
Community House 

Historic Inn
Mobile Home Park
Sorority/Fraternity

Rationale: These uses either do not support the district’s density goals, are 
they are not considered to be compatible with a mixed-use, urban setting. 



Not Permitted – All Other Uses
A range of other uses are proposed as not permitted in the E-ID:
• Heavy Manufacturing
• Uses that produce toxic or harmful waste (e.g. dry cleaning plant)
• Logistics
• Auto-Oriented Uses
• Large format service and retail (e.g. large grocery, dental/medical lab, recycling 

center)
• Warehouses 

Rationale: While heavy manufacturing has a legacy in the South End, most of 
these uses have long vacated the proposed E-ID area. The potentially 
harmful externalities of such uses are not compatible with a mixed-use 
urban district. The range of other uses proposed as not permitted are 
similarly not consistent with the district intent. 



Streets and Traffic
Proposals: 
• Maximum block perimeter: 1,600 feet
• Blocks can be enclosed by any combination of 

streets and paths

*for illustrative purposes 
only and not an 
endorsement or depiction 
of any block scenario

Rationale: The district today consists of several large 
lots that will require new streets and paths to access 
buildings and parking. Establishing a maximum block 
perimeter will ensure that all users of the District’s 
streets and paths will have multiple convenient 
options for getting from point A to point B. Due to 
size and intensity of projects in the SEID, they will be 
considered as Major Review and will be subject to 
traffic studies. 



Streets and Traffic

*for illustrative purposes 
only and not an 
endorsement or depiction 
of any block scenario

Rationale: The district today consists of several large 
lots that will require new streets and paths to access 
buildings and parking. Establishing a maximum block 
perimeter will ensure that all users of the District’s 
streets and paths will have multiple convenient 
options for getting from point A to point B. 



Parking Approach
planBTV envisioned the 
consolidation of parking 
in the South End.

While a car-light future is 
the goal, parking is 
necessary today and in 
the short- and medium-
term. 



Parking Structures
Proposal: Parking should be located in structured 
parking, either above or below ground. To facilitate 
efficient parking structure design, each lot existing 
as of January 1, 2023 is permitted to have one 
parking structure exceeding the 15,000 sf building 
floor plate standard
• Up to 60,000 sf if associated with transit use (e.g. 

bus stop/station)
• Up to 30,000 sf if no associated transit use 

Rationale: planBTV: These allowances for larger 
structures will promote planBTV: South End’s call for 
parking consolidation and efficient, cost-effective 
parking structure design.  



Parking Structures
Proposal: With the exception of individual 
Garages serving a multifamily dwelling which 
shall be accessed from the rear of the building 
via a public or private alley, all Parking 
Structures and Garages shall be located behind 
a Perimeter Building or screened by 
architectural or vegetative structures. 

Rationale: Parking structures generate noise and 
light pollution that is not consistent with the intent 
of a car-light, livable urban district. Parking 
structures also do little to activate the public 
realm, unless wrapped by buildings with active 
uses or engaging facades. 



Surface Parking
Proposal: Surface lots are not permitted, except 
for small lots accommodating four or fewer 
accessible spaced when associated with a 
principal building. No more than 20 such spaces 
are permitted on any one lot. In such lots, one or 
half (whichever is greater) must be marked and 
reserved for handicapped and pregnant 
individuals. 

Rationale: Small surface lots are critical in creating 
an accessible district. Such lots, when well-
integrated into site plans, can be conducive to a 
safe, activated public realm.  



Parking Approaches
Parking Type Housing Public Realm Cost/Feasibility Climate Public Safety Adaptability

Structured, above-
ground and 
consolidated

Moderate 
density/unit count

Ground floor can 
have active uses 
and function as 
“building”

$30K/space (avg.) • Medium GHG
• Lowest urban heat 

island effect
• Least impervious

• Perceived lack of 
security

• Typically open to 
public 

Wrapped: not 
adaptable
Not wrapped: 
adaptable

Structured, above-
ground and 
distributed (each 
bldg. has its own 
structure)

Lower density/unit
count

• Poor public realm
• Frequent conflict 

points (bikes/peds
vs cars)

$30K/space (avg.) • Medium GHG
• Lowest urban heat 

island effect
• Least impervious

• Perceived security
• Typically secured 

at building level
• May be publicly 

accessible

Adaptable

Structured, below 
ground

Greatest 
density/unit count

• Best public realm 
option if 
consolidated

• Poor public realm 
if distributed

• $60K/space (avg.)
• Soils not 

conducive to more 
than one floor of 
underground
parking

• Highest GHG
• Lowest urban heat 

island effect
• Least impervious

• Perceived security
• Typically secured 

at building level
• May be publicly 

accessible

Not adaptable

Surface parking

Lowest density/unit
count

• Poorest public 
realm

• Not accessible or 
walkable

$5K/space (avg.) • Lowest GHG
• Highest urban heat 

island effect
• Most impervious

• Perceived security
• Least safe for 

peds./cyclists

Adaptable



Urban Form Concept



Pervious Area
Proposal: 20% of any lot should be pervious, with a 
minimum of 25% of that pervious area composed 
of DPW-approved GSI (e.g. constructed wetlands, 
suspended pavement, pervious pavement).

Rationale: The existing E-LM lot coverage standard 
is 80%. This proposed pervious area standard 
goes beyond the existing standard by requiring a 
minimum amount of GSI.  



Pervious Area
Proposal: The pervious area minimum standard 
may be reduced to 10% of the site area if 100% of 
the provided pervious area is composed 
exclusively of DPW-approved GSI

Rationale: The Innovation District should be a 
model for ecological urbanism. It is located within 
an urban ecosystem that is simultaneously 
contaminated, sensitive and rich in biodiversity. 
Furthermore, the South End’s stormwater and 
wastewater infrastructure capacity relies on 
creative solutions that disconnect and slow flows 
from new development to the greatest extent 
possible.



Setbacks
Proposal: Setback standards establish a urban 
building pattern:
• Min: 0’
• Max: 20’

Rationale: The Innovation District should be a 
highly urbanized, human-scaled district prioritizing 
accessible and active mobility. As such, the 
district’s primary streets should be lined with 
buildings to the greatest possible extent. Where 
reductions in frontage are administratively 
approved, such voids in the street wall should 
provide access to interior courtyards or open 
space where feasible



Frontage Buildout
Proposal: Frontage requirements are established 
by the Frontage Standards Map street hierarchy:
• Primary frontage: 80%
• Secondary frontage: 70%

Rationale: The Innovation District should be a 
highly urbanized, human-scaled district prioritizing 
accessible and active mobility. As such, the 
district’s primary streets should be lined with 
buildings to the greatest possible extent. Where 
reductions in frontage are administratively 
approved, such voids in the street wall should 
provide access to interior courtyards or open 
space where feasible



Buildout and Bulk Framework



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: The Innovation District includes existing 
streets and large lots, the development of which 
will require new streets and paths. Development 
along these streets and paths should consider what 
uses are most appropriate on the ground floors. 
Commercial spaces help to “activate” the district at 
street level, while residential uses lend a different 
feel and level of activity. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: A minimum of 80% of any ground floor 
along primary frontages shall be occupied by non-
residential uses. And a minimum of 20% of any 
ground floor along secondary frontages shall be 
occupied by non-residential uses, or 500 square 
feet, whichever is greater. Property owners will 
decide which streets are primary and which are 
secondary, but each block must have at least one 
primary frontage. 

Rationale: Development along the Innovation District’s primary streets should 
be oriented toward and designed for the convenience, comfort and enjoyment 
of people not in cars. Requiring a high percentage of such non-residential uses 
on the ground floor, with exceptions granted as per below, will help create a 
vibrant, safe and enjoyable Innovation District. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Ground floor uses should have a 
minimum depth reflective of market conditions and 
high quality urban form.
Min. Depth: 25’ (80% of all non-res. uses) and

10’ (20% of all non-res. uses) 
Rationale: An unintended consequence of ground 
floor commercial requirements in mixed-use 
development across the country is a glut of long-
term vacant space. The proposal allows for portions 
of ground floor non-residential spaces to be as 
shallow as 25 feet while smaller portions are 
permitted at depths of just 10 feet. These standards 
provide flexibility in the development of ground floors 
and create smaller, more affordable non-residential 
spaces that still activate ground floors and the 
district’s streetscapes. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Building corners should include active 
non-residential uses. 

Rationale: Non-residential uses at building corners in 
an urban district help to establish a highly visible 
retail or service landmark at building corners and 
intersections of streets and paths. Additionally, non-
residential uses at corners can mitigate any 
undesirable impact of such uses to adjacent and 
nearby residences. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced:
• From 80% to 30% min. on primary frontages
• From 20% to no requirement on secondary 

frontages 

Rationale: Ground floor non-residential use 
requirements have produced high vacancy rates of 
such space nationally and abroad. Also, residential 
uses at ground floor can be conducive to an 
activated urban district and should be permitted. The 
proposed reductions are intended to provide 
flexibility in development while also activating the 
district’s public realm.   



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced:
• From 80% to 30% min. on primary frontages
• From 20% to no requirement on secondary 

frontages 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced when all non-residential uses are 
maintained as affordable for 30 years.

Rationale: Affordable non-residential space 
supports a thriving local economy. Such space is 
in short supply across the city. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced in exchange for equivalent non-residential 
space in detached, permanent structures (e.g. 
kiosks, small, one- or two-story buildings, 
pavilions) located in the public realm. 

Rationale: Non-residential uses located in 
detached buildings within a district’s public realm, 
including its streets, plazas and parks, can 
promote an active, accessible and economically 
healthy district in the same ways ground floor 
uses do. It can also be more feasible to create 
small, very affordable non-residential spaces in 
these smaller detached settings than in mixed-use 
building podiums. 



Ground Floor Uses – Reduction for Detached Non-
Residential Uses



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced in exchange for publicly accessible open 
space at least 4,000 sf in size and located adjacent 
to or on roofs of buildings.

Rationale: Open spaces can achieve ground floor 
public realm activation and create livable 
neighborhoods. 



Ground Floor Uses
Proposal: Required active ground floor uses can be 
reduced when the building’s residential mix 
consists of a minimum of 25% larger units, 
including at least 10% 3-bedroom and 15% 2-
bedroom units. 

Rationale: Typical apartment construction in the 
North American market consists almost entirely of 
studio and one-bedroom apartments. Equity and 
improved housing choice goals demand more 
family-sized apartments, particularly in amenity-
rich settings like Burlington’s core neighborhoods, 
including the future South End Innovation District. 



Ground Floor Entries
Proposal: At least one ground floor entry is 
required each 60’ linear feet of each building 
façade fronting on a public or private street or open 
space.

Rationale: To foster and maintain a high degree of 
ground floor and public realm activation, ground 
floor entries should be frequent in the district.  



 

  

Proposed Mission Statement 

 

The Ordinance Committee is committed to ensuring the sustainability, safety, and livability of 
our community by thoroughly reviewing the merit and legality of proposed improvements to 

local ordinances. Our mission is to promote fairness, equity, and justice in the enactment and 
enforcement of ordinances, while striving to balance the needs and concerns of all voices. 
Through our work, we aim to foster a culture of civic engagement and transparency, and to 

continuously improve the quality of life for all residents of and visitors to our city. 
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