Burlington Development Review Board
Department of Permitting & Inspections
645 Pine Street

AJ LaRosa
Caitlin Halpert
Geoff Hand
Brooks McArthur
Brad Rabinowitz
Leo Sprinzen
Chase Taylor

Burlingfon, VT 05401 Sean McKenzie, (Alternate)

www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/DRB
Telephone: (802) 865-7188
Fax (802) 863-0466

BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD

Tuesday, December 20, 2022, 5:00 PM
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE

Remote Meeting

Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83225696227?pwd=SGQO0bTdnS000Wkec3c2J4WWw1dzMxUT09

Webinar ID: 832 2569 6227
Passcode: 969186

Telephone: US +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or

+1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799

1. ZP-22-576; 20 Pine Street (FD6, Ward 3C) Cathedral Immaculate Conception, Parish

Charitable Trust / Salvatore Matano / John Caulo

Demolition and removal of existing church building, bell tower, parking lot, and impervious pathways.

Planned landscape with trees will be retained.

2. ZAP-22-6; 47 Harrison Avenue (RL-W, Ward 5S) Timothy Ely

Appeal of zoning denial (ZPW-22-148) to replace existing windows with vinyl units.

3. ZAP-22-8; 89 Chestnut Terrace (RL, Ward 6S) Janine Boix-Vives / Arline Duffy

Appeal of zoning determination (ZP-22-503) recognizing 89 Chestnut Terrace as a separate lot from 41

South Street.

Plans may be viewed upon request by contacting the Department of Permitting & Inspections between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
4:30 p.m. Participation in the DRB proceeding is a prerequisite to the right to take any subsequent appeal. Please note that
ANYTHING submitted to the Zoning office is considered public and cannot be kept confidential. This may not be the final order in
which items will be heard. Please view final Agenda, at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpi/drb/agendas or the office notice board, one week

before the hearing for the order in which items will be heard.

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation, race, color,
national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status, disability, HIV
positive status, crime victim status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing proper access to services, facilities,
and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources Department at

(802) 540-2505.

The programs and services of the City of Burlington are accessible to people with disabilities.
Individuals who require special arrangements to participate are encouraged to contact the Zoning Division at least 72 hours in advance so that proper
accommodations can be arranged. For information call 865-7188 (TTY users: 865-7142).
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BURLINGTON DEVELOPMENT REVIEW BOARD
Tuesday, December 20, 2022, 5:00 PM
AGENDA

Remote Meeting

Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/|/83225696227?pwd=SGQ0bTdnS000Wkc3c2J4WWw1ldzMxUT09
Webinar ID: 832 2569 6227
Passcode: 969186
Telephone: US +1 929 205 6099 or +1 301 715 8592 or +1 312 626 6799 or +1 669 900 6833 or
+1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799

I Agenda
1. Communications
1.  Minutes
IV. Consent

1. ZP-22-590; 162 Cumberland Road (RL-W, Ward 4N) Kristen McBride / Jon McBride
Convert existing 14’ x 14’ tool shed into home office/hobby space to teach and repair saxophone.
(Project Manager, Ryan Morrison)

V. Public Hearing

1. ZAP-22-6; 47 Harrison Avenue (RL-W, Ward 5S) Timothy Ely
Appeal of zoning denial (ZPW-22-148) to replace existing windows with vinyl units. (Project
Manager, Mary O’Neil)

2. ZAP-22-8; 89 Chestnut Terrace (RL, Ward 6S) Janine Boix-Vives / Arline Duffy
Appeal of zoning determination (ZP-22-503) recognizing 89 Chestnut Terrace as a separate lot from
41 South Street. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin)

3. ZP-22-576; 20 Pine Street (FD6, Ward 3C) Cathedral Immaculate Conception, Parish
Charitable Trust / John Caulo
Request for alternative compliance for the demolition and removal of existing church building, bell
tower, parking lot, and impervious pathways. Planned landscape with trees will be retained. (Project
Managers, Scott Gustin & Mary O’Neil)

VI. Sketch Plan

1. ZSP-22-12; 284 Grove Street (RL, Ward 1E) Ireland Grove Street Properties, LLC / Nicholas
Smith
Sketch Plan Review for the demolition of 12 single-family modular homes and one 3-unit apartment
building and construct 13 new duplex buildings (total 26 units) along existing looped driveway.
(Project Manager, Scott Gustin)

VII. Other Business

The programs and services of the City of Burlington are accessible to people with disabilities.
Individuals who require special arrangements to participate are encouraged to contact the Zoning Division at least 72 hours in advance
so that proper accommodations can be arranged. For information call 865-7188 (TTY users: 865-7142).
Printed on 100% Recycled Paper



1. Joint Institutional Parking Management Plan
Time extension request. (Project Manager, Scott Gustin)

VIII.  Adjournment

Plans may be viewed upon request by contacting the Department of Permitting & Inspections between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and
4:30 p.m. Participation in the DRB proceeding is a prerequisite to the right to take any subsequent appeal. Please note that
ANYTHING submitted to the Zoning office is considered public and cannot be kept confidential. This may not be the final order in
which items will be heard. Please view final Agenda, at www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpi/drb/agendas or the office notice board, one week
before the hearing for the order in which items will be heard.

The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation, race,
color, national origin, place of birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status, disability,
HIV positive status, crime victim status or genetic information. The City is also committed to providing proper access to services,
facilities, and employment opportunities. For accessibility information or alternative formats, please contact Human Resources
Department at (802) 540-2505.



Zoning Determination — Findings — Reconsideration

ZP #: 22-503 Tax ID: 058-1-115-000
City of Issue Date: November 2, 2022 Decision: Affirmative
Burlingt(_)n, Vermont
645 Pine Street Property Address:

Description: 89 Chestnut Terrace

This determination is in regard to the above-referenced property, specifically your request that the City of
Burlington recognize that 89 Chestnut Terrace is a separate lot from that at 41 South Street. The City
reviewed the following documents/evidence to form its determination:

The City’s zoning permit records

The City’s zoning and subdivision codes

The City’s tax parcel map

The Sanborn maps

The determination request by Zachary R. Berger

The foregoing items show conflicting evidence as to this matter. Specifically, the zoning permit records
include a couple of surveys for boundary adjustments to the subject property. The surveys depict one lot,
but the approved boundary adjustments did not include merger of 41 South Street and 89 Chestnut
Terrace. The City’s tax map depicts two separate lots (one for 89 Chestnut Terrace and another for 41
South Street). The property deeds and original subdivision plat for the south central section of Prospect
Park depict two separate lots. The Sanborn maps depict two separate lots. There is nothing in the permit
record indicating merger of the two lots. The noted boundary adjustment surveys appear to incorrectly
depict two lots as one lot.

Based on review of these items, the Permitting & Inspections Department determines that 89 Chestnut
Terrace and 41 South Street are two separate lots.

An interested person may appeal a decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Development Review
Board within 15 days after the decision date per Sec. 12.2.2, Appeals of Administrative Officer Decisions.
Appeals may be filed online at burlingtonvt.viewpointcloud.com/categories/1098 or in-person at 645 Pine
Street, Burlington, Vermont. https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/Appealing-a-Zoning-Decision

Page 1 of 1
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S e a ATTORNEYS AT LAW

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION
76 St. Paul Street

P.O. Box 369

Burlington, Vermont 05402-0369

Telephone 802.658.0220 Zachary R. Berger
Facsimile 802.658-1456 Associate
www.gravelshea.com zberger@gravelshea.com

September 1, 2022

Permitting & Inspections
645A Pine Street

P.O. Box 849

Burlington, VT 05402-0849

Re: Lot Boundary Determination Letter

Dear Zoning Office,

Our client (Jeannine Boix-Vives) is interested in selling some land she owns in Burlington,
and we are now requesting a formal determination as to whether the land in question is one or two
separate lots.

We are of the opinion that the lots are separate. Below is a more detailed explanation.

We are hoping to convey one lot — 89 Chestnut Terrance — and retain one lot — 41 South
Street. Currently, the City identifies these as separate parcels on the Grand List, and our client
receives two tax bills, one for 41 South Street and one for 89 Chestnut Terrace.

Mr. Boix-Vives (our client’s late husband) acquired what is now 89 Chestnut Terrace and
41 South Street via Warranty Deed from John H. McDonald and Patricia D. McDonald dated
April 4, 1975 and recorded in Volume 227 at Page 702 of the City of Burlington Land Records.
(the “McDonald Deed”). A copy is attached hereto. The McDonald deed recites four parcels of
land: Parcel 1, Parcel 2, Parcel 3, and Parcel 4. The attached map (entitled “Parcel 1-4 Map”)
roughly depicts Parcels 1-4.

Parcel 1 (Majority of 89 Chestnut Terrace)

Parcel 1 is a large, likely conforming, parcel of land that forms the majority of 89 Chestnut
Terrace.

Parcel 2 (Majority of 41 South Street)

Parcel 2 is a large, likely conforming, parcel of land that forms the majority of 41 South
Street.
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Parcel 3 (41 South Street)

Parcel 3, described more substantially in the Quit Claim Deed to John H. McDonald and
Catherine M. McDonald from Thomas A. Farrell, Kenneth S. Austin, Frederick Vaughn
Burgess, and Margaret Burgess dated October 6, 1952 and recorded in Volume 130 at Page
427 of the City of Burlington (the “Farrell, Austin, Burgess Deed”), is a small non-
conforming triangular parcel of about 690 Sq. Ft. The likely purpose of the Parcel 3
conveyance was to square the northern property line of 41 South Street with South Street.

Parcel 4

Parcel 4 is actually two smaller parcels of land — “Parcel 4.1” and “Parcel 4.2” —
described more substantially in the Warranty Deed to John H. McDonald and Catherine M.
McDonald from Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore dated September 6, 1962 and
recorded in Volume 164 at Page 33 of the City of Burlington Land Records (the “Moore
Deed”). Similar to Parcel 3, Parcel 4.1 is a small non-conforming triangular parcel of about
25 Sg. Ft. This parcel was conveyed to the McDonalds, along with a simultaneous
conveyance of a small triangular parcel from the McDonalds to the Moores, to square the
southern boundary of 41 South Street with South Street.

Parcel 4.2, another small and likely non-conforming parcel of land described in the Moore
Deed, merged as a matter of law with Parcel 1 to form what is now known as 89 Chestnut
Terrace.

So, in sum, the deed included two larger conforming parcels (Parcel 1 that makes up the
majority of 89 Chestnut Terrace and Parcel 2 that makes up the majority of 41 South Street)
and three smaller non-conforming parcels (Parcel 3 and Parcel 4.1 likely merged into 41
South Street and Parcel 4.2 that likely merged into 89 Chestnut Terrace).

We believe that the doctrine of automatic lot merger would not necessitate the merger of
41 South Street and 89 Chestnut Terrace, because they are both large parcels that conform with
the City of Burlington’s minimum lot size requirements. Importantly, we are not aware of any
municipal action that merged the lots and it appears that, based on the Grand List, the City
considers these Lots as separate parcels.

Additionally, as Ryan Morrison had pointed out to us, two additional boundary line
adjustments have taken place (one boundary line adjustment on the northern border of 89 Chestnut
Terrace and one boundary line adjustment on the northern border of 41 South Street). While the
maps for those adjustments do not show the internal boundary between 89 Chestnut Terrace and
41 South Street, these boundary line adjustments involved small slivers of land and had nothing to
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do with merging 41 South Street and 89 Chestnut Terrace. Because an internal lot boundary
between two lots under common ownership was irrelevant for the purposes of these two boundary
adjustments, it is understandable for the boundary line adjustment maps not to depict the internal
lot boundary. We do not think that the lack of an internal lot boundary on these maps should be
the basis for the merger of these two lots, particularly when the City has identified them as different
parcels for several years.
Thank you for taking the time to review. Please reach out with any questions.
Very truly yours,

GRAVEL & SHEA PC

Zachary R. Berger
ZRB:kad

Enclosures
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That we, JomN H. and PATRICIA D. McDONALD, husband and wife,

i

of. Burlington ° in the County of Chitti:gnden "
and State of  Vermont'
wmmmmme——e=Tan O More - Dollars

"paid to  our  jull sstisfaotion by LAURENT BOIX-VIVES o

of Warrén in the County of  Washington

and State of Vermont Grantes , .by these pm&nt_a,

- LAURENT BOIX-YIVES

-

fouowa; vz . -

Baing four (4) contiguous and adjacent parcels of land with PR
dwelling housae and\other structures thereon, tha dwelling .
house known and designated as #41 South Street, so-called;
said propetty being more particularly described as followa:

gﬂtﬁug Lot 86 as shown on a Ravised Plan of East Central
action of Prospact Park, sald Plan being of record in
Volume 134, Page 234, of the Land Records of the City of
Burlington.. Beginning at a point in the west lina of South :
Street, said polnt being the southeast corner of Lot B85 as R
shown on said Plan; thence, South 84° 13' W in the south line
of gald Lot 85 for a diatance of 130 feet, more or less, to a
point:; eaid point belng the southwost cormer of Lot 85

thence, turning a deflection angle of 90° to the left for the
distanca of 100 feet to a point; thence, turning a deflection
angla of 90° to the left for a distance of 120 feet, moxe or - ° |
less, to a polnt in the wast line of South Stxeat; thenca ’ .
turning a deflection angle of 84° 13' in the west line cof ' Lo
South Street 100.51 feat to the point or place of beginning. . -
The last mentioned course “is due north magnetically. ] .

i

)

} . ' |
Excepted and excludaed from the above dascription is a small
parcel of land cff the gouthwesterly corner of Lot B6 as
conveyed by deed of John M. and Catherine MchDonald to Ployd -
and Mabal Mdore, sald deed dated September 6, 1962, and -
racorded 1!1 Volume 164, Page 34, of paid Lend Records. . .

wall] mhgﬂ‘gwﬁ@mﬂfm' |

Grantor s_, o the consideration of ™|

rresty Give, Grant, SHell, Tonbey and Confieny unto the said ‘Grantes :: -

0 S
’ ' ] ¢.'u'u.'lI his keirs and anfg‘m Jorever, @
certain plece. of lond in Burlington . . | o . in ths ‘
County of Chittanden ) ‘and Stats of Vermont, described as - T
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C o PARCEL 2: Lot 89 as shown on a Plan of Portion of South :

Gentral Saction of Prospect Park, Revised Septembar 8, 1955, _'?(N3,
and recorded in Volume 48, Page 87, of the City of Burlington

rand Records. B5aid Lot 89 has .a south line of 140 feet: .

an east line of.l113 faet; & north line of 120.2 foaty

a weat line of 89.43 feet following: the curve of Chestnut Terraca,

. plus 55.55 feet that follows the frontage of an unnamed right-

| of-way.as shown on said Plad. i ] T

Parcel 3: A triangular portion of fot 85 as shoWh on a
flevised Plan of the East central Section of prospect Park, '
4aid Plan of rocord at Volume 134, Page 234 of the Burlington
Land Records. Beginning at a point in:the wast-line of \S
Gouth Straet, said point being-the southeast corner of
Lot B5 as shown on said Plan; thenpe running at right anglos
to said South Street westerly 138 fpet, more o¥ less, to the
rear line of said Lot 85 as shown on sald Plan; thence turning
. to_ the left at an approximate angle of 849 13' and running

: : goutherly along the westerly lina of Lot B5, a distanca of .
. 13.099 feet, more, or less, to a polnt, which point is the t
: northwest corner of said Lot 86 as, Bhown on said Plan;

ot thence turning left approximately at ‘a right angle and .

‘running ‘easterly "along the northerly iine of said Lot 86, pald
¢ line being the southerly line of said Lot B5 aa shown on said
: . _Plan; a distance of 130 feet, more ‘or less, to the point or
S plage of beginning. I

l PARCEL 4: Being Pardels 1 and 2 ‘as described in a warzanty
o ,-dead Izom Floyd ¥, and Mabel H. Moora to John and Catherine
H ' McDonald,. dated Saptember 4, 1962 and of record in Volume 164,

; Il page 33, of the Ccity of Burlington land Records.

i .This conveyancd"Is'aubject to any and all eapemonts, rights-
] I af-way: protective covanante and any other burdens and benefita
i . of' record. R

"\;The above deseribed parcels are all and the sams land and

[ S——

premises conveyad to the within grantors b qul

. . \ : t~al ‘

; . zg Ru;h G. Hagelton, dated December 26, 19%6? andcr:é:rg:gd
: Yo ume 181, Pages 365-67 of the Burlington Land Records.

L T

|Tc sald deads and plans, the recqrds thereof, and '
N . . and récords therein referred to g eraof, and to tha deads
. : e further aid of thls'dascriptionf zeference 1s horeby ma§ﬁ-iqi
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' ~04 his heire and assigns, to thelr own wse and behvof forever; -
! JAndve ths sold Grantor 8, JOHN H, and PATRICIA D. MeDONALD .
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JouN H. and PATRICIA D.
McDONALD

personally &ppoaud, and. they
C oy them sealed and subsoribed, £0 their 5 aot and deed.

hereunto set  our hands and seals

State of Permont, }gg. d.lt Burlington ' ‘tm.' .
ty d@n
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i
d day of September A. D. 1952, Barbara A. Foster, personally-- .. ___ o
appeared, and she acknowledgs is instrument, by her sealed and subszeribed, to be her e

%o ]o\q\ 5 free act and dee'd.

: [0\6\69 Recelved for record October 7, 1952 at 2:25 P. M.

Attest: e % 5
” gLty Clark.

. o
Frederick V. and Margaret P, Burgess, et al )

At Burlington this

Adele B. Ramsey
Notary Public

)
to %’R QUIT-CLAIM DEED
Jobn H, and Catharine M, McDonald )

Enow all Men by these Presents That we, Thomas A. Farrell, of South Burlington, and
Kenneth S. Austin, Frederick Vaughn Burgess and Margaret P. Burgess, husband and wife, of
Burlington in the County of Chittenden and State. of Vermont Grantora, in the consideration
of One or more Dollars paid to our full satlsfaction by John H. McDonald and Catherine M,
MeDeonald, husband and wife of Burlington in the County of Chilttenden and State of Vermont
Grantees, have Remlsed, Relsased, and Forever Qult-clalmed unto the said John H. MeDonald
and Catherine M. MeDonald, husband and wife, as tenants by the entirety all right and title
which we or cur heirs have in, and %o a certain plece of land in Burlington in the County
of Chittenden and State of Vermont, deseribed as follows, viz:

A trianguler portion of lot #85 as shown on the revised plan of the East
Central Sectlon of Prospect Park of record in Volume 134, Page 234 of the
Land Records of the City of Burlington and deserlbed as follows:

Beginning at a polnt in the weat line of South Street, said point being:

) the southeast corner of Lot #85 and the northeast corner of Lot #86 as
shown on sald plsn, thencs running at right angles to sald South Street,
westerly one HRundred and thirty-efght feet (138'), more or less, to the
rear line of sald Lot #B85 as shown on sald plan, thence turning to the
left an approximate angle of 84%13' and running southerly along the west-
orly line of Lot #85 a distance of thirteen and 99/1000 feet (13.009%)
more or less to a point, which point is the northwest corner of said let
#86 as shown on said plen, thence turning left approximately a right
angle and running easterly along the nog%f rly line of said lot #B86, said

. line also being the soubherly line &f/1 §85 a3 shown on said plan, a
distence of one hundred thirty feet (130!) more or less, to the polnt or
pPlace of beginning; being a portion of the premises convayed to the grantors
Frederick Veughn Burgess and Margaret P. Burgess by the warranty deed of

_ Kenneth 3. Austin dated the 15th day of July, 1950 and of mecord in Volume
156, page 543 of the Land Records of the City of Burlington, to which plan
and deed, and 1ts record, and the deeds and thelr respective records therein
referred to, veference is hereby made in further aid of this description.

The Orentors, Thomas A, Farrall and Kenneth S. Austin, join in this convey=

ance for the 3ole purpose of releasing a certain restriction and covenant

prohibiting subdivision of the property described in the above deed all
: as set forth in seid deed and in two certain other deeds dated July 6,1950
. and July 14, 1950 and of record in Volume 136, pages 318 and 323 respectively,
from the sald Thomas A. Farrell to the sald Kenneth S. Austin so that the
above descrlbed property may be conveyed by this deed, but without releas-
ing s&id restriction or covenant to any other portion of the property of
the sald Frederick Vaughn Burgess and Margaret P, Burgess and for no other
purpose whatsocever, and 1t-is speciflcally provided that all other coven=
ants and restrictions in sald deeds sbove shall continue to run with the
iand ag therein specified.

There is no consideration for this deed and for this reason no ravenue
gtamps are attached.

) To Have and to Hold all right and title In and to sald quit-clalmed premlses, with the
appurtenances thereof, to the sald John H. MeDonald and Catherine M. MeDonald, hushand and
wife, as tenants by the enblrety, and thelr helrs and assigns forever. And Purthermore we
the sald Thomas A. Farrell, Kemmeth 5. Austin, Prederick Vaughn Burgess and Margaret P,
Burgeszs, do for ourselves, our helrs, executors and adminlatratora, covenant with the asid
John H. MeDoneld and Catherine M. MeDonald, husband and wife, thelr helrs. and assigns, thet
from and after the ensealing of these preaenta the sald Thomas A, Farrell, Eenneth S. Austin
Frederick Vaughn Burgess and Margaret P, Burgess will have and claim no right, in, or to
the sald quit-claimed premises.

In Witness Whereof, I hereunto set my hand and seal this 6th day of October, A. D. 1952

In Presence of: Thomaa A. Farrell Seal
Thomas A. Farrell
LaForest E. Osborne, Jr.

Ruth B, Young

STATE COF VERMONT, )
CHITTENIEN COUNTY, } sas.

A% Burlingbon this 6th day of October A. D. 1952 Thomas A. Farrell personslly appeared,
and he aclknowledged thls inatrument, by him sealed and subscribed, 4o be his free act and
dead.

Before me, LaForest E. Osborne, Jr.
WMatememee Danla &



SO g
’ In Witness Whereof, I hereunto set my hané and sesl this 6th day of October, 1952.

In Presence of:

T, M. Adams Kenneth $. Austin Seal
Kenneth S. Aus%in
H. A. Allen, dJdr.

STATE OF VERMONT
CHITTENDEN COUNTY, as.

At Burlington this 6th day of October, A. D. 1952 Kemneth S. Austin personslly appeared
and he acklmowledged thls instrument by him sealed and subscribed to be his free act and deed,

Before me, Richard H, Cowles, Notary Public
In Witness Whereof, we hereunto set our hands and seals this 8th day of October, 1952,

In Presence oft Frederick Vaughn Burgess Seal
R. 0. Patno Frederick Vaughn Burgess
Albert W, Coffrin Margaret P. Purgess Seal

Margaret P. Burgess
STATE OF VERMONT
CHITTENIEN COUNTY, ss.

At Burlington this 6th day of Qetober, A. D. 1952 Frederick Vaughn Burgess and Margaret
P, Burgess personally appeared, and they acknowledged this instrument, by them sealsd and sub~
seribed, to be their free act and deed.

Before me, Albert W. Coffrin
Notary Public

Received for record October 9 , 1952 at 12:50 P, M. and duly recorded.
Attest:

€1ty Clerk.

leanor C. Dalton v

et bt et

-R RUITP-CLAIM DEED

Richar . and Katherine V. Cowles )

Know alh Men by these Presents That I, Eleanor C., Dalton of Barlington in the County of
Chittenden and“State of Vermont Orantor, in the consideration of One and more Dollars pald %o
n by Rlchard H., Cowlea and Katherine V. Cowles, husband and wife, of Bur-
lington in the Counbty of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantees, have Remised, Relamsed, and
Fover Quit~claimed un the said Richard H. Cowles and Katherine V. Cowles, busband and wife,
a3 an estate by the entInebty, all right and title which I, Eleanor C. Delton or my heirs have
In, and to a certaln plecénof land 1n Burlington in the County of Chittenden and State of Ver-
mont, descpibed as follows,

A lot of land with dwell hotse No. 104, situated on the northerly side of Lédge
Hoad, and being all and thh same land and premisaes which were conveyed to me, said
Eleancr ¢. Dalton, by Warramyy Deed of Richard H. and Katherine V. Cowles, of even
date herewlth and ko he recorded heraw{gh.

Reference 1s made %o the deed af eséld and to 1&s vecord when recorded, and to
the deeds and records therein menbloned, in aid of this description.

As the sole purpose of this deed and“ghe one from the within Grantees to the with-
In Grantor is to perfect title in the 14 Grantees as husband and wife, as an
estate by the sntirety, it is not taxab

To Have and to Hold all right and title in d to said quikt-eclaimed premlses, with the ap-
purtenances thereof, to the sald Richard H. Cowlesand Katherine V. Cowles, husband and wife,
as an estate by the entirety, thelr heirs and sasigns forever. And Purthermore I the sald
Eleanor C. Dalton do for myself and my helrs, executo and administrators, covenant with the
sald Richard H. Cowles and Katherine V. Cowles, thelr heirs and assigns, that from and after
the ensealing of these presents I the sald Eleanor C. Dalton will have and c¢laim no right,
in, or to the said quit-claimed premlses.

In Witness Whereof, I hereunto set my hand and sesl this\lQth day of dctober, A, D, 1952.

In Presence of:

Elsanbr C. Dalton Sesl
¥illiam G, H11ll

Henry D. Hendee, Jr.

STAPE OF VERMONT, )
CHITTENDEN COUNTY, ) sa.

At Burlington this 1l0th day of Oectober, 4. D. 1952 Elzanor C. Dalton
perseonally appeared, and she acknowledged this instrument, by her sealed andisubscribed, to be
her free act and deed. .

Before me, Wililam C. Hill
Notary Fublie

Recelved for record October 10, 1952 at 3:00 P, M. and duly recorded.
Attest:

fr/’//’}’}“,



STATE OF VERMONT l U-{,/ 3 3 % 'Pcf- el 4

CHITTENDEN COUNTY, 8S.

At Winooski this*&thﬁdgz\g£HSeptember, 1962, personally appeared Thomas A. Farrell and he
acknowledged the foregoing ing nt by him executed to be his free act and deed.

R. Allen Paul
Notary Public

fore me,

I hereby certify that U, 5. Revenue Stamps in the amount o 0 were affixed to the foregoing

written instrument and were duly cancelled.

Recelved for record September 10, 1962, at. 9:50 A, M. and duly recorded.
/.

Flé}d W. and Mabel M. ﬁo;re - ;
to 3 h WARRANTY DEED ‘D,°f{l1(|qu‘
) -
) RE ! of\lv\ﬁﬁil_

Know all Men by these Presents That We, Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore of Burlington in
the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantors, in the consideration of - - Ten and More
- - Dollars paid to our full satisfaction by John H. McDonald and Catherine M. McDonald of Bur-
lington in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantees, by these presents, do freely
Give, Grant, Sell, Convey and Confirm unto the said Grantees John H. McDonald and Catherine M.
McDonald, husband and wife, as tenants by the entirety, and their heirs and assigns forever, a
certain piece of land in Burlington in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont, described
as follows, viz:

John H. and Catherine M. McDonald

Parcel I: A triangular portion of lot No. 87 as shown on plans of the south central
section of Prospect Park recorded in Vol. 140, at Page 360 and in Vol. 148, at Page
87 of the City of Burlington Land Records. Said land is more particularly described
as follows:

Beginning at a peint in the westerly line of South Street which is the northeasterly
corner of said Lot No. 87; thence southerly along the westerly line of South Street a
distance of 3.75 feet; thence westerly making an angle of 909 with South Street, a
distance of 38.55 feet to a point; thence easterly along the original boundary line
between lots 86 and 87 on sald plan to the point of beginning.

The purpese of the conveyance of this parcel is to make the boundary line between Lots
86 and 87 form a right angle with the westerly line of South Street:, The simultaneous
conveyance by the within grantees to the within grantors of a corresponding triangular
piece of land will complete the relocation of said boundary line.

Sald land is a part of the land conveyed to the within grantors by warranty deed of
Webster 8. Thompson and Barbara E. Thompson, dated August 31, 1961, recorded im Vol.
162, at Page 154, of the Burlington Land Records.

Parcel II: A portiom of Lot 88 as shown on the aforesaid plans. Said land is more
particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point in the easterly boundarly line of said Lot No. 88, which is also

the westerly boundary line of Lots 86 and 87, said point being the northeasterly corner i
of Lot No. 88; thence southerly in the easterly boundary line of Lot Wo. 88 a distance

of 71.21 feet to a point; thence westerly, at an angle of 83°9', a distance of 48.27

feet to a point; thence northerly, at an angle of 96°51', a distance of 65.75 feet to

the north boundary line of Lot No. 88; thence easterly at an angle of 90°, a distance

of 48.0 feet to the point of beginning.

Said parcel of land is a part. of the land conveyed to the within grantors by warranty
deed of Ernest B. Smith dated August 9, 1962, recorded in Vol. 162, at Page 729 of the
Burlington Land Records.

Both of the above parcels of land are subject to certain restrictive covenants which
are more particularly referred to in the deeds to the within grantors, ‘except as said
restrictions are expressly walved by Thomas A. Farrell by waiver attached to this deed,

Both of the parcels hereby conveyed are shown on a plan entitled "Plot Plan, Lots 87
and 88 Prospect Park Development," recorded in Vol. 163 at Page 120 of the Bur-
lington Land Records.

Reference is made to the above mentioned deeds and plans and to the records thereof,
and to the deeds and records therein referred to, in aid of this description.

To Have and to Hold said granted premises, with all the privileges and appurtenances thereof,
to the said Grantees John H. McDonald and Catherine M. McDonald, and their heirs and assigns, to
their own use and behoof forever; And we the said Grantors Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore
for ourselves and our heirs, executors and administrators, do covenant with the said Grantees
John H. McDonald and Catherine M.McDonald, and their heirs and assigns, that until the ensealing
of these presents we are the sole owners of the premlses, and have good right and title to convey
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We hereby engage to Warrant and Defend the same against all lawful claims whatéver, except
as above stated.

In Witness Whereof, we hereunto set our hands and seals this 4th. day of September &, D. 1962,

In Presence of
Floyd W. Moore Seal
A, Pearley Feen

Mabel M, Moore Seal
Dorothy Burns

STATE OF VERMONT )
CHITTENBEN COUNTY ) 8s.

At Burlington this 4th day of September A. D. 1962 Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore per-
sonally appesred, and they acknowledged this instrument, by them sealed and subscribed, to be
thelr free act and deed.

Before me, Dorothy Burns
Kotary Publie

CONSENT TO GONVEYANCE

The undersigned hereby consents to the conveyance made by the deed to which this consent is
attached and walves the provision against subdivision imposed by him upon the land therein con-
veyed to the extent that said conveyance constitutes a subdivision of said land,

In Witness Whereof I hereunto set my hand and seal this 6th day of September, 1962,

In the Presence of:
R. Allan Paul Thomas A, Farrell Seal
Mildred E.Sargent

STATE OF VERMONT
CHITTENDEN COUNTY, SS,

‘At Winooskl this 6th day of September, 1962, personally appeared Thomas A. Farrell and he
acknowledged the foregoing instrument tc be his free act and deed.

Before me, R. Allan Paul.
Notary Public

I hereby certify that U. 5. Revenue Stamps in the amount of $0.55 were affixed to the foregoing
written instrument and were duly cancelled,

Received for record September 10, 1962, at 9:55 A. M. and duly recorded,

Attest:

City Clerk.

Jobn . and Gathertas N, NeDonald )" TGy peaf¢|iac
) . ( :
to ) & WARRANTY DEED l / 3
; KE’C}!WIt%Q_

Know all Men by these Presents That we, John H., McDonald and Catherine M. McDonald of Bur-
lington in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantors, in the consideration of Ten
and More Dollars paid to our full satisfaction by Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M., Moore of Burling-
ton in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantees, by these presents, do freely
Give, Grant, Sell, Convey and Confirm unto the said Grantees Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore,
husband and wife, as tenants by the entirety, and their heirs and assigns forever, a certain piece
of land in Burlington in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont, described as follows, viz:

Floyd W. and Mabel M. Moore

A triangular piece of land off the southwest corner of Lot No. 86 as showm on
plans of the south central section of Prospect Park recorded in Vol. 140, at

Page 360, and in Vol. 148, at Page 87 of the City of Burlington Land Records.
Said parcel is more particularly described as follows:

Beginning at a point which is the southwest corner of said Lot No. 86; thence
northerly along the westerly line of sald Lot No. 86, a distance of 7.92 feet

to a point; thence easterly, at an angle of 8399', a distance of 81.43 feet to a
point; thence westerly along the origimal boundary line between Lots 86 and 87
to the point of beginning.

The purpose of this conveyance Is to make the boundary lines between Lot 86 and 87
form a right angle with the westerly line of South Street. The simultaneous convey-
ance by.the within grantees to the within grantoers of a corresponding triangular
piece of land will complete the relocation of said boundary line.

Said land is a part of the land conveyed to the within grantors by warranty deed of
Kenneth S. Austin dated July 29, 1950, recorded in Vol. 136, at Page 38l of the
Burlington Land Records.
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Reference is made to the above mentioned deed and plans and to the records
thereof, and to the deeds and records therein referred to, in aid of this
description. .

The above parcel of land is subject to certain restrictive covenants which
are more particularly referred to in the deed to the within gramtors, except
as said restrictions are expressly waived by Thomas A. Farrell by wailver
attached to this deed.

To Have and to Hold said granted premises, with all the privileges and appurtenances there=-
of, to the said Grantees Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M. Moore, and their heirs and assigns, to their
own use and behoof forever; And we the sald Grantors John H. McDonald and Catherine M. McDonald
for ourselves and our heirs, executoxs and administrators, do covenant with the said Grantees
Floyd W. Moore and Mabel M, Moore, and thelr heirs and assigns, that until the ensealing of these
presents we are the sole owners of the premises, and have good right and title to convey the
same in manner aforesaid, that they are Free from every encumbrance; except as above stated.

We hereby engage to Warrant and Defend the same against all lawful claims whatever, except as
above stated.

In Witness Whereof, we hereunto set our hands and seals this 6th day of September A, D.
1962,

In Presence of: John H. McDenald Seal
A, Pearley Feen Catherine M, McDonald Seal
Dorothy Burns

STATE OF VERMONT, )
CHITTENDEN COUNTY ) ss.

At Burlington this 6th day of September A. D. 1962 John H. McDonald and Catherine M. Mc-
‘Donald personally appeared, and they acknowledged this instrument, by them sealed and subscribed,
te be their free act and deéd,

Before me, Dorothy Burns
Notary Publie
CONSENT TO CONVEYANCE

The undersigned hereby consents. to the conveyance made by the deed to which this consent is
attached and waives the provision against subdivision imposed by him upon the land therein con-
veyed to the extent that said conveyance constitutes a subdivision of said land.

In Witness Whereef I hereunto set my hand and seal this 6th day of September, 1962.

In the Presence of:
R. Allan Paul . Thomas A. Farrell Seal
Mildred E, Sargent

STATE OF VERMONT
CHITTENDEN COUNTY, SS.

At Winooski this 6th day of September, 1962, personally appeared Thomas A, Farrell and he
acknowledged the foregoing instrument to be his free act and deed.

Before me, R. Allan Paul
Notary Public

I hereby certify that U. S. Revenue Stamps in the amount of $0.55 were affixed to the foregoing
written instrument and were duly cancelled.

Received for record September 10, 1962, at 10:00 A. M, and duly recorded.

Attest:

City Clerk,

omas A, Farrell

WARRANTY DEED

David M. and Joan B. Boardmy
WARRANTY DEED

Know All Men by These Presents that I, Thomas & rrell, of South Burlington, in the County
of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantor, in the conside not Ten and More Dollars paid to
my full satisfaction by David M. Boardman and Joan B. Boardman, B d and wife, of Burlington,
in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont Grantees, by these pres do freely Give,
Grant, Sell, Convey and Confirm umto the said Grantees David M. Boardman and n.B. Boardman,
husband and wife, as tenants by the entirety, and their heirs and agsigng forever, 4 certain
piece of land in Burlington, in the County of Chittenden and State of Vermont, described as
follows, viz:

A certain plece or parcel of land 50 feet wide. more or less. in Prosvect



Department of Permitting and Inspections
645 Pine Strest
Buriington, VT 05401-8415
Phone: (802) 865-7188

www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpi

ST OWNEr S Signatifte:

Pl

PROJECT LOCATION ADDRESS: 89 Chesinut Terrace

PROPERTY . . _ .

OWNER*:_.(,))O\ A \'/\\});S A g unine APPLICANT: Zachary R, Berger

*If condominium uni, written approval from the Asgocialion is also required

POSTAL ADDRESS: I | Sau\}e\ S‘mf POSTAL ADDRESS:; _ P.O. Box 368

ciy, sT, 2P B Ul UwzTof  ToSkel | crry, sT,zip;  Burington, Vermont, 05401

DAY PHONE: X064, 2;38 - 5"6‘?)’( DAY PHONE: (802) 264-3230

EMAIL: (et @) Comeank aat” EMAIL: Zhergor@gravelshea.com

SIGNATURE: ’P b o e SIGNATURE: % 7;,4/% —
T~ / 7

Property owner signature authorizes the applicant (if noted) to act on owner's behalf for all matters pertaining o this zoning
permit application. Signature also consents to the proposed wark and to inspection by city zoning staff to close out the zoning
permit upon project completion.

Description of Proposed Project:_Dstermination that 89 Chestnut Ter. (Parce! ID: 058-1-115.000) is a separate lot 41 South St.

(Parcal ID 058-3-042,000)

June 2021




November 17, 2022

To the Development Review Board:

| am appealing the decision for Zoning Permit Application ZP #: 22-503. My filing fee of $250
was paid on-line. The application #22-503 originally received an Adverse Determination that 89
Chestnut Terrace is a separate lot from 41 South Street, which was issued on September 16,
2022. The Applicant timely appealed the decision to the DRB on September 21, 2022. | am tan
abutter to the proposed separate lot at 89 Chestnut Terrace and received notice of the appeal
and a scheduled hearing date of November 1, 2022. | then received a second notice with a new
date of November 15 for the appeal. | spoke with staff in the Zoning Office to indicate that |
would be submitting materials for the hearing. | then learned that the appeal had been
withdrawn because, on November 2, 2022, the Zoning Administrator reversed their decision
and issued a new decision. | appeal on the following grounds:

1. The Zoning Administrator lacked jurisdiction to issue a new decision on November 2,
2022 because there was a pending appeal before the Development Review Board.
Jurisdiction of the matter had already been transferred to the DRB.

a. The exclusive remedy for a decision of the Zoning Administrator is to file an
appeal. 24 V.S.A. § 4465; 4470.

b. When issuing a decision on a Zoning Permit, a town or city is acting as a quasi-
judicial entity. In re Freimour & Menard Conditional Use Permit, No. 59411,
2012 WL 8898500, at *5 (Vt.Super. June 06, 2012). See also, Chioffi v. Winooski
Zoning Bd., 151 Vt. 9, 13 (1989).

c. “[W]hen a notice of appeal from a decision of an appropriate municipal panel is
properly filed with the Environmental Division under the provisions in 24 V.S.A.,,
Chapter 116 and V.R.E.C.P. 5, the municipal panel is divested if its jurisdiction
over the matter on appeal and jurisdiction is conferred to the Environmental
Division. In re Freimour & Menard Conditional Use Permit, No. 59411, 2012 WL
8898500, at *5 (Vt.Super. June 06, 2012).

2. The Applicant, through her attorney, Zachary Berger, was mailed a Z card on September
6, 2022 (according to Zoning and Planning staff) and failed to properly post the property
during the pendency of the Zoning Permit application in violation of Section 3.2.4(b) of
Burlington’s Zoning Ordinance. To this day, no notice has been posted at the property.
No neighbor had any notice of the request for a determination until those immediate
neighbors received the required DRB Appeal Notice by mail.

| respectfully request that the Development Review Board remand the matter to the Zoning
Administrator with direction to reinstate its original decision dated September 16. | believe this
relief is the only relief appropriate given the circumstances. The action of the Zoning
Administrator on November 2 violated Vermont law and my due process and statutory rights to



participate in the original appeal. Applicant has also failed to adhere to the procedural rules
requiring notice at the property. Applicant should be directed to properly post the property
immediately so that other neighbors are aware of this proceeding and can exercise their rights
if they so choose, in the event that Applicant again exercises her right to appeal the Adverse
Determination.
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Case Number: EC-4-2482
PIN:

Landowner: Laurent Boix-vives and Linda Gibson
Address: ¢/o Rossignol Ski Co.

749 677 DOCUMENTS

State of Vermont ' for

SUBDIVISION PERMIT'|

vironmental Protection Rules.

Effective August 8, 1996
I

EJ02-0142 ¢

P.O. Box 298 4403 Northside Parkw; ;y #1330 l
Williston, VT 05495 Atlanta, GA 30327 |, !

This project, conmstmg of aminor boundary line adjustment by ¢ ieymg Parcel A from Boxx-vwes
to Gibson and conveying parcel B from Gibson to Boix-vives w1.q1 the Gibson lot remairiing 0{42
acre in size and the Boix-vives lot remaining 0.72 acre in size eaql) served by municipal water dnd
wastewater services located off Chestnut Terrace and South Stteet in the City of Burhngwn
Vermont, is hereby approved under the requirements of the regul ons named above subject to the

following conditions.

" The project shall be completed as shown on the plans Pro! QI:t 98076-41 "Boundary Line

Adjustment Laurent Boix-vives” prepared by Trudell C4nsulting Engineers, Inc. whxch
have been stamped "approved" by the Wastewater Managenyent Division. The project shall
not deviate from the approved plans without prior writtép:approval from the Wastewater
Management Division.

Each prospective purchaser of each lot shall be shown a c{?py of the approved plot plan and
this Subdivision Permit prior to conveyance of the lot.

The conditions of this permit shall run with the land5|and will be binding upon and
enforceable against the permittee and all assigns and sucqecsors in interest. The permittee
shall be responsible for the recording of this permit and the "Notice of Permit Recordmg"
in the Burlington Land Records within 30 days of i 1ssuan 0 of this permit and prior to the
conveyance of any lot subject to the jurisdiction of this perjmxt
i

This permit is being issued pursuant to the Ermronmeziml Protection Rules, Chapter 1,
Subchapter 2, Administration, Section 1-201(M)2 . The p}nnj ect involves a minor property
line change Due to the negligible potentxa] for adverse envitonmental impact, the Division
is issuing the permit without requiring submission of detuled information on the water

supply and wastewater disposal systems. Recordad

CITY CLER” 'S DFFiCE
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Subdivision Permit WCUMEms

EC-4-2482 - - 3

Laurent. Boix-vives and Linda Gibson 49 678 s for

Pago2 | RECORDING
: A

[

This project has been reviewed and is approved for the existing single family residence on
each approved lot. Construction of other types of buildings or dwellings, including public
buildings, commercial buildings, duplexes, and condominium units, isnot allowed without
prior review and approval by the Wastewater Management Division and such approval will
not be granted unless the proposal conforms to the applicable laws and regulations.

By acceptance of this permit, the permittee agrees to allow representatives of the State of
Vermont access to the property subject to this permit, at reasonable times, for the purpose
of ascertaining compliance with Vermont environmental/health statutes and regulations.

WATER SUPPLY

Each lot is approved for water supply by connection to the municipal water system. No other
means of obtaining potable water shall be allowed without prior review and approval by the
Wastewater Management Division.

WASTEWATER DISPOSAL

Each lot is approved for connection to the municipal wastewater treatment facility. No other
method of wastewater disposal shall be allowed without prior review and approval by the
Wastewater Management Division, and such approval will not be granted unless the propesal
conforms to the applicable laws and regulations.

Dated at Essex Junction, Vermont on July 8, 2002.

Christopher Recchia, Commissioner
Department of Environmental Conservation

By e’ / %&/Mﬂ«—\
Ernest P. Christianson
Regional Engineer

For the Record
Burlington Planning Commission & Select Board
Trudell Consulting Engineers, Inc.




749 679
STATE OF VERMQNT '
AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES - DOCUMENTS
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION for
'DIVISION OF WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT RECORDING

18 VSA §1218-1é&0 _
NOTICE OF PERMIT Rad;ORDlNG

To: Municipal/City Clerk, Gity of Burlington
Subject: Subdivision Permit # EC-4-2482
Landowner: Laurent Boix-vives

Land Identification: Book 324, Page 159

As Municipal Clerk for the town/cily, you are hereby.nbﬂf jed that this Notice of Perrml Recording
and above-referenced Subdivision Permit are to be recorded I1 the Municipal Land Records under the
authority of 27 VSA §803-605. The grantor(s) shall be the abWe-referenced landowner whose lands are
identified in the Book(s) and Pagefs) specified above and thégrantee shait be the State of Vermom
Agency of Nalural Resources. The grantor(s) and the granteq.shall be listed in the general mdex for

deeds.
The grantee's interest is limited to the lands of the grantor(s) identified In the Book(s) and Page(s)

specified above as delineated in the above-referenced SubdMslon Permit issued under the authority of 18

VSA §1218-1220 and the Environmental Protection’ Rules.
| swear that, to the best of my inf@:tion and belie] gha statements made above are true.

lﬂu ? , 2002,
/

For the Wastewaté}‘:}\ﬂanagement Division

Dated at Essex Junclion, Vermeont, on
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JOSEPH D. FALLON
ATTORNEY AT LAW
P.0. BOX 257
10729 ROUTE 116

HINESBURG, VT 05461

(802) 482-2137

WARRANTY DEED

053 -3-042-000
KNOW ALL PERSONS BY THESE PRESENTS THAT I, LAURENT BOIX-

VIVES, of Grenoble, in the Country of France, Grantor, in consideration of -----TEN AND

MORE------ Dollars paid to my full satisfaction by LAURENT BOIX-VIVES and JANINE

LAURENT BOIX-VIVES of Grenoble, in the County of France, Grantees, by these presents,
do freely GIVE, GRANT, SELL, CONVEY AND CONFIRM unto the said Grantees,
LAURENT BOIX-VIVES and JANINE LAURENT BOIX-VIVES, husband and wife, as
tenants by the entirety, and their heirs and assigns forever, a certain piece of land in the City

of Burlington, in the County of Chittenden, and State of Vermont, described as follows, viz:

Being all and the same land and premises, together with improvements thereon and
appurtenances thereto conveyed to Laurent Boix-Vives by Warranty Deed of John H.

McDonald and Patricia D. McDonald dated April 4, 1975, and of record in Book 227, Pages
702-705 of the City of Burlington Land Records.

In addition, being all and the same land and premises conveyed to Laurent Boix-
Vives by Quit Claim Deed of David J. Sylvester and Pietra P. Sylvester dated January 30,

2006, and of record in Book 950, Pages 432-433 of the City of Burlington Land Records,
and subject to the conditions therein set forth.

Being four (4) contiguous and adjacent parcels of land with dwelling house and other

structures thereon, the dwelling house known and designated as 41 South Street, Burlington,
Vermont.

Reference is hereby made to the following instruments in further aid of the
description herein:

A. Quit Claim Deed of Laurent Boix-Vives to Linda Gibson dated October 25,

2002 and of record in Book 779, Pages 82-83 of the City of Burlington Land
Records;

B. Quit Claim Deed of Linda Gibson to Laurent Boix-Vives dated December 17,
2002 and of record in Book 779, Pages 84-85 of the aforesaid land records.

Meaning and intending to convey hereby all property owned by the Grantor herein
located at 41 South Street, Burlington, Vermont.




Reference is hereby made to the above-mentioned instruments, the records thereof,
the references therein made, and their respective records and references, in further aid of this

description.

¢ of Burlinston, VT

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD said granted premises, with all the privileges and

S

;‘j g ; appurtenances thereof, to the said Grantees, LAURENT BOIX-VIVES and JANINE

EE"? LAURENT BOIX-VIVES, husband and wife, as tenants by the entirety, and their heirs and

E§ g assigns, to their own use and behoof forever; and I, the said Grantor, LAURENT BOIX-

g ;; -:j VIVES, for myself and my heirs, executors and administrators, do covenant with the said

zﬁ 3 Grantees, LAURENT BOIX-VIVES and JANINE LAURENT BOIX-VIVES, and their heirs
E‘ and assigns, that until the ensealing of these presents I am are the sole owner of the premises,
s and have good right and title to convey the same in manner aforesaid, that they are FREE

FROM EVERY ENCUMBRANCE except as aforesaid and except for easements and
rights-of-way of record, if any, and I hereby engage to WARRANT AND DEFEND the

same against all lawful claims whatever, except as aforesaid.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand and seal this 2 nd day of

“cggﬁgﬂ ,2017.
oL

LAURENT BOIX-VIVES

~ACKNOWLEDGEMENT -

Vermont Property Teansfer Tox
32 V.5.A. Chap 231
Return Recaived Thic

COUNTRY OF FRANCE
REPUBLIC OF FRANCE CITY OF LYON
CONSULATE OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

Before me, the undersigned authority, a ngga ;g (Title of Foreign Service

Officer) of the United States of America, duly commissioftd and qualified, on this day
RENT BOIX-VIVES, known to me to be the person whose name

personally appeared LAU
g instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same

is subscribed to the foregoin
for the purposes and consideration therein expressed.

Given under my hand this 25 q dayof Gefokra ,2017.
D gt e A Yo

Aol e

JOSEPH D. FALLON

Title or Capacity of Officer

ATTORNEY AT LAW
P.O. BOX 257

10729 ROUTE 116

HINESBURG, VT 05461

(802) 482-2137




FORM 1901 - WARRANTY D2£D

i e sav.

Snow il Menbytheselfresents

That We, JOHN H. and PATRICIA D, MCDONALD, husband and wife,

o/,  Burlington in the County of °  Chittenden +
and State of Vermont' Grantor s , in, the consideration of \.
----------- Ten or More : Dollars

paid to  our full satisfaction by LAURENT BOIX-VIVES

of War‘rén in the County of  Washington

and State of Vermont Grantee , .by these presents, do .

freety Gite, Grant, Sell, Conbey and Confirmt wnco the saia siae
- LAURENT BOIX~-VIVES ;

> .

Jollows, viz:

Being four (4) contiguous and adjacent parcels of land with
dwelling house and\other structures thereon, the dwelling
house known and designated as #41 South Street, so-called;
said property being more particularly described as follows:

Eal:.(:f] 1: Lot 86 as shown on a Revised Plan of East Central
Section of

Volume 134, Page 234, of the Land Records of the City of
Burlington. . Beginning at a point in the west line of South
Street, said point being the southeast corner of Lot 85 as
shown on said Plan; thence, South 84° 13' W in the south line
of said Lot 85 for a distance of 130 feet, more or less, to a
point; said point being the southwest corner of Lot 85;
thence, turning a deflection angle of 90° to the left for the
distance of 100 feet to a point; thence, turning a deflection
angle of 90° to the left for a distance of 120 feet, more or
less, to a point in the west line of South Street; thence
turning a deflection angle of 84° 13' in the west line of
South Street 100.51 feet to the point or place of beginning.
The last mentioned course is due north magnetically.

Excepted and excluded from the above description is' a small
parcel of land off the southwesterly corner of Lot 86 as
conveyed by deed of John H. and Catherine McDonald to Floyd
and Mabel Moore, sald deed dated September 6, 1962, and
recorded 111 Volume 164, Page 34, of sald Land Records.

——

and his heirs and assigns forever, a .
certain piece of land in Burlington ) in the ':_
County of Chittenden and State of Vermont, described as Wi

Prospect Park, said Plan being of record in i =




g PARCEL 2: Lot 83 as shown a Plan of Portion of South §
i Central Section of Prospegf Park, Revised September 8, 1955, 703 :
and recorded in Volume , Page 87, of the City of Burlington }

Land Records. Said Lot 89 has a south line of 140 feet;
an east line of 113 feet; a north line of 120.2 feet; ; i
a west line of 89.43 feet following'the curve of Chestnut Terrace,
plus 55.55 feet that follows the frontage of an unnamed right-
of-way as shown on said Plan.

Parcel 3: A triangular portion of Lot 85 as shown on a

Revised Plan of the East Central Section of Prospect Park,

said Plan of record at Volume I34, Page 234 of the Burlington

Land Records. Beginning at a point in the west line of \g
South Street, said point being-the southeast corner of :

Lot 85 as shown on said Plan; thence running at right angles A el
to said South Street westerly 138 fpet, more or less, to the
rear line of said Lot 85 as shown on said Plan; thence turning
to_ the left at an approximate angle of 84° 13' and running
southerly along the westerly line of Lot 85, a distance of

{ 13.099 feet, more or less, to a point, which point is the

i northwest corner of said Lot 86 as shown on said Plan;

thence turning left approximately at a right angle and

running easterly along the northerly line of said Lot 86, said
line being the southerly line of said Lot 85 as shown on said
Plan, a distance of 130 feet, more or less, to the point or
‘place of beginning. Fa

PARCEL 4: Being Pargels 1 and 2 as described in a warranty e SO
.deed from Floyd W. and Mabel M. Moore to John and Catherine .
S {I' McDonald,.dated September 4, 1962 and of record in Volume 164,
. . page 33, of the city of Burlington land Records.

This conveyance is subject to any and all easements, rights- 1
& of-way, protective covenants and any other burdens and benefits

of regord.
l The above described parcels are all and the same land and | -
i premises conveyed to the within grantors by quit-claim deed

fiz, of Ruth G. Haselton, dated December 26, 1966, a
- nd
in Volume 181, Pages 365-67 of the Buriingtcé Landrggggssg.

v | To said deeds and plans, the recards thereof, and to th

. deeds
. and records therein referred to, reference 1' h sk

{ I 2 further aid of this description: i for e g s




| =04 his heirs and assigns, to their own use and behoof forever; -
! Andwe the said Grantor s, JOHN H. and PATRICIA D. McDONALD
L,
for ourselves and our heirs,

‘executors and administrators, do  covenant with the said Grantee
LAURENT BOIX-VIVES, his
[
heirs and assigns, that until the ensealing of these presents we are

the sole owner s of the premises, and have good right and title to convey the

except as above stated

same in manner aforesaid, that they are .‘fl’tl from ebery cncumbranu;‘:
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d
i?reg;/eentaee to C¥larrvant and Pefend the same against all lawful claims

whatever,

hereunto set hands and seals

Pn TWitness TWbereof, *©
pr sy (=20
Elnﬂrrsmrr of

our

4. D. 19 15

this

H. McDONALD

. aurn No, 2 .
~aned :5 ; l: ! g‘} 300 ; Chevk
o Yy-1-1¢g

State of Permont, }“‘ 4t Burlington this
carrrenoeN  Countp day of &Z:fﬁ’- 4.D. 1975 .
JOHN H. and PATRICIA D.

McDONALD

they acknowledgded this instrument, by'

personally appeared, and

sealed and subscribed, to ﬂ'es qct and deed.

_their

them
Before me (sl
Notary Publ
LW
Received for record April L4, ., 19 75 ,at. 3340 DM. and recorded.
Aucsl g L A




December 11, 2022

Scott Gustin

Principal Planner & Asst. Administrative Officer
Dept. of Permitting & Inspections

645 Pine Street

Burlington, VT 05401

Re: ZAP-22-4; Appeal of Determination ZP-22-503 as to Separate Lot
Dear Mr. Gustin:

In my appeal of the above referenced permit application, I have requested that the original denial
issued on September 21, 2022, be reinstated because the Zoning Administrator did not have
jurisdiction to issue a revised decision on November 2, 2022, since the original decision was
under appeal. However, in the event that the Development Review Board wishes to
substantively consider the initial appeal that Mrs. Boix-Vives filed, I also submit the information
below along with attachments to support a final determination that there are no longer two lots.

Introduction

As the Permitting and Inspections Department has communicated in its original and revised
decisions, there were in fact two original lots when this neighborhood was created. I live next
door to the lot known as Lot 89 which fronts on Chestnut Terrace at 32 Chestnut Terrace. After
reviewing title for both Mrs. Boix-Vives’ lot and my own, it appears that the lots were merged
by actions of the previous owner, her late husband, the City of Burlington, and the State of
Vermont during a boundary line adjustment in 2002. In addition, Mr. Boix-Vives took repeated
actions after the 2002 boundary line adjustment, showing he understood that there was only one
lot. There is now only one lot of .72 acres known as 41 South Street.

Relevant Facts

1. In 1975, Mr. Boix Vives got the property in one deed that described 4 separate parcels of
land. Some of these parcels were quite small, but one was called Lot 89 from the original lot
layout for this neighborhood. It fronted on Chestnut Terrace. Two of the "parcels" Mr. Boix-
Vives acquired were quite small and were likely non-conforming lots and merged by operation
of law because they could never have been conveyed by themselves under Burlington Zoning
Rules. The fourth lot was identified in the deed as Lot 86 and is where the house with an address
of 41 South Street sits today. Attachment 1, Warranty Deed from McDonald to Boix-Vives
dated April 4, 1975, recorded at Book 227, Page 702 of the Burlington Land Records.

2. In 2002, Mr. Boix Vives and Linda Gibson (my predecessor in title) did a boundary line
adjustment. As part of that adjustment, they obtained a Zoning Permit which requested a
boundary line adjustment between 41 South Street and 32 Chestnut Terrace which was approved
as Zoning Permit #02-448 and issued on April 19, 2002. There is no boundary line between 32



Chestnut Terrace and 41 South Street because the lots do not abut, unless there is only one Boix-
Vives lot. The Zoning Administrator at the time would have noticed this immediately and would
have denied the permit, unless there was 1) already a merger of all of Boix-Vives property into
one lot, or 2) this boundary line adjustment was also merging the two 4 parcels, two conforming
and two non-conforming, into one lot known as 41 South Street. Indeed, the map submitted and
recorded with the boundary line adjustment shows one lot for 41 South Street, encompassing all
of Mr. Boix-Vives land. In addition, using the same map that was used for the Zoning Permit,
Mr. Boix-Vives and Ms. Gibson also obtained a state subdivision permit. The State permit
conditions also recognize only one lot encompassing all of Mr. Boix-Vives’ land, with only one
residence is permitted on the lot. See Attachment 2, Condition 6, Subdivision Permit #EC-4-
2482, dated July 8, 2002, and recorded at Book 749, Page 677 in the Burlington City Land
Records September 5, 2002. A copy of this permit was also forwarded to the then Burlington
Planning Commission.

3. In 2006, Mr. Boix Vives did another boundary line adjustment with his South Street
neighbors David and Pietra Sylvester and recorded another survey showing all his property as
one lot, consistent with the subdivision permit and the previous zoning permit.

4.1In 2017, Mr. Boix Vives conveyed all his lands to himself and Mrs. Boix Vives as joint
owners. In that deed, all the property that is part of 41 South Street (there is no mention of 89
Chestnut Terrace or Lot 89) was conveyed which includes everything in the maps described
above as one lot. This is the deed by which Mrs. Boix-Vives obtained ownership of the property.
Attachment 3, Warranty Deed from Laurent Boix-Vives to Laurent and Janine Boix-Vives,
dated October 2, 2017, recorded at Book 1365, Page 88 of the Burlington Land Records.

Analysis

The November 2, 2022, Revised Determination of the Zoning Administrator references “a
couple of surveys for boundary adjustments” but then dismisses them as being merely incorrect.
The decision fails to acknowledge what should have been in the City’s own files and is of record,
which are an approved boundary line adjustment with merged lots and a state permit which
clearly shows the same. If the City had not approved the merger of the lots, then the 2002
zoning permit application should have been rejected, since Lot 86 (41 South Street) shares no
boundary with 32 Chestnut Terrace. Moreover, subsequent actions by Mr. Boix-Vives himself
were consistent with the understanding that he owned one lot, including the Sylvester boundary
line adjustment and his conveyance of the property to himself and Mrs. Boix-Vives, now the
current owner.

Finally, while the City’s tax map is a piece of evidence that is “conflicting,” as the City’s
original zoning determination mentions, because it shows two separate lots owned by the Boix-
Vives. Of course, it is black letter law in Vermont that municipal tax maps do not determine
property rights or boundaries. After review, it appears that the City’s tax map calls the lot “89
Chestnut Terrace” as its address because it is merely a mistaken reference to the original Lot
number and not an actual address. The homes on Chestnut Terrace (there are only 4, including
mine) are numbered for mailing/911 purposes much lower than the original lot numbers. My
home at 32 Chestnut Terrace is the highest number on the street. My original lot number was



Lot 90. There is no relationship between the lot numbers and the physical address. In other
words, it is not, as the Zoning Determination suggests, that the surveys and permits are in error;
it is that the tax map contains the error. There never has been an address known as 89 Chestnut
Terrace.

Conclusion

In conclusion, in the event the DRB decides to consider not only the appeal before it of the
improper issuance of a reconsideration determination while an appeal was pending, but also
considers the substantive question of whether or not there is one lot or two, I ask that this
submission be considered in any deliberation. Based on the information I have shared in this
correspondence, I support the Zoning Administrator’s original determination that there is not a
separate lot known as Lot 89 fronting on Chestnut Terrace. There is only one lot owned by Mrs.
Boix-Vives, known as 41 South Street.

Sincerely,

Arline P. Duffy
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Department of Permitting & Inspections William Ward, Director o >,

Zoning Divisi Scott Gustin, AICP, CFM, Principal Planner
O”'”_g Ivision Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner
645 Pine Street Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner % A
Burlington, VT 05401 Joseph Cava, Permit Technician “?41,,”" svic“o“
Telephone:(802) 865-7188 Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer Gam

P (802)

_ vacant, Permitting & Inspections Administrator

(802) 865-7195 (FAX)

TO: Development Review Board

FROM: Scott Gustin

DATE: December 20, 2022

RE: ZAP-22-8; 89 Chestnut Terrace

Note: These are staff comments only; decisions on projects are made by the Development
Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project. THE APPLICANT
OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING.

Zone: RL Ward: 6S
Owner/Appellant: Janine Boix-Vives / Arline Duffy

Request: Appeal of zoning determination ZP-22-503 recognizing 89 Chestnut Terrace as a
separate lot from 41 South Street.

Overview:

The subject property is located within the Residential — Low Density zone at the southeastern
corner of the city. It is among a suburban style residential neighborhood originally subdivided in
the 1950’s. Detached single family homes predominate. The subject property includes two
addresses. 41 South Street contains the owner’s residence. 89 Chestnut Terrace is contiguous but
vacant.

The property owner sought a determination recognizing the subject property as two distinct lots.
Initially, it appeared that the property was a single lot; however, in the end, an affirmative
determination was issued recognizing the property as two separate lots. That determination has
been appealed by a neighbor, Arline Duffy.

Recommendation: Uphold affirmative determination based on the following findings:

I. Findings:

The applicant submitted the determination request to recognize two separate lots on September 6,
2022. A red Z-Card was prepared and mailed later that same day. The Z-Card is to be posted on
the subject property to provide notice of the pending zoning application. The Z-Card was not
posted in a timely manner but was posted belatedly as addressed further below.

The application was reviewed, and the zoning permit files and other city records were researched
in considering the determination request. An adverse determination was issued September 16,
2022 based in large part on two boundary line adjustment permits in the zoning files depicting the
property as one lot. Relatively minor boundary adjustments with neighboring properties were
depicted and approved as part of the two boundary line adjustment zoning permits.



That initial adverse determination was appealed by the applicant and scheduled for public hearing
with the Development Review Board on November 15, 2022. In researching the property history
further in preparation for the appeal hearing, zoning staff found additional evidence in the land
records and Sanborn maps supporting the presence of two separate lots. A revised determination
was issued in the affirmative recognizing two separate lots, and the pending appeal was
withdrawn.

The revised determination was issued November 2, 2022.

This determination is in regard to the above-referenced property, specifically your
request that the City of Burlington recognize that 89 Chestnut Terrace is a
separate lot from that at 41 South Street. The City reviewed the following
documents/evidence to form its determination:

The City’s zoning permit records

The City’s zoning and subdivision codes

The City’s tax parcel map

The Sanborn maps

The determination request for Zachary R. Berger

The foregoing items show conflicting evidence as to this matter. Specifically, the
zoning permit records include a couple of surveys for boundary adjustments to the
subject property. The surveys depict one lot, but the approved boundary
adjustments did not include merger of 41 South Street and 89 Chestnut Terrace.
The City’s tax map depicts two separate lots (one for 89 Chestnut Terrace and
another for 41 South Street). The property deeds and original subdivision plat for
the south central section of Prospect Park depict two separate lots. The Sanborn
maps depict two separate lots. There is nothing in the permit record indicating
merger of the two lots. The noted boundary adjustment surveys appear to
incorrectly depict two lots as one lot.

Based on review of these items, the Permitting & Inspections Department
determines that 89 Chestnut Terrace and 41 South Street are two separate lots.

An appeal of this affirmative determination was filed by a neighboring property owner, Arline
Duffy, on November 14, 2022. The appeal was made complete on November 17 — within the 15-
day appeal period. The appeal asserts, among other things, that the Z-Card notice was never posted
on the property. The applicant confirmed this lack of posting. A new Z-Card providing notice of
the application and accompanying 15-day appeal period was issued and posted onsite as
photographically confirmed by the applicant on November 17, 2022. The lack of notice was
remedied. No additional appeals were filed during the restarted 15-day appeal period.

The appeal asserts that the Zoning Administrator lacks the authority to resolve an appeal outside of
a public hearing with the Development Review Board. The original adverse determination was
scheduled for hearing on appeal with the DRB. The appeal asserts that hearing should have
occurred, and the DRB should have rendered a decision based on the original determination. This
assertion is incorrect. If the Zoning Administrator issues a decision in error, and that decision is
appealed to the DRB, the Zoning Administrator is able to correct that error with a revised decision
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and render the appeal moot. Matters pending before the courts are routinely settled prior to trial.
Something similar happened in this case. Additional evidence in support of the applicant’s request
to recognize the property as two separate lots was uncovered while preparing for appeal. A revised
affirmative determination was issued, and the applicant withdrew the appeal. There was a glitch
with posting of the property; however, that problem was resolved with a newly posted Z-Card and
associated 15-day appeal period.

More substantively, the appeal asserts that the two separate lots were merged as part of the two
boundary line adjustment permits for the property. Indeed, both boundary line adjustment permits
include a boundary survey depicting the property as one lot (inclusive of 41 South Street and 89
Chestnut Terrace). Zoning permit 02-449, approved April 19, 2002 for 41 South Street, enabled
702.3 sf to be conveyed from 32 Chestnut Terrace to 41 South Street and vice versa. The
boundary survey associated with this permit shows the land swap between these two properties and
also depicts 41 South Street as one large lot. A subsequent zoning permit for 41 South Street, 06-
367CA, approved December 1, 2005, enabled conveyance of 1,966 sf from 25 South Street to 41
South Street. The boundary survey depicts this conveyance and also shows 41 South Street as one
large lot. As a matter of practice, boundary surveys are relied upon for the most accurate lot data.
As noted above, the initial determination was adverse, based on the boundary survey with these
two lot line adjustments. The determination was revised and made affirmative due to the
following evidence in support of the property as two separate lots:

e The land records consistently refer to multiple lots.
The original subdivision contained two separate lots.
The Sanborn maps consistently depict two separate lots.
The tax map depicts the property as two separate lots.
No lot merger has ever specifically been requested or approved.

The boundary survey associated with the two lot line adjustments makes a general reference to
deed research in the City of Burlington land records but lacks specifics. As noted above, the deed
language in the land records consistently refers to multiple lots. Both lot line adjustment permits
specify and approve conveyance of land between properties — not merger of multiple lots into one.
All of the evidence except for this boundary survey points to separate lots.

This appeal can be argued both ways, with reasonable arguments on both sides. Insofar as
ambiguity is decided in favor of the property owner, a revised determination recognizing two
separate lots at 41 South Street and 89 Chestnut Terrace was issued based on the preponderance of
the evidence.

Il. Recommended Motion:
Uphold the administrative determination.
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l. Introduction

The Chittenden Area Transportation Management Association (aka CATMA) has been
submitting a 5-year Joint Institutional Parking Management Plan (JIPMP) to the City of
Burlington since 2009, along with annual updates under Article 8 of the Burlington
Comprehensive Development Ordinance (CDO). This report allows the institutions to
demonstrate parking demand and, when lower than parking requirements outlined in Article 8 of
the CDO, receive what amounts to a parking waiver from those standards when applying for
zoning permits for projects listed in this report. This report may be approved by Burlington’s
Planning Commission and Development Review Board (DRB) for a period of up to five years
with annual updates reported to the City’s Planning and Zoning office.

This Plan is submitted by CATMA on behalf of its founding institutional members: Champlain
College, University of Vermont, and the University of Vermont Medical Center.

Joint Institutional Parking Management Plan

Purpose
The 5-Year JIPMP and its annual updates are intended to:

e Recognize the need to manage parking demand and resources holistically and
creatively, employing transportation demand management (TDM) practices as well as
supplying adequate parking facilities

e Recognize the efficiencies gained when several neighboring institutions share resources
and collaboratively participate in parking and TDM programs

e Ensure that city streets in nearby neighborhoods are not unfairly burdened by parking
demands from post-secondary education or medical institutions.

In addition to the requirements of Burlington ordinance Article 8 Section 8.1.15 Waivers from
Parking Requirements, an Institutional Parking Management Plan shall include the following:
a) Information specifying the proposed number of students (full-time, part-time, commuter,
on campus, off campus, and continued education), faculty and staff (full time and part
time), patients and visitors being served by the institution and anticipated over the
ensuing five year period;
b) An analysis of the anticipated parking demand by user group, time of day and / or
demand by use;
c) Information specifying the number and composition of the institution’s vehicle fleet,
where these vehicles are regularly kept, and designated “service vehicle only” parking;
d) Programs, policies or incentives used to reduce or manage the demand for parking
which may include but are not limited to:
e policies which restrict and/or prohibit the bringing of vehicles to the institution for
various users or groups of users
e transportation demand management programs to encourage the use of public
transit, walking, bicycling, carpooling, vanpooling and telecommuting
e implementation of a parking permit system to allocate parking throughout the
system,;
e) Implementation of a monitoring, compliance, and enforcement system to measure and
ensure compliance with the plan.



Content

The 2020-2025 JIPMP contains a collective summary chapter which highlights the current and
future parking conditions of each institution, on-street parking trends, collective transportation
trends, and collective TDM strategies in place for all of the institutions.

Each institution (Champlain College, University of Vermont (UVM), and University of Vermont
Medical Center (UVM Medical Center) have their own chapter which contains the following
information:

e Current parking requirements per Burlington’s Comprehensive Development Ordinance
(CDO)

e Updates on construction projects reported in the previous 2014-2019 JIPMP

e Current parking demand estimates and on-street parking

¢ Planned construction projects for the next five years

e Future parking demand estimates

¢ [nstitutional mode trends reported from the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student
Transportation Surveys

e Update on status of institution-specific TDM strategies

The data provided in the 2020-2025 JIPMP has been streamlined from previous versions to only
include the most relevant information.

A new Supplement document was created for reasons of space and is not essential for inclusion
in the full text of this report but might benefit the reader for further detail.

About CATMA

CATMA was established in April 1992 by the three “Hill” institutions in Burlington: Champlain
College, University of Vermont, and the University of Vermont Medical Center. In January 2015,
CATMA expanded to a regional TMA serving Chittenden County with transportation demand
management services, incentives, and programs. Its mission is to work with members and
community partners to plan and manage safe, convenient, and economical transportation and
parking options in ways that better coordinate land use and reduce environmental impacts. In
addition to collective parking management among the Hill institutions, they have also invested
and committed to TDM strategies for over 27 years. An overview and information on CATMA
can be found at catmavt.org.

Transportation Management Associations (TMA)

TMAs are associations, organizations, or cooperatives that provide transportation services and
education to businesses, property owners, residents, and employees in a defined geographic
area, combining their efforts to expand transportation options and reduce program costs. They
are not-for-profit collaborations of private and public sector entities working together towards
common goals, such as congestion mitigation, transportation services and pollution reduction.

Transportation Demand Management (TDM)

Transportation Demand Management is defined as, “ the acts of creating a most efficient
multimodal transportation system that moves people with the goal of reducing congestion, improving
air quality, and stimulating economic activity.”" It is the use of planning, programs, policy,

" Association for Commuter Transportation. 2020. “Benefits of TDM.”
https://www.actweb.org/i4a/pages/index.cfm?pagelD=3473




marketing, communications, incentives, pricing and technology to shift travel mode, routes used,
departure times, number of trips and location and design work space or public attractions.”




2. Collective Summary

Collective Institutional Results

The findings below provide an overview of the parking supply and demand data collection and
analysis effort conducted by CATMA with guidance from the UVM Transportation Research
Center. Parking demand is calculated by determining the peak proportion of automobile users
that park on campus using data from CATMA'’s 2019 Employee and Student Transportation
Surveys. For the purpose of this report, demand is defined as the number of automobile users
who park on campus at the peak time. A more detailed explanation of the demand calculation
can be found in Appendix A. Detailed findings can be found in the individual institutional
sections.

Each institution’s employment and enroliment numbers refer to employees working on the “Hill”
and students who attend classes within the City of Burlington.

Table 2-1 is a summary of all information required to apply for a parking waiver per the
Burlington Comprehensive Development Ordinances, which will be referred to as CDO
throughout this document. The CDO outlines both the minimum required number and maximum
allowed number of parking spaces any development can have based on size and use, but
because the institutions are uniquely positioned to manage their parking demands in collective
and creative ways, they can request a parking waiver from the City of Burlington if they
demonstrate their ability to manage parking demand. The waiver requested will be the
minimum parking required per CDO minus the institution’s parking supply.

As seen in Table 2-1, there is often a discrepancy between the maximum utilization recorded
and the estimated demand. The discrepancy between utilization and demand simply means that
all people who may want to park on campus at a given time did not park on campus when
counts were conducted. These individuals may find alternative locations (such as the street or a
non-campus parking lot) to park their vehicle or may utilize other transportation modes during
peak time. For a more in-depth explanation of this, please see Appendix B.

It should be noted that all information in this report reflects data predating the COVID-19 crisis.
All Hill institutions foresee changes in future policies and trends, which may reduce users and
parking demand. Champlain College and UVM enroliment numbers may change. Over the past
four months, the Hill institutions have expanded telework, online learning, and telehealth
options. It is also likely for at least the next year, large events typically hosted on campus by the
institutions will not be possible due to physical distancing guidelines which will reduce demand
for visitor parking. The impacts of these conditions will be addressed in 2021 Annual JIPMP
Update.

Table 2-1. Summary of current parking conditions and CDO requirements.

Champlain UVM Medical
College Center
Current Conditions
Current Potential Users' 2,967 17,468 6,197
Current Demand? 612 4,754 2,330
Current Maximum Parking Utilization® 599 3,958 2,408
Minimum Parking Required by CDO* 1,677 11,159 3,284




Current Parking Supply 710 4,939 2,509
"Current users includes students and employees. Due to insufficient mode data for patients/visitors, demand created
by them is added to the demand calculation based on institutional estimates.
°Determined using CATMA 2019 Employee and Student Transportation Survey.
3This is the maximum count recorded between 10 AM and 2 PM on Oct. 22-24, 2019 or Feb. 18-20, 2020.
“Requirements based on gross square footage (GSF) calculations found in Burlington CDO.

Table 2-2. Summary of future (2025) parking conditions, CDO requirements, and requested parking waiver.

Champlain UVM Medical
College Center

Future Conditions

Future Potential Users' 2,910 17,931 6,197
Future Demand? 591 4,867 2,330
Minimum Parking Required by CDO? 1,754 11,313 3,284
Net Impact of Planned Projects (2020-2025) - 128 -

Future Parking Suppl 660 5,045 2,509
Waiver Request* 1,094 6,268 775

"Future users includes students, employees in Burlington and visitor/patient estimates.

2 Determined using CATMA 2019 Employee and Student Transportation Survey.

3Requirements based on gross square footage (GSF) calculations found in Burlington CDO.

4The waiver request is equal to the minimum parking required by the CDO minus the future parking supply.

On-Street Parking Adjacent to Institutions

For the first time in CATMA'’s history, the 2019 Employee and Student Transportation Surveys
attempted to understand who from the three institutions parks on city streets adjacent to the
campuses. There are 283 institutional affiliates who may park on-street during peak time (Table
2-3). This estimation is most likely higher than actual use for two reasons: 1) off-campus
students may have said they park off-campus but their car is parked by their residences and 2)
it is unlikely every single day each of these people are parking on the street due to nearby street
parking availability and restrictions.

Table 2-3. Institutional on-street parking demand at peak time".

Champlain College UVM UVM Medical Center
Students
On-Campus 6 13 N/A 19
Off-Campus 12 99 N/A 111

Employees 22 80 51 153
Total 40 192 51 283

"Peak time for each institution can be found in Appendix A, Table A-2.
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Collective Trends

The 2019 CATMA Employee Transportation Survey saw an increase in drive alone rates not
only for employees of the three Hill institutions, but for all of CATMA membership. This
collective increase is most likely due to a combination of factors such as lower gas prices and
more affordable housing outside of Burlington. It is also consistent with a gradual increase in
single-occupancy vehicle commuting that has been documented at the state level?. The 2019
CATMA Student Transportation Survey showed that for students living within a half mile of their
respective campus, drive alone rates decreased. Because housing distance remained constant,
existing TDM strategies could continue to decrease the drive alone rate amongst this group.

Collective TDM Strategies/Highlights

CATMA offers its members a comprehensive suite of TDM incentives, programs and services
that are essential to support and encourage sustainable mobility options rather than driving
alone.

A comprehensive suite of TDM programs is essential to provide a commuter with connectivity
options. The following is a list of TDM programs available to CATMA members:
e Transit Discounts and Subsidies
o Unlimited Access: Applicable for UVYM and Champlain College
o Discount Passes : Applicable for UVM Medical Center
o Employee Transit Pass Program: Applicable for CATMA members
CATMA'’s Unlimited Access Program is GMT’s second largest customer.
CATMA Bike/Walk Rewards Program
Greenride Bikeshare System Access/Member Discounts
Carpool/Vanpool Services
CarShare Vermont System Access/Campus Discounts
Guaranteed Ride Home
Education, Outreach and Awareness

The following demonstrates the collective efforts of the Hill institutions to share parking and
TDM resources. In addition, each institution has individual TDM and Parking initiatives in place
which are described in their respective chapters.

e Off-Site Parking and Shuttles: CATMA, on behalf of its members, contracts with Ride
Your Bike, LLC for 403 spaces at 115 Lakeside Avenue lot. Of these, UVM Medical
Center leases 252 spaces, Champlain College leases 150 spaces although Champlain
will reduce to 100 effective 9/1/20. Each member operates their own shuttles in order to
provide direct and efficient service and meet employees work schedules.

e Campus Shuttles: Each institution has its own self-operated or contracted shuttle
service. These shuttles are used on/around campus and also between campus and off-
site lots. Employees of all Hill institutions can ride any of the shuttles, if needed.
However, for UVM Medical Center shuttles, there must be capacity for its employees
before allowing other riders to board. UVM allows Ruggles House constituents to ride
the CATS shuttle as a good neighbor gesture.

e Shared Campus Parking and Shuttles: UVM Medical Center leases parking from UVM
(South Lot of Jeffords).

2Vermont Agency of Transportation. 2019. “The Vermont Transportation Energy Profile.”
https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/The%20Vermont%20Transportatio
Nn%20Energy%20Profile 2019 Final.pdf




Green Mountain Bike/Walkway: There are numerous pedestrian and bikeways
throughout the UVM Medical Center and UVM medical and academic campuses which
their constituents, visitors, neighbors and general public utilize. The Green Mountain
Bike/Walkway represents a new active transportation project that was constructed in
collaboration with both institutions and has created a thoroughfare through UVM’s main
campus, across a portion of UVM Medical Center’s campus to Colchester Avenue,
giving users a safe and clear north/south route through the campuses.

Real-Time Shuttle App:

o In Winter 2019-2020, Champlain College joined the TransLoc Real-Time Shuttle
App contracted by UVM.

o UVM Medical Center contracts with Premier Bus Company for its employee intra-
campus shuttles effective 1/1/2020. A real-time shuttle app locator is available
for employees, and this shuttle info is on display screens in key shuttle pick up
and drop off locations.




3. Champlain College

Founded in 1878, Champlain College is a small, not-for-profit, private college overlooking Lake
Champlain and Burlington with additional campuses in Montreal, Canada and Dublin, Ireland.
Their career driven approach to higher education prepares students for their professional life
from their very first semester.

For the fifth year in a row, Champlain was named a “Most Innovative School” in the North by
U.S. News & World Reports “America’s Best Colleges” 2020 regional rankings and listed among
The Princeton Review’s “The Best 385 Colleges” in 2020. Champlain is also featured in the
2020 Fiske Guide to Colleges as one of the “best and most interesting schools” in the United
States, Canada and Great Britain as well as recognized as a 2020 College of Distinction for its
“‘Engagement, Teaching, Community and Outcomes”.

Current Conditions

Users (Students, Employees, & Visitors)

Champlain College is a small college with 4,419 current enroliments. Only 2,087 students are
based on the Burlington campus, with over half of Champlain’s total enroliment based abroad or
online. Of the Burlington students there are 2,078 undergraduate students and 9 graduate
students. Champlain employs 1,194 staff members, but only 880 are based on the Burlington
campus. Champlain has 377 full-time employees, 415 part-time employees, and 88 contracted
employees.

GSF Requirements and Parking Supply

Champlain College is in the Shared Use Parking District and the Downtown Parking District.
Champlain has a total of 47 buildings that influence the parking inventory. The gross square
footage (GSF), associated required parking, and the current parking supply are included in
Table 3-1 with further details in Supplement. Both Champlain College’s on-site and offsite
parking supply contribute to the parking supply discussed in this JIPMP. Champlain’s current
parking supply of 710 spaces is 967 spaces below the minimum parking required per
Burlington’s CDO and 1,387 below the maximum.

Table 3-1. Current GSF, parking requirements, and parking supply for Champlain College.

Champlain College

GSF 838,191
Minimum CDO Parking Requirement 1,677
Current Parking Supply 710
On-Site 560

Leased Offsite Parking Supply 150

Table 3-2. List and completion status of all projects mentioned in the 2014-2019 JIPMP.

Building Project Completion Status
Butler Hall (ResTri)
Valcour Hall (Res-Tri) Completed

194 St Paul St




CCM Project

Miller Information Commons Addition
Foster Hall Addition Carried forward to 2020-2025 JIPMP

Information Technology & Sciences Building
Ethan Allen Center
Summit & Maple Res Hall

West Hall/Perry Lawn Res Hall No longer planned
Career Center/Durick Hall Addition
IDX Student Life Addition

Demand

Using data collected from the 2019 CATMA Transportation Surveys, Champlain College’s
current estimated peak parking demand is 612 spaces (margin of error 60 spaces) which is 98
spaces under their parking supply (see Table 3-3). During peak time, it is estimated 40 on-street
parking spaces are occupied by Champlain College affiliates (see Table 3-4).

To complement the peak demand estimate from the 2019 CATMA Transportation Survey,
Champlain College conducted parking lot utilization counts at 10 AM, 12PM, and 2 PM one
week in October 2019 (12PM counts were not conducted in October) and a week in February
2020. Champlain’s highest parking utilization was on Tuesday, October 22, 2019 at 2:00 PM
with 599 occupied spaces, equating to an 84% utilization rate. This is very close to the peak
demand (85% utilization) estimated from the survey data. Champlain College averaged a 73%
utilization rate (517 spaces) for the 13 counts conducted. Figure 3-1 shows the average
utilization by lot.

Table 3-3. Current
Champlain College

parking demand calculation for Champlain College.

User Group Number of Potential Users Peak Parking Demand'
% of Users Spaces
Employees 880 40% 352
On-Campus Students 1479 14% 208
Off-Campus Students 608 5% 31
Visitors 15
Fleet? 6
| Total Peak Parking Demand® | 12
Total Parking Supply 710
Net Spaces 98

"Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Transportation
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

2Champlain has 16 fleet vehicles but estimates only 40% would attempt to park on campus at peak time. However,
this estimation is not included as a peak parking demand percentage because it was not calculated from 2019
CATMA Employee Transportation Survey data.

3Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +60 spaces.



Table 3-4. Champlain College survey respondents reporting on-street parking at peak hours.
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Champlain College expects a slight increase in enrollment and slight decrease in employment in
the coming years. Total enrollment will increase to 4,430, but enrollment on the Burlington
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campus will decrease slightly to 2,080 due to a lack of in-person graduate students. Full-time
employment will remain at 380, part-time employment will decrease to 350 employees, and
contracted employees will increase to 100.

GSF Reguirements and Parking Supply
Champilain intends to complete the following projects by 2025 (Table 3-5). These projects are all

academic buildings and thus no new residential beds will be added.
Table 3-5. Future construction plans for Champlain College.

Change in Associated Change in
Project Name Building Area Parking Requirements Est. Completion
MIC Addition 8,000 0
Foster Hall
Addition 3,500 0 2025
New ITS Building 27,000 0

Champlain’s GSF is expected to increase because of the new construction (Table 3-5). The
maximum parking allowed would be 2,192 spaces. Champlain’s inventory of 660 spaces is
1,094 spaces below the CDO required minimum and 1,532 below the maximum.

Table 3-6. Future GSF, parking requirements, and parking supply for Champlain College.

Champlain College

GSF 876,691
Future CDO Required Parking 1,754
Future Parking Supply 660
On-Site 560

Leased Offsite Parking Supply 100

Estimated Demand
Using the same demand generator calculated by the 2019 CATMA Transportation Surveys for
Champlain College, it is expected overall parking demand will decrease by 2025 (see Table 3-
7). This decrease is mostly due to reduction of employees from 880 in 2020 to a projected 830
in 2025. Champlain, in collaboration with the City of Burlington, CATMA, Gotcha Bike, and
others is bringing 200 electric-assist bikes to the regional bikeshare program and adding two
bikeshare hubs to Champlain’s campus (totaling seven campus bikeshare hubs which are
conveniently accessible to all members regardless of campus affiliation). E-bike use has been
shown to decrease drive alone rates year round by 10%?2.

Table 3-7. Estimated future parking demand for Champlain College.

Champlain College

User Group Number of Potential Users Peak Parking Demand'
% of Users Spaces

3 McQueen, Michael, John MacArthur, and Christopher Cherry, PhD. 2019. “The E-Bike Potential:
Estimating the Effect of E-bikes on Person Miles Travelled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” Portland
State University and University of Tennessee, Knoxville. https://wsd-pfb-
sparkinfluence.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/2019/05/E-bike-Potential-Paper-05_ 15 19-
Final.pdfhttps://wsd-pfb-sparkinfluence.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/2019/05/E-bike-Potential-Paper-
05 15 19-Final.pdf
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Employees 830 40% 332
On-Campus Students 1474 14% 207
Off-Campus Students 606 5% 31
Visitors 15
Fleet? 6

| Total Peak Parking Demand® | se1]
Total Parking Supply 660
Estimated TDM Effects* -25
Net Spaces 94

"Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATAMA Employee and Student Transportation
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

2 Champlain has 16 fleet vehicles but estimates only 40% would attempt to park on campus at peak time. However,
this estimation is not included as a peak parking demand percentage because it was not calculated from 2019
CATMA Employee Transportation Survey data.

3 Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +58 spaces.

4This value is only representative of new TDM strategies that have not yet affected current demand. The explanation
of how this value was determined can be found in the narrative above.

Unigue Trends & TDM Strategies

Trends

Employees and students at Champlain College are both more likely to drive alone than carpool
as their primary mode to campus. Just over 40% of employees drive alone as their primary
commute, though 68% report driving alone to campus sometimes. All user groups at Champlain
have low use of carpool as a primary mode, though students are much more likely than
employees to sometimes carpool to campus. Students within a half-mile of campus report a very
low drive alone rate of only 4% (Figure 3-2). There are 39% of Champlain students and
employees who choose an active mode of transportation as their primary mode and 24% who
choose the public bus or campus shuttle instead of relying on an automobile (Figure 3-3).

Figure 3-2. Mode split (2019) for Champlain employees and off-campus students (by distance of home from
campus).
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Figure 3-3. Collective mode split (2019) (including sustainable modes) for Champlain College employees and
students.
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Over time, students, regardless of their distance from campus, have relied on automobiles less
and less, with 2019 seeing the lowest drive alone rate yet. The drive alone rate for employees
raised slightly from the 2016 CATMA survey, but it has remained relatively stagnant for the past
decade (Figure 3-4). Similarly to off-campus students, automobile reliance for on-campus
students (as measured by vehicle ownership) has continued to decline, reaching an all-time low
in 2019 (Figure 3-5). This new low can be attributed to Champlain’s Fall 2018 policy prohibiting
first years from bringing a car to campus (though some exceptions are allowed).

Figure 3-4. Drive alone rate for Champlain College employees and off-campus students (by distance of home from
campus) (2001 — 2019).
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Figure 3-5. Vehicle ownership trend for Champlain on-campus students (2003-2019).
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TDM Strategies

Permits & Other Regulated Uses

All vehicles parked on Champlain’s campus must be permitted. Commuter students and
employees have access to a free Zone 1 permit (located off-site at Champlain’s 175 Lakeside
Avenue campus). Employees can receive one permit per semester which can have two
associated vehicles. Residential students can purchase a permit to park in the off-site lot at 115
Lakeside Avenue. All other permits allow users to park at the main Burlington campus have an
associated fee ranging from $90 - $225 per semester. As of December 2019, Champlain
College has issued 858 active permits.

Champlain Transportation’s Parking Coordinator conducts daily counts and monitors lots.
Individuals found in violation of parking rules will be given a citation with fines ranging from $10 -
$100. Certain citations have a higher fee associated with them if it is not a user’s first offense.
City streets surrounding Champlain are also monitored by college staff as per an agreement
made between Champlain and the City of Burlington. Cars parked on street without proper
permitting and who are suspected of being Champlain College affiliates are issued a citation
from the college. Tickets are issued via a commonly used ticketing management company,
IPARQ.

On-Campus Shuttles

The Champlain campus shuttle system runs between the CCM Center on Main Campus, 194
Saint Paul Street Apartments, the Miller Center at 175 Lakeside Avenue, and the 115 Lakeside
Avenue resident student parking lot. The shuttle system is operated in conjunction with
Mountain Transit.

Table 3-8. Champlain campus shuttle schedule.

Runs Every Buses
Routes Days Times (Minutes) Running
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Mon -
Weekday Fri 6:30am - 11pm 8-10 2
Sat -
Weekend Sun 10am - 9pm 15-17 1
Transit

In 2006, Champlain College joined the CATMA Unlimited Access Program, which provides
unlimited free access on existing GMT public transit services to staff, faculty, and students.
Champlain receives a 28% discount per ride from GMT by being a part of this program.

Ridership and associated costs are displayed in Figure 3-6.
Figure 3-6. UA Trips by Champlain students, faculty, and staff with associated cost (2008 -2019).
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Bicycle infrastructure & Parking

Champlain College is nationally recognized as a Silver-level Bicycle Friendly Campus as of
2015. Champlain employees and students have access to bike racks throughout campus as
well as covered bike storage in the CCM building. There are accessible showers on campus for
those who bike. Bicycle pumps and other tools are located throughout campus. Champlain
affiliates are eligible for a 50% discount on annual Greenride Bikeshare Membership through
CATMA.

Car Sharing

Champlain College has a partnership with CarShare Vermont via CATMA’s Campus Programs
Contract. Champlain contributes between $7,500 and $10,000 annually to CarShare Vermont
so that students and employees without long-term parking permits can receive a subsidized
membership to CarShare services. The Campus Programs Contract accounts for about 30% of
CarShare Vermont'’s total membership. There are two pods on Champlain’s campus: 194 St.
Paul Street and West Hall Lot.

NOTE: The Supplement provides more detailed data referred to in this report.
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4. University of Vermont

Since 1791 the University of Vermont has worked to move humankind forward. Today, UVM is a
Public Ivy and top research university of a perfect size, large enough to offer a breadth of ideas,
resources and opportunities, yet small enough to enable close faculty-student mentorship
across all levels of study, from bachelor’s to M.D. programs. Students' educational experience
and activities are enriched by its location- from the energy and innovation of Burlington to the
forests, farms and independent spirit of Vermont. UVM provides students endless ways to
explore the world, challenge ideas and dig in on the most pressing issues of our time.

Current Conditions

Users (Students, Employees, & Visitors)

The University of Vermont is the largest academic institution in the state with 13,548 total
enroliments. In Fall 2019, UVM had 10,700 undergraduate students, 1,627 graduate/certificate
students, 478 medical students, and 743 non-degree continuing education students.
Employment at UVM currently in Fall 2019 was 4,139 faculty and staff. There were 3,570 full-
time employees and 569 part-time employees. Excluding non-Burlington employees, UVM’s
total current employment is 3,920.

GSF Requirements and Parking Supply

The University of Vermont is in the Shared Use Parking District.

UVM has a total of 232 buildings and accessory buildings. Sites UVM ground-leases (and their
associated parking spaces), such as Redstone Lofts, Redstone Student Apartments, and
Centennial Court Faculty/Staff Apartments are not included in this total. The gross square
footage (GSF), associated required parking, and the current parking supply are included in
Table 4-1. For the purposes of the JIPMP, all UVM’s parking (on and off-site), except for parking
it leases to the UVM Medical Center, count towards its current parking supply. UVM’s current
parking supply of 4,939 spaces is 6,220 below the CDO minimum and 9,009 below the
maximum.

Table 4-1. Current GSF, parking requirements, and parking supply available at UVM.

UVM
GSF 5,579,076
Minimum Parking Requirement 11,159
Current Available Parking Supply’ 4,939
On-Site 5,351
Off-Site? 200
Leased Parking -612

'On-site, off-site, and leased parking are used to calculate the current available parking supply.
20ft-Site parking is located at 351 Pine Street and is used for long term parking.

Table 4-2. List and completion status of all projects mentioned in the 2014-2019 JIPMP.

Building Project Completion Status
STEM

Yes

Kalkin Addition (Ifshin Hall)
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61 Summit (Alumni House & Silver Pavilion)

UVM Rescue Building

Billings

Housing Master Plan - Phase 1

Virtue Field Outdoor Seating - Phases 1 & 2

Virtue Field Outdoor Seating - Phase 3

Multi-Purpose Event Center

Carried forward to 2020-2025

Athletic Recreation Center

JIPMP

Table 4-3. List of projects completed in past year that were not included in 2014-2019 JIPMP.

Building Project

Associated Change in Parking

Cohen Hall 10
Library Addition 1
439 College Street 19
Pine Street Parking Lot 200

Demand

Using the Fall 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Surveys, along with the information above,
it was determined the current parking demand for the University of Vermont is 4754, putting it at
a 185-space surplus (margin of error 210 spaces)(Table 4-4). This estimated demand is higher
than the recorded maximum parking utilization rate (observed on Thursday, February 20, 2020
at 12:00 PM) which was 83%. UVM averaged an 80% utilization rate for the counts conducted.
Figure 4-1 shows the average utilization by lot. 80 employees and 112 students indicated they
prefer to park on the street during peak time when driving to campus (Table 4-5).
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Figure 4-1. Map of average parking utilizations rates by lot on University of Vermont campus.
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Table 4-4. Current demand calculation for UVM.
University of Vermont

User Group Number of Potential Peak Parking Demand'
Users % of Users Spaces

Employees? 3,920 60.6% 2,376

On-Campus Students 5,366 13.3% 714

Off-Campus Students 8,182 15.4% 1,261

Visitors 185

Fleet 218

TotalPeak ParkingDemand® | ama

Total Parking Supply 4,939

Net Spaces 185

'Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Transportation
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

2Employees not located on Main Campus are not included in this count.
3Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +210 spaces.

Table 4-5. UVM survey respondents reporting parking on-street at peak time.

Within 2 Blocks of More Than 2 Blocks of
Campus Campus

On-Campus Students
Off-Campus Students

Future Conditions

Users (Employees, Patients, & Visitors)

UVM expects a slight increase in both employment and enroliment by 2025. Projected
enrollment is 13,850, a 302-student increase from 2020. This increase is expected to occur
equally among all student groups. Projected employment is 4,081 for UVM'’s Burlington sites.

GSF Requirements and Parking Supply

UVM intends to complete the following projects by 2025 (Table 4-6). These projects will grow
the university by over 35,000 GSF and 128 parking spaces.

Table 4-6. Future construction plans for UVM with associated changes of building area and parking requirements.

Associated

Project Name e 00 2lhe Change in =5 .
Area Parki Completion
arking
Music Building Recital Hall 2022
Addition 4,544 3
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New Research Facility for COM' 75,000 -121

Jeffords East Lower Lot 0 67

University Road (East Ave to

Compound) 0 15

University Heights Road

(Southwick) 0 7

Pomeroy Barn & 172 South

Prospect -6,067 15

Virtue Field Phase 2 5,000 0

ADA Code Compliance 0 -20

Blundell 0 5

Fleming Museum 0 20 2024
Outing Club Relocation 13,250 5

Southwick Hall 0 3

Tarrant (Multi-Purpose) Event

Center 119,099 0

Interfaith Center Parking Lot 0 40 2025
Torrey Hall Addition 2,860 0
Miscellaneous Parking

Adjustments? 25

Bioresearch Complex 0 200

Future Structured Parking 0 TBD

Coolidge Hall -30,510 -10

Colchester Ave/Dewey -82,622 -83 Unknown
Back 5 & Cottages (Trinity

Campus) -64,907 -243

Colchester Research Facility® 0 200
‘ Total 35,647 128 \

"New Research Facility for COM has a separate Parking Plan which has been approved by the DRB in 2019. It is

included in this project list to provide an accurate list of expected changes to UVM’s parking supply:

2Wherever possible UVM will attempt to reallocate space to create more parking. It is estimated this will result in ~25

spaces over 5-years based on previous experience.

3This facility is estimated to house between 200 and 400 parking spaces. Though it is off-site it will impact on-campus

demand depending on UVM policy.

The future parking inventory for UVM is provided in Table 4-7. UVM plans to continue leasing a
portion of its parking supply to other institutions for revenue. UVM’s future parking supply of
5,045 is 6,268 spaces below the CDO minimum and 8,705 spaces below the maximum.

Table 4-7. Future GSF, parking requirements, and parking

supply for UVM.

GSF

Main Campus
5,656,447

Minimum Parking Requirement

11,313
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Future Available Parking Supply’ 5,045
On-Site 5,257

Off-Site? 400

Leased Parking -612

'On-site, off-site, and leased parking are used to calculate Future Available Parking Supply.
2The 200 off-site parking spaces located at 351 Pine St and the Colchester Research Facility are used for long term
parking.

Estimated Demand

Assuming constant commute trends between 2020 and 2025, the estimated future demand for
UVM will rise. However, this increased demand will be met with an increased parking supply
and a reduction in fleet vehicles, which will increase UVM’s estimated future parking surplus to
255 (margin of error + 204 spaces)(Table 4-8). To reduce this demand, UVM will employ the
following strategies:

UVM, in collaboration with the City of Burlington, CATMA, Gotcha Bike, and others is bringing
200 electric-assist bikes to the regional bikeshare program and adding five bikeshare hubs to
UVM'’s campus (totaling seven campus bikeshare hubs which are accessible to all members
regardless of campus affiliation). E-bike use has been shown to decrease drive alone rates
year round by 10%*. UVM will be adding MDC (Motor Drive Cycles) parking options in safe,
non-vehicle spaces. This will free up parking currently being occupied by MDCs for
conventional vehicles. UVM estimates this will add 27 SOV spaces. Finally, in the 2019-2020
academic year, the Center for Research on Vermont launched an initiative which incentivizes
UVM employees to turn in their parking permit. This pilot project resulted in 30 permits being
turned in. If these three strategies continue in the future, this will reduce UVM’s parking
demand by 77 spaces giving UVM a 255-space surplus.

In addition, the potential post-COVID impacts on telework and online courses would reduce
demand.

Table 4-8. Estimated future parking demand for UVM

University of Vermont

User Group Number of Potential Peak Parking Demand'
Users % of Users Spaces
Employees? 4,081 60.6% 2,474
On-Campus Students 5,516 13.3% 734
Off-Campus Students 8,334 15.4% 1,284
Visitors 185
Fleet 190

Total Parking Supply 5,045

4 McQueen, Michael, John MacArthur, and Christopher Cherry, PhD. 2019. “The E-Bike Potential:
Estimating the Effect of E-bikes on Person Miles Travelled and Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” Portland
State University and University of Tennessee, Knoxville. https://wsd-pfb-
sparkinfluence.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/2019/05/E-bike-Potential-Paper-05_ 15 19-
Final.pdfhttps://wsd-pfb-sparkinfluence.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/2019/05/E-bike-Potential-Paper-
05 15 19-Final.pdf
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Estimated TDM Effects* 77
Net Spaces 255

'Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Transportation
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

2Employees not located on Main Campus are not included in this count.
3Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +204 spaces.

4This value is only representative of new TDM strategies that have not yet affected current demand. The explanation
of how this value was determined can be found in the narrative above.

Unigue Trends & TDM Strategies

Trends

Although UVM’s employee drive alone rate is much lower than the state average of 82%5, it is
the main mode for 60% of employees and 42% of off-campus students who live farther than a
half-mile from campus. Off-campus students within a half-mile of campus prefer other commute
modes, with only 3% of those students reporting drive alone as their primary mode (Figure 4-2).

Figure 4-2. Mode split (2019) for UVM employees and off-campus students (by distance of home from campus).
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5 Vermont Agency of Transportation. 2019. “The Vermont Transportation Energy Profile.”
https://vtrans.vermont.gov/sites/aot/files/planning/documents/planning/The%20Vermont%20Transportatio
Nn%20Energy%20Profile 2019 Final.pdf

22




Figure 4-3. Collective mode split (2019) (including sustainable modes) for UYM employees and students.
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Over the past four years, the drive alone rate for employees and off-campus students living
farther than a half-mile from campus has increased, but both remain lower than the first
recorded rate (Figure 4-4). Students living within a half-mile of campus have returned to their
lowest drive alone rate. For on-campus students, automobile-reliance is measured by vehicle
ownership, which has risen 6% since the previous year’s survey (Figure 4-5). However, this
number remains much lower than the first recorded ownership statistic.
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Figure 4-4. Drive alone rate trend for UVYM employees and off-campus students (by distance of home from campus)
(2001 — 2019).
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Figure 4-5. Vehicle ownership trend for UVM on-campus students (2003-2019).
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TDM Strategies

Permits & Other Regulated Uses

UVM uses a permit allocation system designed to regulate demand in core areas. As of
December 2019, UVM issued 6,953 permits for single occupancy vehicles (3,720 for
employees, 3,233 for students). UVM also issued 36 carpool permits, with 75 total participants.
Employee permits within the core campus are more expensive than permits for outer areas and
are assigned based on seniority. Cost of employee permits is progressive, meaning higher paid
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employees pay a higher cost for their parking permit (up to a certain point). All on-campus
students are discouraged from bringing cars to campus and first-year students are prohibited
from bringing cars to campus unless the student can prove a need such as work or medical
reasons. Resident student permits are priced higher than commuter student permits. Only
students living farther than a half-mile of CATS shuttle stops are eligible for a commuter permit.
Off-campus students within a half-mile of CATS shuttle stops may be eligible for an evening
commuter permit.

Starting in Fall 2020, anyone requesting a permit will be required to complete a TDM module,
which outlines all possible alternative modes available to university affiliates. The intention of
this module is to educate those driving about other transportation options that reduce parking
demand. The impact of this module will be assessed in the 2021 JIPMP Annual Update.
Throughout UVM’s campus there are visitor parking lots that are paid for via the ParkMobile
app. UVM students are prohibited from parking in these spaces during metered hours. All
parking lots are monitored by UVM Transportation and Parking Services and citations are
issued for vehicles found incompliant with regulation.

Currently, UVM has 218 fleet vehicles. These vehicles are identifiable by parking stickers and
are kept at their respective department location. Temporary business placards are provided to
other service/vendor vehicles as needed during the day. Over time, UVM has reduced their
fleet, and projects this trend to continue into 2025.

Transit

In 2003, UVM joined the CATMA Unlimited Access Program, which provides unlimited free
access on existing GMT public transit services to staff, faculty, and students. UVM receives a
28% discount per ride from GMT by being a part of this program. Ridership and associated cost
to the university are displayed in Figure 4-6.

Figure 4-6. UA Trips by UVM students, faculty, and staff with associated cost (2008 -2019).
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On-Campus Shuttles

UVM also provides free access to the CATS campus shuttle system to all university affiliates to
promote safety and more energy-efficient transportation. The CATS service schedule is
depicted in Table 4-9.

Table 4-9. CATS Shuttle Schedule.

Runs Every Buses
Routes Days Times (Minutes) Running
Redstone Express Mon - Fri 7:45am - 4:45pm 15 1-2
Daytime Mon - Fri 7:30am - 6:30pm 10 3
Mon - 6:15pm -
Evening Thurs 11:45pm 30 1
11:30am -
Weekend Sat-Sun | 6:30pm 30 1
Sun - 6:30pm -
Off-Campus Thurs Midnight 30 1
Off-Campus 6:30 pm -
(Weekend) Fri - Sat 10:00pm 15 2
Off-Campus (Late- 10:00pm -
Night) Fri - Sat 3:.00am 10 3

Bicycle Infrastructure & Parking

UVM is one of only 25 universities nationally recognized as a Gold-level Bicycle Friendly
University as of November 2018. UVM has bike racks located throughout campus, indoor
bicycle parking and pumps in most residence halls, and three fix-it stations. UVM Bikes, a
student club, operates a bike co-op on campus overseen by TPS advisors. The co-op leases
bikes and offers bike mechanic services to UVM students and employees.

Car Sharing Service

UVM has a partnership with CarShare Vermont via CATMA’s Campus Programs Contract. UVM
contributes $20,000 annually to CarShare Vermont so that students and employees without
long-term parking permits can receive a subsidized membership to CarShare services. The
Campus Programs Contract is responsible for about 30% of CarShare Vermont’s total
membership. There are two CarShare hubs located on UVM’s campus at the Royal Tyler
Theater and the Redstone Lofts.

Parking Cash Out

During the 2019-2020 academic year, the Center for Research on Vermont ran the Give Up
Your Permit Program, which encouraged 30 UVM employees to give up their parking permit in
exchange for a $75 gift card and a parking pass allowing for 12 uses for emergencies/
occasional use. There are plans to continue and expand this program in the future.

Planning Studies
The University of Vermont has a dedicated commitment to sustainably and creatively planning
transportation for the campus. Over recent years, UVM has undergone multiple planning studies
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which all have a goal of reducing the number of SOVs on campus. The following are the most
recent and relevant studies:

e UVM Active Transportation Plan

e Nelson Nygaard Parking & Transportation Plan

NOTE: The Supplement provides more detailed data referred to in this report.
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5. University of Vermont Medical Center

The UVM Medical Center is an academic medical center providing high quality care and
regional referral services for patients throughout Vermont and Northern New York. UVM Medical
Center is a member of the UVM Health Network, which includes facilities in Burlington, as well
as other communities in Chittenden, Addison, Fairfax, Washington and Orleans Counties, the
Central Vermont Medical Center, Champlain Valley Physicians Hospital, Elizabethtown
Community Hospital, Alice Hyde Medical Center, Canton-Potsdam Hospital, Inter-Lakes Health,
Home, Health & Hospice (formerly Visiting Nurses Association of Chittenden and Grand Isle
Counties), and the UVM Health Network Medical Group. The UVM Medical Center consists of
approximately 50 patient care and administrative support sites and 100 outreach clinics,
employs over 8,000 people, serves a population of over a million people, and conducts around
1.4 million out-patient procedures every year.

Current Conditions

Users (Employees, Patients, & Visitors)

UVM Medical Center employs a total of 6,338 individuals in Burlington. 6,197 of these
employees are assigned to the Medical Center Campus or 1 South Prospect Street. On any
given day, 50 Community Based Members, 1-2 Honorary Members and 25-35 Volunteers are
on campus. For the purposes of estimating parking demand, institutional staff expect that non-
paid staff demand no more than 100 parking spaces on any given day.

In 2019, UVM Medical Center Campus performed approximately 627,777 outpatient
procedures, and 1 South Prospect performed approximately 92,917 outpatient procedures. This
equates to approximately 2,511 outpatient procedures per day at the Medical Center Campus
and 372 outpatient procedures per day at 1 South Prospect.

These requirements will be considered during the planning and design of individual projects.
UVM Medical Center provides an optional valet parking service for its Medical Center Campus
patients and visitors. This service is available at the patient and visitor entrance Monday thru
Friday from 6:00am to 5:00pm. Cars can be retrieved with the valet until 9:00pm.

GSF Requirements and Parking Supply
The Medical Center Campus and 1 South Prospect are in the Shared Used Parking District.

The Medical Center Campus is currently licensed for 580 patient beds or bassinettes. Since the
number of staffed or occupied beds may vary, the number of licensed beds is used as the basis
for this Plan as it is a maximum and invariable number that leads to a conservative estimate. To
account for the diverse healthcare functions provided by UVM Medical Center, an effort has
been made to distinguish between hospital/ in-patient uses, educational uses, and other uses
(e.g. cafeteria, medical office, administrative office, support space, common areas). While there
is not a precise method to distinguish between these uses and the square footage associated
with each, a reasonable estimate was produced. The GSF, associated required parking, and the
current parking supply of both Medical Center Campus and 1 South Prospect are included in
Table 5-1. Though UVM Medical Center has a total parking supply of 3,746 spaces, only 2,509
of those spaces are located on-site at the Medical Center Campus and 1 South Prospect. For
the purposes of the JIPMP only the on-site supply will be referenced when estimating demand
for the UVM Medical Center because it is where there is most concern for parking management.
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UVM Medical Center’s current on-site parking supply is 2,509 which is 775 spaces less than the
minimum required by the CDO and 1,596 spaces less than the maximum allowed.

Table 5-1. Current GSF, parking requirements, and parking supply available at UVM Medical Center (Medical Center
Campus and 1 South Prospect).

Medical Center

Campus 1 South Prospect
GSF' 1,698,739 149,404 1,848,143
In-Patient Beds 580 - 580
Minimum Parking Required 2,985 299 3,284
Current Parking Supply
On-Site? 2,052 457 2,509
Leased/Offsite Parking Supply - - 1,237

"For Medical Center Campus, only 912,682 GSF counts towards calculating CDO parking requirements because the
rest of the GSF accounts for in-patient uses.
2Only on-site parking is counted towards the parking supply.

Demand

Using data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee Survey and requirements above, it was
determined the current parking demand for the UVM Medical Center and 1 South Prospect
campuses is 2,330 spaces putting it at a 179-space surplus (margin of error £42 spaces)(Table
5-2). The aggregate average of parking counts for UVM Medical Center and 1 South Prospect
lots from October 2019 and February 2020 show utilization at 81% (Supplement Figure 4-1) with
a maximum utilization rate of 96%. Employees without permits for on-site lots, must park in one
of the off-site parking lots, which provide UVM Medical Center employees with an additional
1,237 parking spaces. UVM Medical Center’s off-site parking lots average an 84% utilization
with a maximum 89%. These off-site lots are a crucial tool through which the UVM Medical
Center manages parking demand. It should be noted, UVM Medical Center’s satellite lots did
not undergo the same lot count process as its on-site lots, but from November 2019 to February
2020, UVM Medical Center’s off-site lots were counted at least weekly to get the above
utilization rate. The 2019 CATMA Employee Survey asked employees where they prefer to
park, and 51 UVM Medical Center employees reported parking on the street.

Table 5-2. Current demand calculation for UVM Medical Center (Medical Center Campus and 1 South Prospect).

UVM Medical Center
User Group Number of Peak Parking Demand’

Potential Users

% of Users Spaces

Medical Center Campus
Employees 5,567 17.8% 991
Out-Patients 708
In-Patients 75
Visitors? 250
Fleet 38
Subtotal 2,062
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179
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

1 South Prospect
Employees 630 3.7% 24
Out-Patients 236
Fleet 8
Subtotal 268
| Total Peak Parking Demand® | | [ 2330]
Total Parking Supply 2,509
Net Spaces
'Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Transportation

2UVM Medical Center volunteers are included in visitor parking demand, because in the 2019 CATMA Employee
Survey, volunteers identified they park in the ACC Garage and get a voucher to avoid paying upon their departure.
3Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +42 spaces.

Figure 5-1. Map of average parking utilizations rates by lot on UVM Medical Center campus.
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Future Conditions

Users (Employees, Patients, & Visitors)

UVM Medical Center expects there to be no significant change in employees, patients, or
visitors. As new space needs on the Medical Center Campus are identified, that need is offset
by moving existing space users to a satellite location that have a lower need for proximity to the
Medical Center Campus. A total of 6,338 full-time, part-time, and per diem UVM Medical Center
employees are expected to work across the Medical Center Campus, 1 South Prospect, and
other Burlington sites through 2025. There are no expected changes for in-patient and out-
patient numbers at any of the UVM Medical Center sites.

GSF Requirements and Parking Supply

UVM Medical Center does not intend to complete any construction projects that would add to
the Burlington facilities for the next five years. Employment and procedures are expected to
remain at the current conditions.

The future parking inventory for UVM Medical Center across Burlington sites is provided in
Table 5-3. UVM Medical Center’s future on-site parking inventory of 2,509 is 775 spaces less
than the CDO minimum required and 3,067 spaces less than the maximum allowed.

Table 5-3. Future GSF, parking requirements, and parking supply for UVM Medical Center (Medical Center Campus
and 1 South Prospect).

Medical Center Campus 1 South Prospect Total

GSF 1,698,739 149,404 | 1,848,143

In-Patient Beds 580 - 580

Minimum Parking Required 2,985 299 3,284
Future Parking Supply

On-Site’ 2,052 457 2,509

Leased/Offsite Parking Supply - - 1,237

"For Medical Center Campus, only 912,682 GSF counts towards calculating CDO parking requirements.
2Future parking supply is the sum of on-site parking and leased/offsite parking

Estimated Demand

Assuming commute trends stay constant between 2020 and 2025, the estimated future demand
for the UVM Medical Center will remain as it is in 2020. It is estimated the Medical Center will
have a surplus of 179 parking spaces by 2025 (margin of error of +42 spaces) (Table 5-4).

Table 5-4. Estimated future parking demand for UVM Medical Center (Medical Center Campus and 1 South
Prospect).

UVM Medical Center
User Group

Peak Parking Demand®

Number of Potential Users
% of Users Spaces

Medical Center Campus
Employees 5,567 17.8% 991
Out-Patients 708

31



In-Patients 75
Visitors? 250
Fleet 38
Subtota 2,062
1 South Prospect
Employees 630 3.7% 24
Out-Patients 236
Fleet 8
Subtota 268
Total Peak ParkingDemand® | | [ 23%
Total Parking Supply 2,509
Net Spaces 179

"Peak parking demand is calculated from data collected in the 2019 CATMA Employee and Student Transportation
Survey using the methodology described in Appendix A. "% of Users" consists only of car users who are on campus
at peak time.

2UVM Medical Center volunteers are included in visitor parking demand, because in the 2019 CATMA Employee
Survey, volunteers identified they park in the ACC Garage and get a voucher to avoid paying upon their departure.
3Total peak parking demand has a margin of error of +42 spaces.

Unigue Trends & TDM Strategies

Trends

Driving alone continues to be the primary mode of the majority of UVM Medical Center
employees at both the Medical Center Campus and 1 South Prospect (Figure 5-3). Medical
Center Campus employees are more likely to use UVM Medical Center shuttles from satellite
lots than their colleagues at 1 South Prospect. Carpooling is not a highly utilized mode, but over
10% of employees at both locations are carpooling sometimes, which would be an easy
population to work with to increase carpooling as primary mode. Unfortunately, the drive alone
rate continues to rise following an all-time low in 2010 (Figure 5-4). This rise can be explained
by a multitude of factors including lower gas prices and more affordable housing outside of
Burlington.

Figure 5-2. Mode Split (2019) for UVM Medical Center Employees by Campus.
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Figure 5-3. Collective mode split (2019) (including sustainable modes) for UVM Medical Center employees.
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TDM Strategies
Permits

During peak demand periods, convenient onsite parking assignments are limited to senior staff,

physicians, residents, and those with “business needs” or “medical needs” permits.

Shuttles & Remote Off-Site Lots

UVM Medical Center also uses off-site lots and an effective shuttle system to manage on-site
parking demand. Staff without on-site parking permits are required to park in a satellite lot

served by a shuttle or use an alternate transportation mode. UVM Medical Center provides off-

site parking at Fanny Allen (Colchester), 115 Lakeside Avenue (Burlington), and Technology

Park (South Burlington) with regular service direct to the Medical Center Campus . The shuttles
summarized in Table 5-6 result in a combined 254 shuttles that operate 254 days per year that

equal 74,676 shuttle trips per year.

Table 5-5. UVM Medical Center shuttle schedule.

Shuttle Locations AM Runs Midday Runs @ PM Runs @ Total Runs/Day
Tech Park/Medical Center 21 11 28 60
Lakeside/Medical Center 21 11 28 60
Fanny Allen/Medical Center 21 11 28 60
Catamount/Medical Center 16 14 14 44
Centennial/1 South Prospect 15 0 15 30

Transit

UVM Medical Center has offered a discount on GMT local (50%), commuter and LINK passes
(25%) since 1995 (Table 5-7). Employees can purchase these passes via a payroll deduction.
Since the early 1980s, GMT buses have served UVM Medical Center well with the Burlington/
Essex route, and most recently GMT implemented its Next Gen Plan which included direct
service from key originations and destinations in the region. There are 10 GMT transit routes
that stop at the Medical Center Campus.
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A 25% discount on ferry tickets for employees who live in New York is also provided by UVM
Medical Center.

Table 5-6. Average number of transit passes sold monthly by UVM Medical Center for selected years (2014 & 2019).

2019 2014

GMT Monthly

Local 93 34
Local ADA 0 9
LINK Express 3 8
LINK Express/Commuter 3 3
GMT 10 Ride Pass

Local 36 98
Local ADA 0 15
LINK Express 72 74
LINK Express/Commuter 34 27
Champlain Ferry

Car & Driver Monthly Pass 121 110
Passenger 10 Ride Pass 23 28
Motorcycle 10 Ride Pass 0 5

Bike Infrastructure & Parking

UVM Medical Center supports bicycle travel by investing in local and regional bicycle networks.
It is recognized as a Bicycle Friendly Employer by the League of American Bicyclists. For
example, UVM Medical Center widened the sidewalk along Colchester Avenue between East
Avenue and Mansfield Avenue to interconnect with UVM bike paths. The sidewalk along
Beaumont Drive is 10 feet wide to function as a shared use path. UVM Medical Center provides
on-site shower facilities and over 100-spaces of bicycle parking (covered and uncovered) for its
cyclists.

A bikeshare hub is located at the ACC Circle, adjacent to transit stop on main campus, and
there is a hub at Waterman Building nearby 1 South Prospect Street.

Carpool Incentive

A carpool parking incentive (on campus parking permit) is available to employees at the Medical
Center Campus, Fanny Allen Campus and 1 South Prospect who have two or more employees
who commute to work together. There are approximately 1,000 UVM Medical Center
employees registered with CATMA as carpoolers.

NOTE: The Supplement provides more detailed data referred to in this report.
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6. Conclusion

This JIPMP demonstrates the Hill institutions’ ability to actively and collaboratively manage the
demand for parking for each of their campuses. All three institutions are well equipped with
various TDM strategies provided through CATMA and individually to mitigate changes in
demand and mode use.

The projects included in the 2020-2025 JIPMP are likely to be over-estimating parking demand
now that policy shifts are occurring as a result of the COVID-19 crisis. All of the institutions will
be implementing firmer telework policies for their employees. UVM and Champlain may see a
decline in students coming to campus in Fall 2020 with potentially more online courses offered.
As employees and students gain the skills to work and learn remotely, the demand for on-
campus parking is likely to decrease. At this point, the impact of COVID-19 on parking demand
is unknown, but it will be acknowledged further in the Spring 2021 JIPMP Update.
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Appendix A: Methodology

Lot Counts

In the data collection process of the 2020-2025 JIPMP, CATMA and the institutions defined a lot
count inventory process. In October 2019, the institutions agreed to conduct counts on the same
days and times (Tuesday and Thursday at 10:00 AM and 2:00 PM), to control for regular
variation in day-to-day travel habits. Following a winter meeting of the institutions and CATMA,
these counts were extended for three days (Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday) and three
times (10:00 AM, 12:00 PM, 2:00 PM). These adjustments were made as a reflection of peak
time determined by the CATMA survey data. Moving forward, the institutions will each conduct
counts quarterly on these three days and times so that CATMA can have a growing log of
utilization rates. This constant and consistent data collection will strengthen our demand
estimations in future JIPMPs.

There are advantages and drawbacks to using lot counts or survey data to estimate demand.
Though lot counts are an inexpensive method to calculate parking demand, they are also
usually only representative of a limited time frame. This limitation means typical peak demand
may not be captured due to variability (i.e. seasonal mode change, time-off, etc.), and may
underestimate demand. Survey data may overestimate demand because it fails to capture daily
variation seen in lot counts. However, survey data can break down demand by user group,
understand different mode trends, and can easily forecast future demand patterns. For more
information about the advantages and drawbacks of lot counts and survey data for estimating
demand, please see Appendix B which was provided by Jonathan Dowds with UVM’s
Transportation Research Center.

Survey Administration

The 2019 CATMA Student Transportation Survey was launched on October 28, 2019. The 2019
CATMA Employee Transportation Survey was launched on October 29 and October 30, 2019.
Direct solicitation emails were sent to employees and students. Table A-1 describes the
solicitation process in more detail.

Table A-1. Overview of CATMA’s 2019 Transportation Survey solicitation and responses.

Launch Population Solicitation Total Margin
Date Total Total Responses @ of Error

Student Survey

Champlain 10/28/2019 2087 2059 515 4%

UvMm 10/28/2019 13850 13960 2892 2%

Employee Surve

Champlain 10/29/2019 880 705 190 6%

UvM 10/30/2019 4205 4289 1299 2%

UVM Medical

Center 10/29/2019 4670 8631 2678 1%
Survey Weighting

With guidance from UVM'’s Transportation Research Center, the results of CATMA’s 2019
surveys were weighted using population parameters provided by the institutions. Survey
weighting is intended to weight survey responses in a way that is reflective of the actual
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population. This process corrects for segments in population who are either under or
overrepresented by those who answered the survey.

Demand Calculation

The demand estimation calculation used in the 2020-2025 JIPMP is very different from that
used in previous JIPMPs. This modified calculation was provided by UVM’s Transportation
Research Center. Rather than finding the peak time on campus for all users and the demand for
parking of all users, this modified calculation relies on the peak time on campus for auto-users.
This adjustment is reflected by the peak parking demand percent listed in each demand
calculation (see Table A-2). By making this slight distinction, some overestimation of demand is
reduced as well as a reduction in the margin of error.

Peak parking demand percent is calculated by first finding the time the most auto users are on
each campus. For employees and off-campus students, auto users are either those who drive
alone and half of those carpool as their main mode. For on-campus students, auto users are all
individuals who own a car. Then, a proportion is created for each user group (employees, on-
campus students, and off-campus students) by taking the number of auto users on campus at
peak time and dividing it by the total number of individuals in that user group in the survey. That
percentage (which is the peak parking demand percentage) is multiplied by the total number of
users in that group given by the institution which results in demand (see Figure A-1 for
formulas).

Table A-2. Summary of peak parking demand on each campus as identified by the 2019 CATMA Employee and

Student Transior‘cation Surveis.

Champlain College Wednesday 11:30 - 1:30 PM
UVM Tuesday 11:30 - 1:30 PM
UVM Medical Center Monday 12:00 -1:00 PM

Figure A-1. Top: Formula for calculating peak parking demand percent for employees and off-campus students.
Bottom: Formula for calculating peak parking demand percent for on-campus students.

Drive Alone at Peak 1/2(Carpool at Peak
Peak Parking Demand % = Time + Time)
All Users
Own Vehicle

Peak Parking Demand % =
All Users

Margin of Error

The margin of error is the range within which a true value may be found given a certain
confidence interval. All margins of error reported in the 2020-2025 JIPMP are within a 95%
confidence interval. The margins of error were calculated using the Complex Samples modules
in SPSS and were found for the peak parking demand percent for each user group. For each of
the institution, the composite margin of error was found by summing the squares of each user
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group’s margin of error and taking the square of root of the sum. Knowing the margin of error is
useful, because within a 95% confidence interval, we can know the total parking demand for any
institution is above or below a certain percentage of the estimated demand given.
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Appendix B: Parking Demand Estimation Overview

Jonathan Dowds
6/1/2020

Parking Demand Overview

Parking demand is a measure of the number of parking spaces required to serve all vehicle trips
ending at a given destination over a given period of time, typically measured in space-hours.
The parking demand associated with a specific destination depends on a variety of factors,
including the number of people traveling to that destination at a given point in time, the modes of
travel that are available for travel to that destination, parking prices and other variables that
influence the relative attractiveness of available modes. Mode choices are influenced by travel
time, cost, reliability, and parking availability among other factors. Thus, parking demand is not
static and can increase or decrease with changing circumstances. Deliberate Transportation
Demand Management (TDM) policies, utilizing incentives, education and other strategies to
alter travel behavior, are one method for reducing parking demand.

Current parking demand can be estimated using parking lot counts or user surveys that collect
mode share data. ® The Metropolitan Area Planning Council, the regional planning agency
serving the Boston Metropolitan area, provides a toolkit for member cities to conduct count-
based parking studies for the purpose of determining parking utilization rates and whether
demand exceeds supply (MAPC 2019). Both parking counts and user surveys can be used to
calculate a per-user parking demand ratio — the ratio of the number of parking spaces used to
the total number of users of a destination. Using parking counts to estimate demand becomes
less accurate as parking utilization approaches the effective parking capacity. Depending on
how the data are collected, the parking demand ratio may be further broken out but sub-groups
such as faculty, staff, and students. Future demand can be forecasted by applying these
demand ratios to a projection of the future user base (potentially with adjustments for planned
changes that are expected to impact the demand rate such as new transit or bike options). For
planning purposes, parking demand has frequently been estimated using parking generation
factors from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and Urban Land Institute (ULI) but
these figures have been criticized for their lack of geographic specificity and tendency to over-
estimate parking needs (Litman 2016; Kimberly-Horn 2016). Other methods for forecasting
parking demand include the use of land use or gravity models.

Parking Demand Concepts and Terminology

Capacity/Supply: The capacity, or supply, of parking is equal to the number of parking spaces
within a lot or study area.

Effective capacity: A parking lot’s effective capacity is the number of vehicles can practically
be expected to park at that lot. It is lower than the raw number of spaces in a lot to account for
spaces that are blocked by other vehicles or obstacles and for users’ finite willingness to search
for a free parking space. Estimates for “effective capacity” vary but several sources consider 85-
90% to be the highest practical utilization rate (MAPC 2019; UVA 2019).

6 Note that the terms “parking counts” and “parking surveys” are often used interchangeably to refer to a
tally of the number of vehicles parked within a specific study area. To avoid confusion with respect to the
CATMA Student and Employee Transportation Surveys, this memo will refer to counts of parked vehicles
as “parking counts” or “lot counts” and reserve the word “survey” for user surveys similar to the 2019
CATMA student and employee survey efforts.
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Latent parking demand: Latent parking demand refers to the additional number of parking
spaces that would be utilized if the price were lower or if more parking capacity was available.
Waitlists for permits and on-street parking or illegal parking in nearby neighborhoods are two
indicators of latent demand. Latent demand can be reduced by TDM measures that increase the
attractiveness of modes that do not require parking.

Parking demand ratio: The parking demand ratio is equal to the proportion of users of a
destination that utilize parking. It can be used to forecast future parking demand in conjunction
with estimates of the number of users that will be travel to a destination.

Parking utilization/occupancy rate: The parking utilization rate is the percentage of parking
spaces that are being used at a particular time.

State of Practice for Institutional Parking Plans in Higher Education

There is no single standard for parking demand estimation used by institutions of higher
education. For university parking plans, lot counts appear to be the most common method for
estimating current parking utilization but user survey are also used for this purpose. Examples
of different approaches to developing institutional parking plans are described below.

The University of Virginia (UVA) completed a parking master plan in July of 2019 that utilizes a
similar set of methodologies to the JIPMP (UVA 2019). The UVA parking plan covers the UVA
student body, faculty and staff and UVA Health. Primary modes share usage for faculty and staff
were collected with a survey conducted by the UVA Center for Survey Research and were used
to calculated parking demand ratios for these user groups. Student parking demand ratios were
calculated based on vehicle counts. These parking demand ratios were applied to population
projections developed by the University based on historical trends and other factors. For
additional context, parking occupancy rates for individual lots and across the UVA campus are
also reported. The plan includes 18 strategies for addressing expected parking shortfalls.
Salem State University (SSU) also completed a campus parking study in 2018 (Salem State
University 2018). This study used lots counts as the basis for estimating current and future
parking demand. It complemented these data with an online survey for the SSU community and
surrounding neighborhoods to collect mode choice data as well as feedback on parking problem
areas. Parking counts were conducted for two day in September of 2017 and included a count
of the type of permit displayed by each vehicle. Parking counts were also conducted on a
section of adjacent roadway, with all vehicles parked on-street assumed to be associated with
SSU. Future parking demand was forecasted by applying a 2% annual growth rate (the
projected rate of growth in enrollment) to the peak demand seen in the lot counts.

The University of Rhode Island’s (URI) “Transportation and Parking Master Plan” for its
Kingston Campus, completed in 2018 (VHB 2018), and Michigan Tech’s “Campus
Transportation & Parking Plan,” completed in 2011 (Carl Walker, Inc. 2011), are additional
examples of parking plans created primarily using lot count data but neither includes a strong
demand forecast element. In addition to on-campus lots, 159 on-street parking spaces in the
immediate vicinity of campus are included in the parking inventory and parking counts in the
Michigan Tech study.

Colorado State University and North Carolina State University both utilized a parking gravity
model, Park+, developed by the consulting firm Kimberly-Horn (Kimberly-Horn 2014; 2017).
Park+ uses parking occupancy data collected via lot counts to calibrate a model that estimates
the parking demand associated with each building on campus.
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Advantages and Drawbacks of Lot Counts

Lot counts are a relatively straightforward and inexpensive method for collecting data about
parking demand. Counts are suitable for the direct calculation of the average parking demand
ratio across all users when the utilization is below effective capacity. When lots are limited to a
single user group or when permit type information is also collected, demand ratios may be
calculated separately for different user sub-groups. It is likely that the comparatively low cost of
collecting this data contributes to its widespread use in parking planning.

There are a number of drawbacks to using lot counts as the sole sources of parking demand
data, however. Lot counts tend to be collected over a limited time frame (one to two days in the
examples above). Because of daily, weekly, and seasonal variability in travel behavior, the peak
demand recorded in one or two days of observations may not be representative of typical peak
demand. Seasonal impacts are likely to be particularly important in Vermont with users whose
primary commute mode is a SOV are more likely to opt to use secondary modes such as
walking and biking when the weather is favorable. Additionally, lot counts have a limited
capacity to accurately capture circumstances where demand approaches or exceeds supply.
Vehicle queuing, snow buildup, poorly parked vehicles, and vehicles parked illegally reduce the
amount of parking capacity that is available at a given time, creating a reduced effective parking
capacity. Therefore, parking counts that result in a utilization of 85-95% may indicate that supply
is insufficient and latent demand exists. Counts that do not account for parking on surrounding
streets or users who chose not to park due to capacity issues will fail to fully capture the entire
demand for parking.

This combination of factors suggests that short duration lot counts will tend to under-estimate
parking demand. Over time, continuing lot counting programs, such as the one implemented by
the Hill Institutions, are less likely to suffer from these short-comings than one-off lot counts and
will more accurately reflect parking demand.

Finally, lot counts also fail to provide information about mode splits, latent parking demand, and
users perceptions of their transportation options. While this information may not be essential to
estimate current parking demand, it is very valuable for understanding and managing future
parking demand.

Advantages and Drawbacks of User Surveys

As with parking lot counts, user surveys offer both advantages and drawbacks for estimating
current and future parking demand. Advantages to user surveys include improved ability to
differentiate between the parking demand for different user groups and to capture on-street
parking as well as to collect information on user satisfaction and latent parking demand.

For calculating current total parking demand, surveys are especially valuable because they can
easily and comprehensively be used to estimate the parking demand that is being met using
parking spaces outside of the count area. While lot counts are highly effective at capturing the
total demand for parking at isolated lots and lots that are far below capacity, they are less
effective when the area of study is embedded within an environment that includes other parking
options, such as on-street parking or parking lots for unaffiliated entities. In these
circumstances, especially when parking utilization is high, parking prices are high, or the
effective capacity is reduced by something like snow buildup, lot counts will miss users who opt
to park on nearby streets rather than within institutionally provided parking areas or who choose
not to park at all due to the capacity issues. While it is possible to conduct parking counts on
nearby streets, in a setting like Burlington it would difficult to determine with certainty what
vehicles are affiliated with one of the Hill institutions. By contrast, a user survey such as that
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conducted by CATMA can ask directly about parking at locations other than institutionally
provided parking lots, enabling a direct estimation of the entire parking demand.

Surveys also offer advantages for forecasting future parking demand because demand can be
tracked by user group with greater specificity that can be achieved with most lot counts. Within
the university context, for example, the percentage of users that require parking is likely to vary
among faculty, staff and students. When parking lots are not restricted to a single user group, a
simple lot count will only produce a single, overall estimate of the percentage of users that
require parking but will not capture difference in parking demand between different user groups.
If these different user groups are projected to increase at different rates, using this overall
parking demand ratio to estimate future parking demand will be less accurate than applying
user-group specific parking demand ratios.

Conversely, because the CATMA Survey asks respondents about their typical travel/parking
behavior, it does not fully capture the day-to-day variations in behavior that impact total parking
demand.” For example, on any specific day, some employees/student will be sick or traveling
and will not be on campus or need parking. Users whose primary mode is driving alone will
sometime use other modes (decreasing the need for parking) and users whose primary mode is
not driving will sometimes drive (increasing the need for parking). The net effect is that this
survey method may overstate parking demand.

Finally, survey offer the advantage of providing information about user satisfaction and latent
parking demand as well as the modes share data used to collect parking demand. While this
information may not be essential to estimate current parking demand, it is very valuable for
understanding and managing future parking demand.

Conclusions

Both parking counts and survey data have advantages and disadvantages for estimating
parking demand and the is a degree of uncertainty associated with each. Under these
circumstances, it is highly desirable to be able to present parking demand estimates using both
methodologies. Demand estimated by the user survey captures parking usage that is met in the
surrounding neighborhoods and does not reduce demand to account for share users who are
not on campus due illness, vacation or other occasional telecommuting. Consequently, it will
provide an estimate of the highest, annual peak parking demand. Overtime, on-going lot counts
will provide an increasingly accurate representation of peaking parking utilization but will not
capture parking in the surrounding neighborhoods so will provide a lower bound estimate of
parking demand.
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Burlington Development Review Board

Findings of Fact
Deliberative Hearing Tuesday, December 1, 2020

In RE: 2020-2025 Joint Institutional Parking Management Plan

Members Present:
Brad Rabinowitz
AJ LaRosa
Geoff Hand
Springer Harris
Brooks McArthur
Caitlin Halpert

Evidence Presented:
The Board examined the materials submitted in support of this request.

Motion: Geoff Hand

I move that the DRB approve the 2020 JIPMP for 2 years. Pursuant to Article 8.1.15.3.vi the
DRB requests the following analysis be provided with the next Joint Institutional Parking
Management Plan:

e Anticipated impact of COVID-19 on short- and long-term parking demand.

e Auvailable Parking Spaces on UVM campus. Please respond to concerns about available
spaces on the UVM campus, including whether UVM's current parking demand exceeds
UVM's effective available parking taking into account unmet/unfulfilled demand. Please
respond to claimed discrepancies in actual parking limitations in approvals for individual
projects on UVM campus.

e Pursuant to Article 8.3.3.b, an analysis of parking demand outside of designated peak
hours including during daytime and evening events. Please provide an evaluation of how
parking required for future large events will impact surrounding neighborhoods. What is
the baseline for parking at the times of day when these events would occur, is there
enough capacity to handle the size of proposed events, and if not, how frequently will
available parking be exceeded per month? If space is not available on the UVM campus
how will this need be met and will it result in increased on-street parking during events?

e Additional data, analysis, and enforcement plans for city street parking in nearby
neighborhoods that may be burdened by institutional parking demands. Specifically,
please provide numbers from Champlain college monitoring of off-street parking
violations - how do these numbers compare to survey data in the report?

LINGTO
0\)9 N, ',’



e TDM plans. Please provide additional information on what new measures are proposed
by each institution as part of the JIPMP to reduce single occupancy vehicle trips and
encourage greater public transportation/biking/walking/carpooling. What are the specific
proposals to address existing increasing trends in single occupancy trips - particularly for
UVM and UVM Medical. This should include a discussion of the effectiveness of prior
TDM efforts and steps that can be taken to improve effectiveness as well as plans to
mitigate any noted adverse trends such as increased drive-alone rates.

e Recommend TDM as a component of each institutions' Climate Initiatives. Please
provide additional information whether each institutions’ proposed TDM plans,
programs, and efforts are consistent with the carbon emission reductions targets set by
each organization. Please clarify how are the respective institutions' Climate initiatives
integrated into the TDM in terms of parking demand, VMT and level-of-service goals,
transit usage goals and public outreach.

It is the board’s intention to return to a 5-year approval timeline with the additional requested
information.

Seconded: Caitlin Halpert
Vote: 6-0-0, motion carried
Dated at Burlington, Vermont, this ___ day of December, 2020

Respectfully Submitted,

Brad Rabinowitz, Development Review Board Chair

Please note that an interested person may appeal a decision of the Development Review
Board to the Vermont Superior Court Environmental Division. (Zoning Ordinance Article
17, Section 17.1.7, Appeals of Development Review Board Decisions: An interested person
may appeal a decision of the Development Review Board to the Vermont Superior Court
Environmental Division. The appeal shall be taken in such a manner as the supreme court
may by rule provide for appeals from state agencies governed by Sections 801 through 816
of Title 3). The Court rules may require that such an appeal be commenced within Thirty
(30) days of the Board’s decision.

JIPMP-FOF pg. 2 of 2



MEMORANDUM

November 4, 2022

To: Scott Gustin and Burlington Development Review Board
From: Sandy Thibault, Executive Director, CATMA

Subj: Request for Extension of 2020-2022 Joint Institution Parking Management Plan

CATMA, in partnership with VHB, is in the process of producing the 2023-2028 Joint Institution Parking
Management Plan (aka JIPMP) 5-Year Update, which is expected to be complete in Spring 2023. This
has been the traditional timeline for the JIPMP 5-year and annual updates, which is primarily due to the
availability of data needed for the report and City meeting schedule. This timeline results in a gap of an
approved JIPMP from year end until Spring when it is presented to the Burlington Planning Commission
followed by Burlington Development Review Board approval.

With that said, and in accordance with Section 8.3.4 of the City of Burlington’s Comprehensive
Development Ordinance, | am writing to request a 6-month extension of CATMA’s current 2020-2022
JIPMP in order to enable the institutions to continue routine maintenance and projects as reported in
the JIPMP.

Please let me know if you need anything further, and the process for acceptance of this request.

Thank you.

Chittenden Area Transportation Management Association
20 West Canal St, Suite C9 Winooski, VT 05404
802-881-0283 | info@catmavt.org | catmavt.org




Department of Permitting & Inspections William Ward, Director
Zoning Division
645 Pine Street
Burlington, VT 05401
Telephone:(802) 865-7188 Ted Miles, Code Compliance Officer
(802) 865-7195 (FAX)

TO:
FROM:
DATE:
RE:
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Scott Gustin, AICP, CFM, Principal Planner
Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner
Ryan Morrison, Associate Planner

&
Joseph Cava, Permit Technician “

K TTING & INSPEC™

vacant, Permitting & Inspections Administrator

Development Review Board

Scott Gustin

December 20, 2022

2020-2022 Joint Intuitional Parking Management Plan extension request

CATMA is requesting a 6-month extension of the current Joint Institutional Parking Management
Plan (JIPMP). The JIPMP was approved December 1, 2020 for 2 years. Typically, the plans are
valid for 5 years; however, a number of concerns were identified in review of the JIPMP at that
time. CATMA is currently working on a new JIPMP, but it will not be complete until spring of
2023. As a result, a 6-month extension for the current JIPMP is requested so that there is no lapse.

The version of Article 8: Parking that is currently effective and warned for public hearing and
adoption by the City Council in January 2023 specifically enables the DRB to approve one JIPMP
extension of up to six months, so long as the request is made prior to expiration of the plan. Such
is the case here. The extension request was made November 4, 2022 prior to the December 1
expiration of the plan.
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It is hereby Ordained by the City Council of the City of Burlington as follows:

That Appendix A, Comprehensive Development Ordinance, of the Code of Ordinances of the City of
Burlington, Article 4: Zoning Maps and Districts, Part 4: Base Zoning District Regulations, be and
hereby is amended by amending Sections 4.4.1 (d) 5, Development Bonuses/Additional Allowances;
4.4.5 (d) 4. C., Residential Occupancy Limits; 4.5.3 (c) 6, Parking Requirements; 4.5.6 (c), District
Specific Regulations: Mouth of the River Overlay; 5.1.1 (¢), Permitted Uses; 5.1.1 (d), Conditional Uses;
5.3.6 (¢), Changes to a Nonconforming Lot; 5.3.8, Rebuilding After a Catastrophe; 5.4.12 (a), Mobile
Home Parks; and Article 8: Parking, Part 1: General Requirements; 8.1.3, Parking Districts, Parking
Districts, 8.1.6, Existing Structures: Exemption in Downtown District, 8.1.8, Minimum Off-Street
Parking Requirements, Table 8.1.8-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements, 8.1.9, Maximum
Parking Spaces, 8.1.12 Limitations, Location, Use of Facilities, 8.1.15 Waivers from Parking
Requirements/Parking Management Plans, and adding Section 8.1.16 Transportation Demand
Management; and Article 8: Parking, Part 3: Institutional Parking Plans be and hereby is amended by

amending Section 8.3.3 Institutional Parking Management Plans thereto to read as follows:

Sec. 4.4.1 Downtown Mixed Use Districts
(a) — (c) As written.

(d) District Specific Regulations
1-4 As written
5. Development Bonuses/Additional Allowances
The following exceptions to the allowable base building height and FAR as provided in Table 4.4.1-1 above
may be approved in any combination subject to the maximum limits set forth in Table 4.4.1-2 below at the
discretion of the DRB. The additional FAR allowed shall correspond to the proportion of the additional
building height granted to the maximum available.
A. Public Parking
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A bonus in excess of the base height and FAR allowance in Downtown Waterfront — Public Trust District
may be permitted at the discretion of the DRB for the provision of public parking as follows:
(1) As written.
(i1)10-feet of additional building height and corresponding FAR may also be permitted,
mdependent of subsectlon (1) above Where no less than 25 parkmg spaces eHﬁ—adé&Heﬁal—teﬂ

are made avallable to the general pubhc at all t1rnes
(i) — (iv) As written.

B. —F. As written.

Sec. 4.4.5 Residential Districts
(a) — (c) As written.

(d) District Specific Regulations
The following regulations are district-specific exceptions, bonuses, and standards unique to the residential
districts. They are in addition to, or may modify, city-wide standards as provided in Article 5 of this ordinance
and district standards as provided above.

1. -3. As written.

4. Residential Density
A. -B. As written.

C. Residential Occupancy Limits

In all residential districts, the occupancy of any dwelling unit is limited to members of a family as
defined in Article 13. Notwithstanding the following, the minimum square footage requirements shall
be reduced by ten (10%) percent in situations where the residential premises are owner occupied.

Subject to Conditional Use approval by the DRB, a dwelling unit may be occupied by more than four
(4) unrelated adults if it contains at least twenty-five hundred (2,500) square feet excluding its attic
and basement pursuant to the following:

(1) If in a RL district, the dwelling unit also contains at least an additional two hundred fifty (250)
square feet and two (2) onsite parking spaces, plus one (1) additional parking space per adult
occupant in excess of four (4); or,

(i) If in a RM district, the dwelling unit also contains at least an additional two hundred (200)
square feet and two (2) onsite parking spaces, plus one (1) additional parking space per adult
occupant in excess of four (4).

(1i1) If in a RH district, the dwelling unit also contains at least an additional 150 square feet and two

(2) onsite parking spaces, plus one (1) additional parking space per adult occupant in excess of
four (4).

In considering a request relating to permitting a greater number of unrelated individuals residing in a
dwelling unit within a residential zoning district, no conditional use permit may be granted unless all
facilities within the dwelling unit, including bathroom and kitchen facilities are accessible to the
occupants without passing through any bedroom. Each room proposed to be occupied as a bedroom
must contain at least one hundred twenty (120) square feet.
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5. -6. As written.

Sec. 4.5.3 RH- Density Bonus Overlay District
(a)-(b) As written.

(c) District Specific Regulations: RH- Density Bonus Overlay:
1.-5. As written.

6. Parking Standards Requirements
In addition to the parking standards reguirements found in Article 8, the following shall also apply

P d-developmentprovides-adequa parking i d-ne identialuses: At least
seventy-five (75%) of the parking spaces required-after-any-waiver shall be provided onsite as
structured parking spaces. Any structured parking shall be concealed by the structure or the building
so that it is not visible from the street (the entrance and exit may be visible).

7.-9. As written.

Sec 4.5.6 Mouth of the River Overlay District
(a)-(b) As written.

(c) District Specific Regulations: Mouth of the River Overlay:
1. Uses
A. Exception for Non-Residential Marine and Recreational Uses

Small-scale non-residential marine and recreational uses in the Mouth of the River Overlay

shall be allowed as follows:
(1)-(viii) As written.
(ix) To the extent that additienal parking is provided required, the parking standards
for Shared-Use Districts shall apply pursuant to Article 8;
(x)-(x1) As written.

Sec. 5.1.1 Uses
Except as otherwise provided by law or by this ordinance, no land or structure in any district shall be used or
occupied except as specified under the provisions of this ordinance and the requirements of the zoning district
in which such land or structure is located as specified in Article 4 and in Appendix A-Use Table.

(a)-(b) As written.

(c) Permitted Uses

A permitted use is allowed as of right in any district under which it is denoted by the letter "Y" in Appendix A-
:Use Table. Permitted uses are subject to such requirements as may be further specified in this ordinance such
as but not limited to dimensional and intensity limitations, performance and design standards, and parking

requirementsstandards.

(d) Conditional Uses
A conditional use is listed in any district where denoted by the letters "CU" in Appendix A - Use Table. Such
uses may be permitted by the DRB only after review under the conditional use provisions provided in Article
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119 3, Part 5, such further restrictions as the DRB may establish and such additional requirements as may be
120 established by this ordinance such as but not limited to dimensional and intensity limitations, performance and
121 design standards, and parking regquirementsstandards.
122
123 (e)-(i) As written.
124
125 Sec. 5.3.6 Nonconforming Lots
126 Development may occur on a non-conforming lot only in the following manner:
127 (a)-(b) As written.
128
129 (c) Changes to a Nonconforming Lot
130 No change shall be permitted to any nonconforming lot which would have the effect of increasing the density
131 at which the property is being used, or increasing the structure located upon such lot, if the dimensional
132 requirements and standards;-ineludingparking; of the underlying zoning district are not met as a result thereof.
133 Allowance of adaptlve reuse and res1dent1al convers1on bonuses shall be an exceptlon to the foregomg
134 standards. g i
135 s%&&d%ds—pmwéed—m%&el&é@— In such cases where a parkmg waiver or waivers may be or have been legally
136 granted, such a waiver shall be considered superseded by the standards provided in Article 8. notbe
137 copsideredonerannethe deceae o loon conlomailbs
138
139 Sec 5.3.8 Rebuilding After Catastrophe
140 If the structure housing a nonconforming use or a nonconforming structure is damaged by fire, explosion, or
141 other catastrophe, and no government investigation determines that the damage resulted from the owner's
142 intentional conduct or gross negligence the use may be restored or the structure rebuilt subject to the following
143 provisions:
144 (a)-(c) As written.
145 (d) Noncompliance, in terms of dimensional regulations erparkingrequirements, shall not be increased
146 beyond what existed prior to the catastrophe and, where physically possible, shall come into compliance;
147 (e)-(f) As written.
148
149 Sec 5.4.12 Mobile Home Parks
150 In addition to the applicable provisions of Site Plan Design Standards in Art 6, Part 2, and Article 10
151 Subdivision Review (if applicable), the following additional regulations shall be applicable to any
152 application involving a Mobile Home Park. The provisions of Art 3, Part 5 for Conditional Uses shall also
153 apply to applications involving new or expanded Mobile Home Parks.
154
155 (a) Mobile Home Parks
156 Regarding the establishment and operation of a Mobile Home Park:
157 1-5. As written.
158
159
160
161 7-9. As written with renumbering.
162
163 (b) As written.
164

165 Sec. 8.1.3 Parking Districts
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166 The demand for parking is highly dependent on the context within which a given use or structure is located.
167 Factors such as proximity to other related uses, availability of public transportation and alternative forms of
168 and supports for transportation, the density of land uses, and the ability to share parking with nearby uses are
169 all factors which influence the demand for individual and dedicated off-site parking. For the purposes of this
170 Article, the following three (3) Parking Districts as illustrated in Map 8.1.3-1 are hereby created:
171
172 (a) Neighborhood Parkmg Dlstrlct
173 This parking district esta Fre e sraenketheench he-eity-encompasses the
174 primarily residential nerghborhoods of the city where the demand for 0ff—s1te parking is largely dependent on
175 the needs and characteristics of and transportation resources available to an individual site or land use.
176
177 (b) Shared Use Parking District:
178 This parking district reds £ ine recognizes that
179 opportunities exist to share parkrng demand between related nearby land uses, and that travel to and between
180 these uses may not be strictly automobile dependent.
181
182 (¢) Multimodal Mixed-Use Parking District:
183 This parking district recognizes that eliminates-the-mintmum-on-site-parking requirements-of See—8-1-8
184 recognizing the opportunity for extensive sharing of parking demand between nearby mixed land uses makes
185 travel to and between proximate land uses largely independent from an automobile; and that an array of non-
186 vehicular transportation modes, public parking facilities, and frequent transit service greatly reduces the need
187 for independent on-site parking for individual land uses.
188
189 This Parking District includes all properties in the following Zoning Districts:
190 (a) Downtown Core (FD6)
191 (b) Downtown Center (FD5)
192 (c) Downtown Waterfront — Public Trust (DW-PT)
193 (d) Neighborhood Activity Center (NAC)
194 (e) Neighborhood Mixed Use (NMU)
195 (f) NAC — Riverside (NAC-R)
196 (g) NAC — Cambrian Rise (NAC-CR)
197
198 With the exception of those properties subject to Part 3 - Institutional Parking Management Plans, this Parking
199 District also includes all properties with street frontage on the following major thoroughfares to a maximum
200 depth of 200-ft.:
201 (a) North Avenue from Battery Park to Plattsburg Avenue
202 (b) Colchester Avenue
203 (c) Pearl Street
204 (d) North Winooski Avenue
205 (e) Riverside Avenue from N. Winooski Ave to Colchester Ave
206 (f) Battery Street
207 (g) Main Street
208 (h) College Street to South Williams Street
209 (i) Pine Street
210 (j) Saint Paul Street
211 (k) Shelburne Street

212
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Map 8.1.3-1 Parking Districts As written.

Sec. 8.1.4 Existing Structures
Any structure or land use lawfully in existence prior to the adoption of this ordinance shall not be subject to the
requirements of this Article as long as the kind or extent of use is not changed, and provided further that any parking

facilities now serving such structures shall not in the future be redueed-belowsuchrequirementsaltered.

Within the Multimodal Mixed-Use Parking District, an administrative permit may be requested to remove the
minimum off-street parking requirements associated with permits issued prior to December 16, 2020. This provision
does not apply to permits containing public parking provided in exchange for an Article 4 Development Bonus (See
Sec. 4.4.1 (d) (5) (A)). For those permits, the public parking provided shall be maintained. This provision does not
apply within the Neighborhood or Shared Use Parking Districts.

Sec. 8.1.5 Existing Structures - Change or Expansion of Use
Whenever there is an alteration or conversion of a structure or a change or expansion of a use which_does not involve
complete redevelopment or substantial rehabilitation of the structures on a lot:-inereases-the-parking requirements
e —the parking and TDM requlrements of this Artlcle shall apply only to the new use or net new area of the
expanded use, and g

e existing parking may exceed the maximum limits per Table 8.1.9-1 as a result of a change of use or change
in the intensity of a use(s) on a lot, and

e changes to existing parking in Shared Use and Neighborhood Parking districts is not precluded by Sec.
8.1.4.

Secc. 8.1.6 Affordable Housing-and-Historie Buildings Exemption (Reserved)
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261  Sec. 8.1.8 Minimum Off-Street Parking Requirements

262 Requirements for a minimum number of off-street parking spaces have been recognized as an impediment to
263 building housing and other desired uses, inhibit the expansion of alternative transportation and transportation
264 demand management, and act as an instrument to overbuild parking and incentivize single occupancy

265 automobile use. Therefore, minimum off-street spaces are eliminated in all parking districts for all uses except
266 for applications seeking to exceed occupancy of a dwelling unit by more than four (4) unrelated adults. Such
267 applications are subject to the parking requirements of Sec. 4.4.5 (d), 4, C, Residential Occupancy Limits.

268
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Toble8.1.8-1 Mini OfLS Parkine Reauni
. Multimodal
Districts
%R%*ea‘*'e*‘al*ae*'h'% tndoor {per-four{4) 1 1 0
ﬁe@.  Eaciir—Outd o - " .
Eargeroftper | Largeroft
’ perplaying +0-per
field playing field
Recreational Vehicle-Sales—New-and Used 2 2 0
Reeyeling-Center—Large-above2,000-gfa 0 0 0
Reeyeling-Center—Small-2,000-gfa-orless 0 0 0
Research Lab 25 2 )
Restaurant 4 3 )
Restaurant—Take-Out 4 3 )
Salon/Spa 4 4 )
School—Secondary(perClassroon) 7 5 )
School—Primary-(per-Classroom) 5 +5 )
+plust-drop- +plust
School—Preschool offperS drop-offper 0
pertwo(D-employees children 5-children
School—Trade/Professional 5 3 0
School—Post-Secondary 2 2 )
Sotid-WasteFacility —Ineinerator, Landfill; 0 0 0
Failor-Shop 2 1 0
Vehiele-Salvage 0 0 )
Warehouse 05 035 )
Sitnpehome Do e neili Wt’ e 0
Tpert0o 100-Jeasable
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Table 8.1.8-1 Mini Of-S Parkine Reaui
Neichborhood | Si LU 1\4ul&med—al
Lepinlle shepre
SEOrHge Spaces spaces
Warehouse—Retatl 33 25 9
S L 13 + 0
T 1 + 0

Sec. 8.1.9 Maximum On-Site Parking Spaces

The total number of off-street parking spaces provided in any parking district shall not be more than as

allowed required in Table 8.1.9-1 below:

(a) Where a use is not listed, the maximum parking requirements shall be determined by the administrative

officer based upon a determination that the use is substantially equivalent in use, nature, and impact to a

listed use.

(b) When the calculation yields a fractional number of maximum spaces, the number of spaces shall be

rounded to the nearest whole.

TableS 19— Mexi OF-S ParkineR :
Neishborhood Distri Si I Use Distri Mult 1ol Mixed—Use Distri
250, of — | : 0% ofil — l : 0% ol — | :
IE T Ei' et £ 8 Pi G Ei' et £ i Fil' E'i' ; .
Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
N e | e | ALLOOEL
. . . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts —
O —— Districts

RESIDENTIAL USES!

Per Dwelling Unit

except as noted

Multi-unit attached dwelling units, studio
units or 1-bedroom dwelling unit.

3

2

Single Family detached and Duplex

3

2

1\

1. Adjusted for development with inclusio

nary housing units per Sec. 8.1.8(¢c)

RESIDENTIAL USES - SPECIAL'!

Per Dwelling Unit

except as noted
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Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
Neighborhood Shared Use M
. . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts — . .
—_— —_— Districts
Assisted Living 1 1 1
Bed and Breakfast (per room, in addition to
: ~ ~ 1 1 1
single-family residence)
Boarding House (per two (2) beds) 1 1 1
Community House 1 1 1
Convalescent Home (per four (4) beds) 1 1 1
Dormitory (per two (2) beds) 1 1 1
Emergency Shelter 1 1 1
Group Home (per two (2) beds) 1 1 1
Historic Inn (per room, in addition to single-
: : 1 1 1
family residence)
Sorority & Fraternity (per two (2) beds) 1 1 1
NON-RESIDENTIAL USES Per 1,000 square feet of
oross floor area (gfa) except as noted
Adult Day Care (per two (2) employees) 1 1 1
Agricultural Use 1 1 1
Amusement Arcade 3 2 1
Animal Boarding/Kennel/Shelter 3 3 2
Animal Grooming (per grooming station) 1 1 1
Animal Hospitals/Veterinarian Office 4 3 2
Appliance & Furniture Sales/Service 3 3 1
Aquarium 2 1 1
Art Gallery/Studio 4 3 3
Auction Houses 4 3 3
Automobile & Marine Parts Sales 3 3 2
Automobile Body Shop 3 plus 1/bay 3-plus 1/bay | 2 plus 1/bay
Automobile Repair/Service 3 plus 2/bay 3 plus 2/bay 2 plus 1/bay
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Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
Neighborhood | Shared Use —leltimodal
Districts Districts M
— - Districts
Automobile Sales — New & Used (for public
and employee parking only; unregistered for- 3 2 2
sale vehicles exempt from limits)
Bakery 3 3 3
Bank, Credit Union 3 3 2
Bar/Tavern 5 4 3
Beauty/Barber Shop (per station/chair) 1 1 1
Bicycle Sales/Repair 3 2 1
Billiard Parlor (per game table) 1 1 1
Boat Repair/Service 3 2 2
Boat Sales/Rental 3 2 2
Boat Storage 4 3 2
Bowling Alley (per lane) 4 3 2
Building Material Sales 4 3 3
Café (per four (4) seats) 1 1 1
Camp Ground (per camping space) 1 1 1
Car Wash (stacking spaces per wash bay) 5 4 4
Cemetery 1 1 1
Cinema (per four (4) seats) 1 1 1
Club, Membership 4 3 3
Community Center 4 3 3
Community Garden (per ten (10) plots) 1 1 1
Conference Center 4 3 2
Contractor Yard (per 1,000 gfa of office 3 3 )
space) - -
Convenience Store 4 3 2
Convention Center n/a n/a 3
Courthouse n/a n/a 3
Crematory (per FTE employee) 1 1 1
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Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
Neighborhood Shared Use M
. . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts — . .
e e Districts
Crisis Counseling Center 5 4 3
Daycare - Home (6 children or less) 1 1 1
Daycare - Large (Over 20 children) (per two 1 plus 1 drop- L plus 1 lplusl
7Y emplovees off per 5 drop-off per drop-off per
(2) employees) children 5 children 5 children
Daycare - Small (20 children or less) (per two 1 plus 1 drop- 1 plus 1 1plusl
7Y emplovees off per 5 drop-off per drop-off per
(2) employees) children 5 children 5 children
Dental Lab 3 2 1
Distribution Center (per 3,000 gfa) 1 1 1
Dry Cleaning Plant 2 1 1
Dry Cleaning Service 3 3 2
Film Studio 4 3 3
Fire Station (per apparatus) n/a n/a n/a
2. plus 4 per 1, plus 3 per 1, plus 2 per
. 1,000 gfa 1.000 efa 1,000 gfa
Food & Beverage Processing devoted to devoted to devoted to
patron use patron use patron use
Fuel Service Station {peremployee/shift) 3 3 2
Funeral Home (per four (4) seats) 1 1 1
Garden Supply Store (per 1,000 gfa of retail 3
area.) - = =
General Merchandise/Retail 4 3 2
Grocery Store 4 3 2
Hazardous Waste Collection/Disposal (per 1 1
two (2) employees on the largest shift) = = =
Health Club 4 3 2
Health Studio 3 2 1
Hospitals (per patient bed) 3 2 2
Hostel (per two (2) beds) 0.6 0.5 0.5
Hotel/Motel (per room) 1 1 1




Page 17
An Ordinance in Relation to CDO - Parking

Minimum and Maximum Parking Requirements and Transportation

Demand Management

ZA #22-07
Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
Neighborhood Shared Use M
. . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts — . .
—_— —_— Districts
Laundromats (per washing machine) 1 1 1
Library 2 1 1
Lumber Yard (per 1,000 gfa of retail area.) 4 3 2
2. plus 4 per 1. plus 3 per 1. plus 2 per
L 1,000 gfa 1.000 efa 1,000 gfa
Manufacturing-Light devoted to devoted to devoted to
patron use. patron use. patron use.
2. plus 4 per 1. plus 3 per 1. plus 2 per
. 1,000 gfa 1,000 gfa 1,000 gfa
Manuifacturing
Manufacturin devoted to devoted to devoted to
patron use. patron use. patron use.
Marina (per berth) 1 1 1
Medical Lab 3 2 1
Museum 1 1 1
Office - General 3 2 2
Office - Medical, Dental 4 3 2
Office — Technical 3 2 2
Open Air Markets 1 1 1
Operations Center - Taxi (per three (3) 1 1
employees) = = =
Operations Center - Truck/Bus (per 31,000
; ; ; 1, plus 1 per 1 1. plus 1 per 1, plus 1 per
ofa) (registered transit vehicles exempt from
_— employee 1 employee 1 employee
limits)
Park (per playing area) 6 5 1
Parking Garage — Private N/A N/A N/A
Parking Lot — Private N/A N/A N/A
Performing Arts Center (per four (4) seats) 1 1 1
Performing Arts Studio 1 1 1
Pet Store 3 3 1
Pharmacy 4 3 2
Photo Studio 3 3 1
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Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements

Neighborhood Shared Use M
. . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts — . .
—_— —_— Districts
Photography Lab 1 1 1
Police Station n/a n/a n/a
Post Office 2 1 1
Post Office - Local 3 2 2
Printing Plant 2 1 1
Printing Shop 3 2 2
1 per 200 gfa of | 1 per 200 gfa | 1 per 200 gfa
Public Transit Terminal public waiting of public of public
space waiting space | waiting space
Public Works Yard/Garage (for public and
employee parking only: fleet parking exempt 1 1 1
from limits)
Radio & TV Studio 3 2 2
Rail Equip. Storage & Repair 1 1 1
Recording Studio 2 1 1
Recreational Facility - Indoor (per four (4) 1 1 1
seats) - - -
Recreational Facility - Outdoor (per playing 19 15 10
field) - - -
Larger of Iper 4 Larger of 1 Larger of 1
. . . per 4 seats or | per 4 seats or
Recreational Facility - OQutdoor Commercial seats or 19 per 15 ver 10 ver
laying field playing field | playing field
Recreational Vehicle Sales — New and Used 3 2 2
Recycling Center - Large above 2.000 gfa 1 1 1
Recycling Center - Small 2,000 gfa or less 1 1 1
Research Lab 3 3 2
Restaurant 5 4 3
Restaurant — Take-Out 5 4 3
Salon/Spa 5 4 4
School - Secondary (per Classroom) 9 7 5




296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308

Page 19
An Ordinance in Relation to CDO - Parking

Minimum and Maximum Parking Requirements and Transportation
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Table 8.1.9-1 Maximum Off-Street Parking Requirements
Neighborhood Shared Use M
. . . Mixed-Use
Districts Districts — . .
e e Districts
School - Primary (per Classroom) 2 2 2
1 plus 1 drop- 1 plus 1 1 plus 1
School — Preschool Large (per two (2) off per 5 drop-off per | drop-off per
employees children 5 children 5 children
) 1 plus 1 drop- 1 plus 1 1 plus 1
School — Preschool Small (up to 20 children) off per 5 drop-off per | drop-off per
(per two (2) employees children 5 children 5 children
School - Trade/Professional 6 5 3
School, - Post-Secondary 3 2 2
Solid Waste Facility - Incinerator, Landfill,
: 1 1 1
Transfer Station
Tailor Shop 3 2 1
Vehicle Salvage 1 1 1
Warehouse 1 1 0
1 per resident | 1 per resident
1 per resident manager, manager,
. manager, plus 1 plus 1 per plus 1 per
Warehouse - Self Storage Facility per 100 leasable | 100 leasable 100 leasable
storage spaces storage storage
spaces spaces
Warehouse - Retail 4 3 3
Wholesale Sales 2 1 1
Worship, Place of (per four (4) seats) 1 1 1

(a) Exemptions: The following shall not be included in the maximum number of allowable spaces required by this

section:

1. Public Parking: Spaces provided and available for use by the public shall not be counted towards the
maximum. Such spaces shall be available to the public at a minimum of nights and weekends, and be signed or
marked accordingly;

2. Carpool, Vanpool, and Car-Share Parking: Spaces dedicated for vehicles participating in a carpool,
vanpool, or car-share program shall not be counted towards the maximum. Such spaces shall be reserved for
such use, and be signed or marked accordingly; and,

3. Alternative Fueled Vehicle Parking:: Parking spaces dedicated for vehicles operating on primarily
alternative fuels including but not limited to electric, natural gas, and hydrogen shall not be counted towards
the maximum. Such spaces shall be reserved for such use, and be signed and/or the space painted with the
words “Alternative Fueled Vehicles Only.”
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4. ADA Accessible Parking: Parking spaces specifically designed. located and reserved by persons according
to the standards in the Federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) as administered by the Dept. of Public
Works.

5. Institutional Parking: Parking spaces, provided by institutions, that have been approved as part of a plan
per the standards of Article 8, Part 3: Institutional Parking Plans

46. Waiver of Maximum Parklng Limitations. Parklng In excess of the maxnnurn parking limitation of this
section, e+-a d--may be waived by the
DRB pursuant to the pfews*eﬂs—ef—SeeS—l—lé—wﬁh—th%followmg adé&eﬁal—requlrements
A. The applicant requesting the waiver shall also provide:
(i) a peak demand parking study for two similar uses in the area; and,
(i) a TDM Plan pursuant to the requirements of Sec. 8.1.16
B. The following additional review criteria shall be addressed regarding how:
(i) The need for additional parking cannot reasonably be met through provision of on-street parking or
shared parking with adjacent or nearby uses;
(ii) The proposed development demonstrates that its design and intended uses will continue to support
high levels of existing or planned transit and pedestrian activity; and,
(ii1) The site plan indicates where additional parking can be redeveloped to a more intensive transit
supportive use in the future.

Secs. 8.1.10 — 8.1.11 As written.

Sec. 8.1.12 Limitations, Location, Use of Facilities

(a)-Off-Site-parking faeilitiesShared Parking for Off-Site Use:

Parking may be used by onsite or offsite users. Parking may not be the primary use of any property unless it is
approved as such with a zoning permit where allowed. : : o
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Sec. 8.1.16 Transportation Demand Management
(a) Purpose: This section requires the implementation of a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program for
certain projects for the purpose of advancing the goals of the City’s land use and transportation plans, and promoting
public health, safety, welfare, and protection of the environment by:

* Reducing parking demand;

* Reducing car ownership;

* Reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and congestion; and,

* Increasing transit use and non-motorized travel;

(b) Applicability:

(1) A Transportation Demand Management Program meetmg the requlrements outlined in 8.1.16 (c) shall be
required for all projects loeated-inth * - Fre et g
involving any one or more of the followmg

Dwelling Units Creation of ten (10) or more dwelling units
Non-residential or A building footprint of eight thousand (8,000) s.f. or more;
Mixed Use or,

Development

the creation of fifteen thousand (15,000) s.f. or more of
gross floor area.

(2) Projects involving the creation of five (5) to nine (9) dwelling units shall be required to meet only the
requirements in Sec. 8.1.16 (¢) c. ii.

(c) Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program: A TDM Program shall include each of the following
elements at a minimum:
a. Outreach and Education:
i. Designation of a Transportation Coordinator who directly, or indirectly through membership in a
Transportation Management Association, shall be responsible for each of the following:
1. Prepare and present informational and educational materials regarding available TDM strategies to
all tenants-residents and employees;
2. Organize and host an annual meeting for all tenants-residents and employees to present and discuss
available TDM strategies, and opportunities for increased use and participation;
3. Preparation and dissemination of an annual travel survey of all tenants-residents and employees;
and,
4. Record-keeping and annual reporting to City of all TDM activities offered and rates of participation
(including parking utilization if applicable).
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492 b. TDM Strategies: In addition to compliance with the on-site Bicycle Parking requirements found in Article
493 8, Part 2, the following TDM strategies shall also be included at a minimum for a period of 10 years from
494 receipt of a Certificate of Occupancy as follows:
495 i. GMT Transit passes shall be provided to all tenantsresidents and employees for free for the first year of
496 occupancy or employment, and at a minimum discount of 50% for every year thereafter; and,
497 ii. A car share membership shall be offered to all tenants-residents and employees for free for the first two
498 years of occupancy or employment, and at a minimum discount of 50% for every year thereafter; or,
499 iii. In lieu of i and ii above, maintain an ongoing and active membership in a Transportation Management
500 Association (TMA) that offers equivalent TDM strategies or better.
501
502 c. Parking Management: Where on-site or off-site parking is also made available:
503 i. Conduct parking utilization studies at least annually for a period of 10 years from receipt of a Certificate
504 of Occupancy;
505 ii. With the exception of permanently affordable housing units, the cost of parking shall be un-bundled from
506 all residential and nonresidential leases and deeds and made available at a market rate;
507 iii. Where parking spaces are made available to off-site users, parking spaces may be made available by a
508 renewable lease, provided the term of any lease does not exceed one (1) year; and,
509 iv. Priority parking spaces - located in closest proximity to a primary building entrance and/or public street
510 frontage - shall be made available for each of the following:
511 1. Handieapped-ADA Accessible spaces;
512 2. Bicycles, scooters, and motorcycles spaces;
513 3. Car-share: where 1 space must be offered for every 20 residential units, not to exceed a total of 5
514 spaces, subject to an agreement with a car-share provider; and,
515 4. Carpool and/or Vanpool vehicles: where more than 20 spaces are available for non-residential uses.
516 In such cases, 5 spaces or 5% of the parking spaces on site, whichever is less, must be reserved for
517 carpool/vanpool use before 9:00 AM on weekdays.
518
519 d. TDM Agreement: Each TDM Plan shall include a signed commitment to and acknowledgement of each of
520 the following on a form provided by the Administrative Officer:
521 i. Commitment to ongoing implementation of the TDM requirements as set forth above;
522 ii. Acknowledgement that the project has no claim to the ongoing availability of nearby on-street public
523 parking, and that, as is the case with other on-street public parking, the City retains the right to charge for
524 or remove such on-street parking at any time;
525 iii. Acknowledgement that failure to maintain transportation demand management as required above is a
526 violation of this ordinance, and understanding that, pursuant to Sec. 2.7.8 of this ordinance, no zoning
527 permit or certificate of occupancy may be granted until any such violation has been remedied; and,
528 iv. Commitment to notify any subsequent owners and tenants in writing of their obligations under this
529 section as part of any purchase and sale and/or lease agreements.
530
531 Review and Enforcement: The Administrative Officer shall be responsible for determining compliance with
532 the TDM Program requirements as set forth above, and ongoing implementation shall be included as a
533 condition of any discretionary or administrative permit required for development subject to the conditions of
534 this Section.
535
536 Failure to maintain a TDM Program as required above shall be a violation of this ordinance, and pursuant to
537 Sec. 2.7.8 of this ordinance no zoning permit or certificate of occupancy may be granted without a TDM
538 Program in effect.

539
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Guidelines regarding compliance with these TDM requirements shall be developed and provided to applicants
by the Administrative Officer.

PART 3: INSTITUTIONAL PARKING PLANS

Sec. 8.3.1 Intent
As written.

Sec. 8.3.2 Applicability
As written.

Sec. 8.3.3 Institutional Parking Management Plans
In-additionto-the requirements-of See—81-15-abeve-Aan Institutional Parking Management Plan shall include the

following:

(a) A narrative that outlines how the proposed parking management plan addresses the specific needs of existing
and anticipated development and effectively satisfies the intent of this Article and the goals of the Municipal
Development Plan.

) (b) Information specifying the current and prepesed-anticipated numbers over the ensuing 5 year period for:
number of students_of all academic programs (full-time, part-time, commuter, on-campus, off-campus, and
continuing education), faculty and staff (full-time and part-time), patients and visitors being served by the

Institution-ssdstebpaiedeem e enipe Leeseene s eind,

h¥(c) An analysis of the anticipated parking demand by user group, time of day and/or demand by use_and
parking provided to meet that demand currently and anticipated over the ensuing five-year period;

©)(d) Information specifying the number and composition of the institution’s vehicle fleet, where these
vehicles are regularly kept, and designated “service vehicle-only” parking;

e) Programs;-peoliciesrorineentivesStrategies used to reduce or manage the demand for parking which may

include but are not limited to:

1. Policies which restrict and/or prohibit the bringing of vehicles to the institution for various users or groups
of users;

2. A telecommuting program;

2.3. Programs and employee and student subsidies to encourage the use of public transit, car-share, walking,
and bicycling;

4. TImplementation of a shuttle service system serving off-site parking:

3.5. Implementation of a parking permit system to allocate parking throughout the system; and,

() Implementation of a monitoring, compliance and enforcement system to measure and ensure compliance
with the plan.
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579  Sec.8.34 Review and Approval of Institutional Parking Management Plans
580 (a) Plan Approval
581 Such a plan shall require review and approval by the DRB, after consultation with the planning commission, and
582 after a public hearing. In order to approve a proposed Institutional Parking Plan, the DRB shall find:
583 a. the proposed Institutional Parking Plan adequately serves existing and proposed development and user
584 groups by the institution(s);
585 b. the proposed Institutional Parking Plan mer%effectlvely meets the 1ntent of this Artlcle and the goals of the
586 municipal development plan-than—w adheren ; AR :
587 Such a plan, if approved by the DRB, shall be applicable for a period not to exceed five (5) years, and may be
588 amended as necessary pursuant to the requirements of this Part. The DRB may approve one extension of up to six
589 (6) months so long as the extension is requested prior to the Plan’s expiration.
590 (b) Annual Reporting
591 The institution shall provide a report annually to the administrative officer regarding the implementation and
592 performance of the approved plan_and any significant changes in the size or makeup of user groups, parking supply,
593 travel by mode for user groups, availability and utilization of parking management strategies, anticipated
594 development activity, and any other conditions impacting supply and/or demand.
595 Failure to submit such annual report shall be a violation of this ordinance.
596
597
598  Sec. 8.3.5 Review and Approval of Applications for Future Development
599 Pursuant to Sec. 2.7.8 of this ordinance, no zoning permit or certificate of occupancy may be granted for projects
600 which will impact the supply of or demand for parking without an approved or amended plan. Projects such as
601 routine maintenance, repair, equipment installation, walkways, landscaping, installation of public art, and the like
602 are exempt from this requirement so long as they do not result in a change of use, habitable area, or parking facilities
603 upon which a plan’s supply and demand calculations are based.
604 (a) In reviewing any application for development from a post-secondary educational or medical institution within
605 the Institutional district, the DRB shall find that the proposal is included and addressed eensistent-within an
606 approved Institutional Parking Plan_and that the proposal is consistent with the approved Plan.
607 (b) Any development proposed by a post-secondary educational or medical institution within the Institutional
608 Campus-district that is found-nette-be-eonsistentnot included and addressed within an approved Institutional
609 Parking Plan shall only be approved pursuant to the underlying parking requirements of Parts 1 and 2 of this
610 Article and upon approval of an amendment to an approved plan.
611 and-In addition to application requirements specified in Article 3 and this Part, the Institutions(s) shall submit
612 an amendment to an approved plan that addresses how the development is consistent with or modifies supply
613 and demand calculations and applicable TDM strategies contained in the approved Plan. Amendments may be
614 in the form of an addendum that addresses any relevant sections of an approved Plan. The amendment shall be
615 approved by either the administrative officer or DRB based on the underlying application type. Such
616 developments shall be reflected in subsequent annual reports submitted to the administrative officer, and future
617 plan updates.
618
619

620 TM/JH/Resolutions 2021/Comprehensive Development Ordinance, Minimum and Maximum Parking Requirements and Transportation Demand
621 Management
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SD §8ireland

COMPANIES
Memorandum
Prepared by:  Nicholas Smith, P.E.
SD Ireland Companies
Date: 11/1/2022
Subject: 284 Grove Street — Apple Grove

Sketch Plan Review
Project Narrative

Overview:

The applicant/owner, Ireland Grove Street Properties, LLC, is proposing redevelopment of the existing
Planned Unit Development at 284 Grove Street, known as Apple Grove. The project is located in the
Residential Low (RL) Zoning District outside of the Design Review Overlay District. The project site
currently consists of 15 residential units located along an existing private, looped drive. The current
buildings are falling into disrepair due to age and building material degradation. This project proposed
the demolition of the existing units and construction of 13 new duplex buildings (total of 26 units) along
the existing private drive. Duplexes on the outside of the loop will have attached garages and will face
the private drive while duplexes on the inside of the loop will have detached centrally located garages
and will face Grove Street. A central one-way drive will serve the units facing Grove Street for parking
purposes and will provide access to the central detached garage buildings.

General Site Information:

The subject parcel is located at 284 Grove Street, on the north side of Grove Street, and is 5.08 acres in
area, with portion of the parcel located in both the City of Burlington and South Burlington. The project
currently consists of 12 existing modular homes and a 3-unit apartment building in the RL District. The
apartment building is listed on the State’s Historic Register under project number CH-86-0384.

The project site is served by a private drive off Grove Street that loops around the development and
includes a sidewalk serving each building along with street trees and streetlights.

Along the eastern portion of the property is an existing 150’ VELCO right-of-way. The VELCO right-of-way
makes nearly all of the parcel’s lands within South Burlington undevelopable. To the east of the project,
beyond the VELCO right-of-way is the Valley Ridge Subdivision (South Burlington), and beyond that is I-
89. To the south of the project is an undeveloped parcel also owned by Ireland Grove Street Properties,
LLC, a single-family home, and lands owned by UVM that are within conservation. To the west of the
project is the Bayberry PUD.

SD Ireland Companies
193 Industrial Avenue 802-863-6222
Williston, VT 05495 www.sdireland.com Page | 1
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Density/Affordability:

The project site contains 4.82 acres of land within the City of Burlington, and 0.26 acres within the City
of South Burlington. Only the land within the City of Burlington is used in calculating the maximum
density of the PUD.

Buildable Area Calculations (from Sec. 5.2.4 Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance)

Total Project Parcel Area: 4.82 acres
Wetland Exclusion: 0.26 acres
Remaining Area: 4.56 acres

Slope Analysis on Remaining Area:

Under 15% 2.67 acres
15-30% 0.57 acres (X 50%) = 0.29 acres
Over 30% 1.32 acres

Total 2.96 acres

We are requesting that under Conditional Use the slopes between 15-30% be included in density
calculation per Sec. 5.2.4 of the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance.

With the Inclusionary Housing Bonus the density can be increased from 7 units/acre to 8.75 units/acre;
therefore, the 2.96 acres of buildable area equates to 26 unit (8.75 units/acre x 2.96 acres = 25.9 units).

To meet the Inclusionary Housing Bonus requirements 4 units will need to be inclusionary housing (15%
X 26 units = 3.9 units).

Topography:

The site slopes from east to west within the development area at an average rate of £6%. The east drive
access onto Grove Street is approximately 10’ higher in elevation that the west access. Along the rear of
the existing homes on the outside of the loop is a steep embankment (£60’ in elevation difference) that

slopes down toward the Winooski River to the north. There is a Class 2 Wetland located at the toe of the
embankment that was delineated in 2012, all proposed development is greater than 150’ away from the
wetland.

Utilities:

The project is currently served by water from Champlain Water District via an existing 8” line from South
Burlington. The project proposes to utilize the existing water lines within the development and provide
new service taps for the proposed units. CWD has confirmed that they can serve this redevelopment
and we will continue to coordinate with them concerning flows and pressures.

SD Ireland Companies
193 Industrial Avenue 802-863-6222
Williston, VT 05495 www.sdireland.com Page | 2
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Sewer is currently served by the gravity system along the private drive that connects to the existing City
of Burlington sewer system on Grove Street. The project will continue to utilize the existing sewer
system along the private drive and will provide new service connections for the increase in units.

Currently stormwater is collected via a series of catch basins along the private driveway and conveyed to
an outfall in the woods to the west. There is currently no treatment or detention of stormwater on the
site. We are proposing to manage stormwater by treating a portion of the new impervious surface,
redeveloped surface, and existing surfaces via two new subsurface infiltration systems. Stormwater
runoff for up to the 10-year storm event will be managed and treated meeting the requirements of the
2017 Vermont Stormwater Management Manual.

Traffic/Parking:

Vehicle access will continue to be provided by the two private drive access points along Grove Street.
Utilizing the Institute of Traffic Engineers Trip Generation Manual (11™ Edition), the trip generation as
estimated for this facility under the existing and proposed conditions:

Existing Conditions

Land Use Description LUC Units Average Weekday AM Peak PM Peak

Single-Family Detached Housing 210 12 143 VTE/Day 11 VTE/Hour 14 VTE/Hour

Single-Family Attached Housing 215 3 22 VTE/Day 1 VTE/Hour 2 VTE/Hour
Total 165 VTE/Day 12 VTE/Hour 16 VTE/Hour

Proposed Conditions

Land Use Description LUC Units Average Weekday AM Peak PM Peak

Single-Family Attached Housing 215 26 187 VTE/Day 12 VTE/Hour 15 VTE/Hour
Total 187 VTE/Day 12 VTE/Hour 15 VTE/Hour

Therefore, there is no increase in vehicle trip ends in the AM peak hour and a net increase of 1 vehicle

trip end in the PM peak hour.

All sidewalks and ramps will be ADA accessible and detectible warning plates will be provided at the
reconstructed crossings along Grove Street.

The project is located within the Neighborhood Parking District and proposes to have 2 spaces per

duplex unit for a total of 52 parking spaces. Half (26) of these will be provided within garages and the
remaining half will be provided via driveway surface parking.

Under zoning amendment ZA-22-07 a Transportation Demand Management plan is required for this
project and will be developed prior to Preliminary Plat.

SD Ireland Companies
193 Industrial Avenue
Williston, VT 05495

802-863-6222
www.sdireland.com
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Anticipated Permits:
We anticipate the following permits will be required for development of this project and will be provide
to the City upon receipt:

e Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Permit
e Stormwater Operation Discharge Permit

e Stormwater Construction General Permit

e Act 250 Land Use Permit

If additional permits are required notification will be provided to the City and copies of the permit will
also be provided.

SD Ireland Companies
193 Industrial Avenue 802-863-6222
Williston, VT 05495 www.sdireland.com Page | 4



COMPREHENSIVE LEGEND e THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY &
| OBTAIN ATICKET FROM 'DIGSAFE'
EXIST. PROPERTY BOUNDARY G PROP. GAS LINE / AT 811 PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION
EXIST. ABUTTER LINE w > )fg PROP. WATER LINE, VALVE, HYDRANT /j
EXIST. EASEMENT / R.O.W. LINE S ® PROP. SEWER LINE, MANHOLE =277 NOTES
PROP. LOT LINE FM PROP. FORCE MAIN - —_—
PROP. EASEMENT LINE ST ®) m e PROP. STORM LINE, MANHOLE, ///// ' 1. THIS PURPOSE OF THIS PLAN IS TO
WETLAND BOUNDARY ~ CATCH BASIN, YARD INLET — PRESENT THE EXISTING CONDITIONS OF
uD PROP. UNDERDRAIN / THE APPLEGROVE PLANNED UNIT
WETLAND BUFFER 0 PROP. ROOF DRAIN DEVELOPMENT ALONG WITH THE
: PROPOSED DEMOLITION/RELOCATION OF
PROP. DRAINAGE SWALE b PROP. FOUNDATION DRAIN KNOWN STRUCTURES, UTILITIES, AND
EXIST. CONTOUR (MINOR) VEGETATION.
EXIST. CONTOUR (MAJOR ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ SILT FENCE , , o )T , ——
: ( L LIMITS OF DISTURBANCE T P - Sy el ' - 3. SEE SHEET 2 FOR INFORMATION RELATING
PROP. CONTOUR (MINOR) Pt Pt B - g \ TO PARCEL AND ZONING DATA.
PROP. CONTOUR (MAJOR DETECTABLE WARNING PLATE, A St el e < )
( : & ) —— - WATERSHED DEMARCATION BOULDER, T = = : - — - 2. PROPERTY BOUNDARY INFORMATION FROM
EXIST. OVERHEAD WIRE, UTILITY POLE ° SIGN, FIRE DEPARTMENT CONNECTION v SHEET PL1-2, TITLED "BOUNDARY &
EXIST ELEGTRIC LINE T BOUNDARY LINE ADJUSTMENT PLAT OF
: - - POLE MOUNTED LIGHT, BUILDING MOUNTED LIGHT -~ LANDS OF S.D. IRELAND BROTHERS CORP. &
EXIST. COMMUNICATION LINE - INLET PROTECTION DEVICE, CHECK DAM =y IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES,
EXIST. GAS LINE, VALVE -~z LLC", PREPARED BY O-LEARY-BURKE CIVIL
PROP. BUILDING ROOFTOP / s ASSOCIATES, PLC, DATED 1/14/2015.
EXIST. WATER LINE, VALVE, HYDRANT PAVEMENT / CONC. SIDEWALK / ) /// .
e ~
EXIST. SEWER LINE, MANHOLE - e —\0 - 3. THE EXISTING CONDITIONS SHOWN ARE
PROP. STONE FILL / LINING s ? s , EM%AETQSIEES'I?PBE BASED ON A COMBINATION OF
| EXIST. FORCE MAIN Yy 1 SRR DESIGN/RECORD INFORMATION,
SOILS MAP EXIST. STORM LINE, MANHOLE EX. BUILDING ROOFTOP / PAVEMENT / - ORTHOGONAL IMAGERY AND FIELD
CONG. SIDEWALK TO BE DEMOLISHED T OBSERVATION. UTILITY INFORMATION
APPROX. 1" = 200' EXIST. UNDERDRAIN ' L SHOWN ON THESE PLANS IS BASED UPON
— ‘ AVAILABLE RECORD DRAWINGS AND
T ‘ / \
MAP UNITS __ SOIL DESCRIPTION HSG RATING c PROP. COMMUNICATION LINE — %, / . , / 3 OBSERVED VISIBLE EVIDENCE.
AdA ADAMS AND WINDSOR LOAMY SANDS (0-5%) A E PROP. ELECTRIC LINE e - / o : ) )
AdD ADAMS AND WINDSOR LOAMY SANDS (12-30%) A o , L, ) o S ) . S | 4. INADDITION TO NOTIFYING DIGSAFE PRIOR
AdE ADAMS AND WINDSOR LOAMY SANDS (30-60%) A | Ry Y s j Ly, ey - - TO ANY EXCAVATION, THE CONTRACTOR
- N VA . NNy AN SHALL ALSO NOTIFY THE CITY OF
Pyl - Iy 777, A BURLINGTON AND THE CITY OF SOUTH
L,/ 7 BURLINGTON AT A MINIMUM 48 HOURS IN
| / ADVANCE FOR LOCATION OF EXISTING
‘ e AN : UTILITIES.
o ; [ ;) RECONSTRUCT CONC. ‘
b Sy // /) // i CURB AT DRIVEWAY EX. SINGLE-FAMILY \ ABUTTERS MAP
N | EXIST. STORM PIPE OUTFALL ACCESSES T N DEMOLISHED. TYP. APPROX. 1" = 200 > THIS B NOTABCUNDARY SURVEY
N/ 7 EXIST. STORMPIPE OUTFALL/ COORDINATE W/ NEW NS
o /] )/ Iy oy DRIVEWAY ACCESS ‘I KEY PARCEL ID MUNICIPALITY N/F
N | /) ) S s ? . LOCATIONS / 1 047-2-001-000  BURLINGTON IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES LLC
| Iy Y, VIR Y /7 ? 7 7. Y, 2 047-2-002-000  BURLINGTON IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES LLC
S /! - /// /) /}/////7// 7 ;// 7 3 047-2-003-000  BURLINGTON CHRISTOPHER CELOTTO
Sy, Yy AR, ; YA 4 046-2-065-000  BURLINGTON UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT
Y S, ////é i //// EX. PAVED 5 047-1-008-000  BURLINGTON BAYBERRY LLC
O Y N R SURFAGE,TOBE 6  1290-00625 SO.BURLINGTON  IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES LLC
Y, @é /7 //// ) 7 1810-00870L SO. BURLINGTON  UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT
7 y 8 1290-00600 SO. BURLINGTON  WINOOSKI VALLEY PARK DISTRICT
/ 7
/" EX.HYDRANT, TYP.
EX. SEWER &
WATER SERVICES,
__ TO BE ABANDONED
e (?R REMOVED, TYP. EX. STORM PIPE &
7 CATCH BASINS TO - /
Ve / N /
~ BE ABANDONED OR N )
/Y REMOVED, TYP. . N -
\ ) -
/
" 150' VELCO
/ RIGHT-OF-WAY
n KO
=
EX. SEWER & \ |
WATER SERVICES, 1o
TO BE ABANDONED z 5 P
P OR REMOVED, TYP. LRz
- /0 /
YUAT AT z x
- ! A Z| @ y
! : -~ 7 g E /
/ A /
ol \ A { /’/‘ \ % LCIS 8 /
VS g8 Ry / \ % row
<+ B A N \ 5,9
(T\‘ : ’/’/ -~ h\‘ / % O i y
E AN ¢) -~ lo /
/ L~ ' 1
/ i \ : /
/ aRuay i X ol /
/ IS X ] /
{ [ < EX: 3-UNIT pe /
. APARTMENT ' -] /
/ ‘; ] [ BUILDING, TOBE =] /
/ [ Lo et U DEMOLISHED \ \ \ A P2
| - / EX-PAVED SURFACE, TO /
| [ -~ ] BE DEMOLISHED, TYP. /
) /EX. GARAGES, TOBE | [~ g 7
\ / DEMOLISHED, TYP. i A
EX. SINGLE-FAMILY. " >< [ | ! : o - -
MODULAR HOME, TO BE 5 / Coo s <
DEMOLISHED, TYP. | = 0 - g P
o | b A P
TN " o I | | < - : : : : :
\ EX._ CONG. SIDEWALK Té | | | | 5 sl EX.TREES & { e Rev: | bESCRIPTION: |y |oare
~ BE DEMOLISHED, TYP. | k [ . wE STUMPS, TO BE ST /"
. T ' ! | L~ [ . P
REMAIN, TYP. NEW UTILITIES \ b < 7 / ////7 “ - SD "-e'ar'd
} | e > //\, ‘/ _
\ \ ALY ! (\ // 2 | P
N & 2K COMPANIES
A 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
« N - B - WILLISTON, VT 05495
-— N = —— — — o Y — — PHONE: 802-863-6222
& 2S \ S T~ - ST T~ FAX: 802-860-1528
0N / EX. 8" DI WATER MAIN N 77#\_7 T T =7 \ ~ PROJECT:
: N \ EX. CONC, SIDEWALK T I N OWNER /APPLICANT. APPLE G ROVE
D —_— N " N
~. "\ IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES, LLC
EX. CONC. CURB EX. EDGE OF PAVEMENT 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
\ i 7 , WILLISTON, VT 05495 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
s \ L o TOUSROUTE2 _ |
- - 3% © 0 @~ “ A
e et aX v v & % 284 GROVE STREET
/‘ﬂ/' _r \ [ / BURLINGTON, VT
| \7 PATCHEN ROAD ( TITLE:
GROVE STREET | | ‘
( / EX. EDGE OF PAVEMENT
) . / / ;! 2 7
£ ' ~ T N s o - EXISTING CONDITIONS
' \ _ TN o -
| - ‘ & DEMOLITION PLAN
(— / B ) B GRAPHIC SCALE
N ) , . ’ : - - 20 0 20 40 80 SCALE: DATE: DESIGNED BY: | CHECKED BY:
= | / - 1" = 20" 10/26/22 | NDS PJO
/ ~ ~ o // - N -
P - \ / / e \ - b _ / o ( j / / o / _ / - S ’/‘ - P / e - -~ P
[T \ o S e (N FeED 22001 |C-1

S:\Real Estate Di &C i D\22001-C1.dwg  11/1/2022 11:49:52 AM




T
|
S 077 — " THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY &
~ L 7 i
P ava -~ == WINOOSKI RIVER / OBTAIN A TICKET FROM 'DIGSAFE!
;s Sl S T — = \ ! AT 811 PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION
A T -
o v T
7/ =T
o e —
i//; avand - _ /////rv'
T T o - — ~ o
/ s /// //// ///////////j//j///// T == - - // e
. 7 AR - /////;///////:////////////?ﬁ/r///: — s - 7 _
— ~ ~ A — === 7~
sy - h - T \\\7///4//// 268 /////////////// oo =T oo T —>7 - /
\ N~ — 7 T~ "~ 7 _REARSETBACK~ -~ _ R AP M A el S — == —_ o
[ [ — ~REA - s - ~ ~ — =
~ Vol [ ~ N — ~__ — / - PR e s P R - = T = T -
D A B \ N7 e A s s N ~
N~ \ \ 4\ \ T \///////////?//j// ST i s A /////56/ -
\ — — —— X T L ST Sy TS s T =T g T 2
N — e A AR e P T T - P S —— -
[ /A T \, ) //// N PP I s ST //////////// /?///////////////?//NEWZAr"THlCKﬁ’YﬁEIISTONﬁ = —
L [ — 7~ Y AP s T o 7~ =~ OUTFALLATNEWPIPEOUTLET
/| L e ——— 7 AR e T = P R A A A ——~ — OUTFALLAT NE -
/ / |/ ;) / / > . //;//// AR 7,0~ S T T T T T = .
! VA : S LT T - //~\////;//////////// ST LT T SO A RN A S
! / s S - Ve e —— /// < /é// /////7 //////////// Sl LT — —~
s /7 /// P / // g — - ;//f////;/////?/i/// - //ﬁﬁ%/////;////?//éng//// — T
\ [ / / ///// P P y // - o, /////// ?//////// /// ﬁj7////////// /é////q/iﬁ/// ~
[/ ///// //// s NEW 24" THICK/ TYPE Il STONE/ _ — —_ //////// AL N e A S .
Ly s/, 7y A OUTFALLAT EX. PIPE OUTLET - s, s '/ //////////// - ?;5;\\\%:////////;/ e
NS oy by ) e N A
/ \/ / / / — -
/7
//// / // / ' LOCATION MAP OVERALL PARCEL
PAANY. Y / SCALE: APPROX. 1" = 1000’ SCALE: 1" = 200"
///// / // [ \
A \S
/ SN ) PROJECT DATA
{ ( \ ~ \ {
~_ / / S S N OWNER / APPLICANT: IRELAND GROVE STREET PROPERTIES, LLC
S oy /éé ////?// = e 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
N —— _ A N R s PN WILLISTON, VT 05495
\ Ny / %
R . 'y /// IR EX. BUILDINGS TO BE
N T~ V0 DEMOLISHED, TYP. PARCEL NUMBER: 047-2-001-000
N ) / ] (SEE SHEET C-1)
\\ N N , 4 SPAN NUMBER: 114-035-16905
W .
D) oV \ 565 DEED REFERENCE: VOL 1311, PG 573 (BURLINGTON)
— \ / r~ SIDE SETBACK VOL 661, PG 55 (BURLINGTON)
AN ( N VOL 488, PG 551 (SO. BURLINGTON)
\ W/ - —~ P N PARCEL SIZE: 7.11 ACRES TOTAL
) /7 y - N 6.32 ACRES (BURLINGTON)
;ST / 0.79 ACRES (SO. BURLINGTON)
| SO e \
-y // AV A A O A S A A S VA SIS A S S NI IO A VA Ny === - LA R $B$Z6
S A A \ ZONING DATA
/ / // 7 S oSS s \
11y, s s \ ZONING DISTRICT: RESIDENTIAL - LOW DENSITY (RL)
/ I y / /jé/// P sy \ PROPOSED USE: RESIDENTIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
/
/ /| 1oyre /7 o Do BU\'}?'NG DIMENSIONAL STANDARDS:
|/ A W/ ATTACHE
ey } 1 S GARAGES, TYP. REQUIRED EXISTING PROPOSED
I e h LOT FRONTAGE 50 FT (N WSO4FT  49594FT
I/ )/ /) / ///// N P DENSITY 7 UNITS/ACRE (MAX) ' -
K »y Ny, \ X LOT COVERAGE 35% (MAX) 22.8% 26.5%
//////////// ///////// ~ Pz \ 50,536 SF 58,812 SF
7 — SO T~ SETBACKS
e y/f//ﬁ/;?// ’ f//// ?///// \\ ~7 s FRONT** 15 FT (MIN) +11 FT 200FT
I, v - 25 FT (MAX)
A 7000 0y R 75 / SIDE (10% WIDTH) 20 FT +32 FT 56.5 FT
j/// /5 Y §/ Vs /é /////// . P / N REAR (25% DEPTH) 75 FT 222 FT 226.8 FT
v SIS > & — WATERFRONT 75 FT (MIN) N/A N/A
////////// /////////////?///////// T TN S~ 7 X \ HEIGHT 35 FT (MAX) <35 FT <35 FT
Y / / / A( Li . ~ -
//// ///é //////é ///////////// 2/ - N ~ s * SEE DENSITY CALCULATIONS BELOW
Y /// Y /y VISl ey === | A | A S N A \ N / ** MIN/MAX IS 5 FT +/- AVERAGE OF 2 ADJACENT LOTS; +20' SETBACK FROM DUPLEX
7 ///// g /) /y/ ///j // / // f; I \ o \ \\ / . UNITS ON BAYBERRY PROPERTY TO GROVE STREET
70,0007 . N o _ ~
Sy /1Y | \ v/ - ~
/ / N —
ey Y2 ///// / y /Y I SUBSURFA EINFIL'I\'RATION SYSTEM | - _ \ - PARKING DATA
/ /// ///// ; ' / L 0 /// I \ o Vo . o REQUIRED: 26 UNITS X 2 SPACES / UNIT = 52 SPACES
/// ///////////////////// ____________ \ ~ ) 150' VELCO
[ _OF- .
Uy s / // 1 é/// //// // / MAINTENANCE DETACHED RN | RIGHT-OF-WAY PROPOSED: 14 ATTACHED GARAGES
N N STORAGE SHED RESIDENT N 13 DETACHED GARAGES
it Ly Vg V1 GARAGES 7 10 PARALLEL PARKING SPACES
‘\\‘|/[ /// /// ////////////////// ~ 16 DRIVEWAY PARKING SPACES
Wk I \ TOTAL 53 SPACES
T N
N Iy N \ -~ DENSITY CALCULATIONS
—~
\ e BUILDABLE AREA CALCULATIONS:
— TOTAL PROJECT AREA 4.82 ACRES
~ >~ X . WETLAND EXCLUSION 0.26 ACRES
~ —
IE - o REMAINING AREA 4.56 ACRES
Q - ‘
§ z // "\ \ SLOPE ANALYSIS
9|z y / / UNDER 15% 2.67 ACRES
=1E ) 7 | \ 15-30% 0.57 ACRES (X 50%*) = 0.29 ACRES
T _ OVER 30% 1.32 ACRES
| L 3-32 5 / 99507 VAN TOTAL BUILDABLE AREA  2.96 ACRES
k / - 2 / / /o DENSITY CALCULATIONS W/ INCLUSIONARY HOUSING BONUS:
ST MOU 79 - / £
el ~_ P / S 5 g // / /o 2.96 ACRES X 8.75 UNITS / ACRE = 25.9 UNITS = 26 UNITS ALLOWED
- X 26 UNITS X 0.15 = 3.9 = 4 INCLUSIONARY UNITS REQUIRED
“Q\ _ 'RESIDENT PARKING == 12 WIDE ONE-WAY PAVED SHARED DRIVEWAY ~ \ N B y - / / 5 UNITS X 0.15 = 3.9 CLUSIO UNITS REQU
) ONLY" SIGNS (2 EA) / _d_ / / |</— 18", TYP. = ' TYP. / // / TOTAL UNITS PROPOSED:
SRR | Q| / 13 DUPLEX UNITS = 26 RESIDENTIAL UNITS
3 16 AN 8 I 19 / \
\ b A | U / / ] * PER SEC. 5.2.4 "THE DRB MAY UNDER CONDITIONAL USE CRITERIA
~ ALLOW UP TO 50% OF THE MAXIMUM BUILDING DENSITY OR LOT
/ / /
~y / ( / COVERAGE TO BE CALCULATED ON LANDS WITH A SLOPE BETWEEN
ov / g / 15-30%, IF THE APPLICANT CAN DEMONSTRATE THAT THE ADDITIONAL
[ DENSITY OR LOT COVERAGE WILL BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE EXISTING
\ / | |
} | SCALE, INTENSITY OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD, AND NOT
o p / | // HAVE AN UNDUE NEGATIVE IMPACT ON SENSITIVE NATURAL FEATURES "
: - -~ % / /
[~ _—
T |
I P |
= —
o - /
* ! g/ - Rev: | bESCRIPTION: |y |oare
~ J» - - = .
| MIN./ MAX, MIN. / MAX. -7 1~ B
SETBACK SETBACK - p
- — — ’//7 -
- - o COMPANIES
. —25 ~ 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
' e N\ WILLISTON, VT 05495
v . - — \\ —/\ PHONE: 802-863-6222
- T . — FAX: 802-860-1528
\ \\\\ \\\\//\\ PROJECT:
T~
E | APPLE GROVE
\
\ ) / 2/ PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
< TOUSROUTEZ _
— - - " s ™ e W a S v?{ Voo @/ oo
N & 4 o $% v o rv o o o N o f 284 GROVE STREET
ToWINOOSKI A° v [’ [ [ | / / / Vol / 7 BURLINGTON, VT
- ~ / 4 / NEW STREET TREES, i | EECONSTRUCTED\SIDEWALK / | \ |5 '
/ = RECONSTRUCTED SIDEWALK / \ SEE SHEET C-4 FOR MPS W/ DETECTABLE { : ATCHEN ROAD —
- \ RAMPS W/ DETECTABLE J | TREE PLANTING PLAN \ \ WARNING PLATES f \ | ‘ 0
WARNING PLATES / J J | \ \ ) /
/
/ —
/ - - SITE PLAN
v
/ . . 7
/ \ ) / / .
S S y ) / o GRAPHIC SCALE
/ | N / {A - // e B 20 0 20 0 80 SCALE: DATE: DESIGNED BY: | CHECKED BY:
/ / — T 1" =20 10/26/22 | NDS PJO
/ ﬂ / / / —
\ - - 7 o — yan @ 7 / PROJECT NO: SHEET NO:
/ / — — _— - ) - / e
b — — —_ T — - — —
\ » L e - -7 — P (IN FEET)

2

S:\Real Estate Di

22001 |C-

D\22001-C2.dwg  11/1/2022 11:49:15 AM




=T o S T T T T e T T e s T — Ne= 7 s THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY &
P P /// A el T ////;;;///// — /7/ S OBTAIN A TICKET FROM 'DIGSAFE'
T - R e A A S A ikt Pty ~ L T T AT 811 PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION
- - -z \7‘/ // // - // // //// - /// ////// // \\\\\/47//// ///////// e
R /)T ///// ST T — T T Ty e S A ' NOTES‘S C SEWER SERVICES OR WYES S
B B O - e === g - 1. EXISTING SEWER SERVICES OR WYES SHALL
. e /j//// ., /////// s /////ﬂ\/ e / / A e //////////// BE INSPECTED BY THE ENGINEER PRIOR TO
e - T /////// /////////// R o 7 Y ////////////’///////////////// CONNECTION OF NEW SERVICES.
s/ s v - - / / T =
~ \\ / // YAV /////////// //// ////\ T // o ///i //// T //:j/f////////////// O 2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE THE
\ o s R ANt et A ~_ -~ L HORIZONTAL LOCATION OF THE WATER,
~ o0 7 AR AN SRR P AL D A M R DR Pl Il e AR SEWER, ROOF DRAIN, AND FOOTING DRAIN
\ L - Sl s e T T T~ e P S S SERVICES CONNECTIONS TO THE BUILDING
\ L // //// - 4/////// ///// S LS T \\/////////i/////////2/////////// T S WITH THE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS.
-/ / e P v s — [ // e e _— ////// - e //////////////
\\\ N L U \_/////////// ///// /f//////ﬁ/:_a . \/://////////////////////////////////////j;;:///////// 3. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, THE ELEVATIONS
I Y A A S~—T-"_" )y s S S s AT T OF THE SEWER, WATER, ROOF DRAIN, AND
/) At ST T - - — ARy O R S A AR FOOTING DRAIN SERVICES FROM THE
[ B TN A S A A — R R IRy S AR A S N S Sl S s ARCHITECTURAL PLANS SHALL BE COMPARED
N s s LT T T T T T — - P Ay A AR S Y A S T Sl
[ 7 1 N S T o~ T D \ O I S R A Rl O S TO THE ELEVATION OF THE COLLECTION MAINS
/ o | A A e R D i M S S Al S S S S R A A A A AND THE SERVICES SHOWN ON THESE PLANS.
/ o s S s T T T~ e A s A N R AR REPORT ANY DISCREPANCIES TO THE
/ S P — -7 T / s P
‘ [/ s _ 7 P T~ g [ e o - ENGINEER
o Jo - s S L e T T TN~ \\\/// [ /////////////:///j//é////j/// '
A L S S T Tl T N T S L Y, A 4. THE MAXIMUM SLOPE ON ANY SIDEWALK SHALL
\ A R R IR BN Ay M A S N S e A L O A S St . =~ BE LESS THAN 5%. THE MAXIMUM SLOPE ON
[ /) - PP VA O s s o~ — ) P e A A (2) 12" PERF. PVC
s s AR AN N —~ RSt SNl Al R ALY ANY RAMP SHALL BE LESS THAN 1:12.
BNy . /////// AR S ST e e e L S ~ PIPESLAID FLAT
P/ /// s Sy /7//// g //// //\\\\\:1ﬁ:j////f/////%2;/;:/§/<\—//////? ey 5. CAST IRON DETECTABLE WARNING PLATES
Iy /77 s iy oy, R T~ === Y /////f;///f*\\*\:jgl_ﬂﬁ U‘I/'? s SHALL BE INSTALLED AT ALL SIDEWALK RAMPS.
\/ A A e L i M Syt WIS VL
A A /y W T 7 o= CLEANOUR 7 ot o =2 6. SEE SHEET C-1 FOR BOUNDARY, PARCEL, AND
N/ // /// ;o / y /// //////////////;5;:_,//// //////i;w-/j%}(////////// \1\\\¥//// ////[/ ZONING INFORMATION.
o 7 A D i e S e 7 — o
//// /// ///// // ///;///// /;//////?/:g//éfj:\:démca/ //j////i::f//////// //4// \\\\\\ — S\ = 7. ALL PIPE SLOPES ARE IN FEET / FEET.
L INS L T esee0 | o —= _ |
/ < s //// /. o — — W=zl |\ =~ T — — ) I e —
/ Y 7 Ly Iy s T — I - = RD —— 7 — \ ELECTRIC & TELECOM
/ 4 A R i L sy ) [ [
Dy TR Y, e Gt it S | CONSTRUCTION NOTES
AT 7S T e e e = m VY 1. SEE DESIGN PLANS BY OTHERS FOR ELECTRIC
{ ( \ S / y //// /é///é///ﬁ/// ////// //////j//:/ R A~ ,f-f AND TELECOMMUNICATION SERVICES.
| / / S ey ==
\ \l\ ~_ _ //////////é//// ;;////;////// Gr s 2. THE CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT OF THE ELECTRIC
N B R NN I IR P\ ) v AND TELECOMMUNICATION CONDUITS ON THIS
NN < y é////? /// 2007 o af PAN IS SUBJECT OT FINAL DESIGN TO BE
NI i Y/ 4 YR / 'S PERFORMED BY ELECTRICAL / MECHANICAL
N N ////C ANOL / P s = ENGINEER AND THE RESPECTIVE PROVIDER /
NRNY N | //?/ /j/é/ﬁ/// /S 3 LT UTILITY COMPANY.
N\ — o4
o ;o /?/47////// 7y TG \ N 3. PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION, THE CONTRACTOR
N, A + AND CONDUIT SIZE WITH EACH UTILITY
VA A VA / COMPANY AND ELECTRICIAN / INSTALLER.
\ V- s YA / ss UTILITY PEDESTALS AND / OR VAULTS NOT
| A A /7 Y, 2 o SHOWN ON THIS PLAN MAY BE REQUIRED TO
S, S s T s A PROVIDE THE NECESSARY SERVICE.
| RS ///////// %
o -
A AV A 7/ o | = 4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FOLLOW EACH
~" 7 //// s 1/ v \ 280 : <\ UTILITY'S CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS
I // - /// ;// / . o3 AN ) AND INSTALLATION REQUIREMENTS.
/ +
{/(////// S | &\ 7 ® e -
S ey / 2, 7 ~ o STORM SYSTEM DATA
— \| Vyrss s s / \\ g\ . 7 / ¢ \ > *ALL CATCH BASINS ARE DEEP SUMP (SEE DETAIL)
. /// Y ) N\ : 7% CBSU) o L N B UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED*
RN e ~ N P
| ////////// /// & CBH1 CB7
/ RIM = 239.10 RIM = 241.50
//// ) ////// ////// o 10" PVC OUT = 235.60 8" PVC OUT = 237.00
R A N A 4
/// S \ CB2 DMH1
g ////é /Y ///// o7 T — RIM = 237.75 RIM = 240.50
//4 /////;? 7 pos < J < " 10" PVC OUT = 235.25 (3) 10" PVC IN = 235.00
A A XA, L | 12" PVC OUT = 238.00
LT / Yy UTILIZE EX. SEWER SERVICES OR WY / CB3 (HEADER PIPE)
/////; i 57/ g WHERE POSSIBLE (SEE UTILITY NOTE 1 / N\ RIM = 238.40 DMH2
A AN e, ; & T~ 10"PVC OUT =23540  RIM =241.95
S AL s \ X 10" PVC IN = 237.50
j////////é /////é///////////// s/ : \ CB4 10" PVC IN = 236.50
s ////// /7 ////// 177, RIM = 239.30 15" HDPE OUT = 236.50
IRV Y 12" PVC OUT = 236.30
R N L A
Ly s T A | Y ), NN o g S N\ e — —— — — | - oMk
e vl 5 RIM = 241.40
YRV //// V4 /// / A (e N N A N\ A Y S ' e N RIM = 240.90 15" HDPE IN = 236.00
v // //// ///// /// /7, //// // T " \ h 10" PVC OUT = 237.00 (2) 8" PVC OUT = 236.00
v //////§ /// //////////// o S / ~ oo (PERF. PIPES)
,// /////// //// /) ///////// /) G~ 4 A N e T e St 1 S B i VL RIM = 241.00 DMH4
oy T IR // - C 7 : (3) 8" PERF. PVC - — 10" PVC OUT = 238.00 RIM = 241,50
\J,///// /1) 1/ /////// /// 7/ X 3 PIPES LAID FLAT | - (2) 8" PVC IN = 236.00
\\‘(//// /1 / ey /// /0 Y~ LIMITS OF SUBSURFACE —/ 15" HDPE OUT =238.50
\\,\\H/{ / //( K /////////// /1 //// / INFILTRATION SYSTEM \
AR EAR Y I / \
NI / w L) g S
NN o \
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\§\\\\\ V! I AN //(L&
O " kS T
\ \ — 2R
HIAEHRERONG g N
ARV R IVRRR N & : —— C
I \\\ \\\\ \ Zle ~
ARSRETIRH AR A : HE ) .
//,,',\H]H[\[H}HV\\H\HH 2 %I / /// \
J IR O 4 [ / .
g7 ) % S|z — N
o ///////U//f 11 / I 1> . N A W R 259 /
Vysy iy / & o /N
) ///[//// // //////// ) : / o — ///smmo olg 7/ Y /o
R ////// 1/ i Y s ; 5 "« 8"SDR35 PVC N " AT
sy / / / / S 'S s S = Sy ® 5 £16 /
T 2 / 23, 7 I 5 = X XXX FT/FT 2w AW /
e s //// 6 . LS Tswetor 4 N / ) W I Sl» ;o
S S N S Y s ATy o / \ 7 |5 / - /
T T N A
6/////7////////////// @///é///// TN \ / / // /
//j///j/////;/////?@/////;// /\/ ~ 2 / m o/ 112 / / |
=T T ?/q()//// ¥ S S w3 / / |
- IR ( /
- v/ g [
\ G
e /
J /
~ [
» ‘
|
J
/
- REV: | DESCRIPTION: |ev:  |oate:
—
- - = .
//
_/
- - - - o
N —
~—7 COMPANIES
~ 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
h WILLISTON, VT 05495
—/\ PHONE: 802-863-6222
— FAX: 802-860-1528
——_ 7 \\ PROJECT.
\
w APPLE GROVE
77777 _ T
/ / PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
O US ROUTE/Z -
| & o 284 GROVE STREET
/ / BURLINGTON, VT
PATCHEN ROAD
|
/
| , ST UTILITY PLAN
/ ¢
Y, P GRAPHIC SCALE
4 / B SCALE: DATE: DESIGNED BY: | CHECKED BY:
/ c 20 9 20 40 80 1" = 20 10/26/22 | NDS PJO
o D 22001 |C-3

S:\Real Estate Di

D\22001-C3.dwg  11/1/2022 11:43:23 AM




-~ e - I S - T T T T = T T e T — / N T LT m T T Sy FLANIRIS SEHELULE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY &
— — . - - R A ) — = — 4 T = — — 3 .
P T T = S \\ P A A e - = \/j////////// /////if///// —— /7/ /?////j/////////f“\\J/////f//?/// B Key |Botanical Name Common Name Size Remarks OBTAIN A TICKET FROM 'DIGSAFE'
I e R I A o A A e kit R P ~ G e e T el T Large Trees (1) (2) AT 811 PRIOR TO ANY EXCAVATION
T - . N o VY A AR A A A e — B S A —— N =T T T WAy AF  Acer x freemanii 'Sienna Glen' Freeman Maple 21/2"to3"Cal. B&B (1)
R T—_ - \ s -0 e S S e A et A R A BN  Betula nigra Heritage' River Birch 2"t021/2"Cal.  B&B(1)
— _— Pz - — — - Vs s — - _ - T = T = Y — ////ﬂ\\:/ Ve Y7 — :
// 4/7777,,// e //// \\\ \\ AN //j//// /// ///////// //////ﬁ\/ - // / / / //////////ﬁii.//////////////////////\\,\V/é////////é// CE  Celtis occidentalis 'Prairie Pride’ Common Hackberry 21/2"t03"Cal. B&B (1)
e /d,////// - - N N7 /////// //////////// e T - /// y //////////,*/’////////////////j///iij)f/i//////////; NS Nyssa sylvatica Black Tupelo 21/2't03"Cal.  B&B (1)
1\ / //// o \ « \\\//////// /// T //// ////é/ o - - ~ //;/ ////////// *:**/J////////////i//// e — 7/4:;/////////// / PO  Patanus occidentalis Amiercan Sycamore 21/2"to3"Cal. B&B(1)
\ N Y, // //////\\\ \—7\ ~_ P /////////////;//;/ e ~ // //////////// //// /;//7//////;////////////ﬂf?,;r//j;ﬁ;////// QR  Quercus rubra Northern Red Oak 21/2"to3"Cal. B&B (1)
\ R A N N =" s T T P S e e e I Small Trees (1) (2)
A4 < A S R A Mt T = A s C e 7 NEW24"THICK. TYPE I STONE . - - o : :
\ /- ~ T \ N N~/ / s s S S — = -~ T T s T /// v s S =T = T R 2D 2T X AM  Amelanchier x grandiflora 'Autumn Briliance'  Apple Serviceberry 2" Cal. B&B or container
by ~ N N R AR M P A P S A _~~ —  — — =~ — OUTFALLAT EX. PIPEQUTLET— "\ : _ :
\ L / / ( \\,’“ — T T~ -7 s /// //// o ///////ffn ——~ /// //// //;// //// e ////////ﬁﬁ//// /////////,Tig/// CO  Coftinus obovatus American Smoketree 2" Cal. B&B or container
- \ ! | N g I S 7/ /// 7 _d // < - —_—— — 7 <y /// //// s LT e = ///////////,,::::j§/ HY  Hamamelis virginiana Common Witchhazel 1" Cal. Container
N R \ N N ~__ - 0 S e s s T T — ~_—_ ~ / A A A AV A e A s P
) / | \ \ 4\ \ - - - S ///;//j//////;/////,7\\\\i,,, T - /// //// ///////////////ﬁﬁ// ////////////ié/ggj;":ifv// VP Viburnum prunifolium Blackhaw 2" Cal. B&B or container
N - — —— e S s S ST - ///\1\ e A Pt o T = //;f//_/// :)/,,// (1) All trees planted near sidew alks and roads shall have a 6-foot minimum branching height.
/ [ / - - 7 ///;// ///////// —~ ~= \ - /////// A M A e //////?//////// o~ (2) Where cultivars are not specified, use the species.
| A e g A S Rt A I S ARt At et
N A N e P A S I st s S AP A LN
/ - - s — e s % 7 o T T~ T — A e s o — = -
o // /// ///////// A 7:/;//;////é/////é/i///////"\\\\\\\\\\ //////////i///?///////ﬁﬁ/////;////?//4/ =
B o i s e s e
y A o > - ', //// Z T yZ ///\\\ T /sy ////4 ///7//// -~ ///
, s ~ / T~ ~T T g =TT A
“ /7 /7 / " T oSS 7 and oS s -~ T === S e — ey
NI Y - P A
A A A | A / ) ) T e s s e S —— LT,
/ /7 AT, VARl ST =T I P NN NG I
NS / / RIS et e b i b S Al ) S IS e A
/ // 19 /S S S s T — T e S N A7 |
/ /) / R N N I ik A N 1 228y NG Ay
s /N 192 A e I e S e ~ = s w
/// // / ,\‘\ ////////////////ii\i\\\i,f)fi;/////:rjy/// _— T |
/ [ AN Yss R e B L SO e s D —
/ VY At i ey Nl [ /o
/ / / a4 o — = L \
/ /
/
A TN
I N
~
oL
N —
AN
g ~ 7 —
N ~
\ ~
\ o~
N \
\
— )
— /
N\ (
.
\ Vo
/
) ’
yavi /
f o/ //
A
-/ 7
I
[ ///// /,
g1
A
i/
ey
VI
//, /7]
[ v,
snrr s
////////?//
A
N A,
A A
L Ay
Ay ——
Jr/ sy )
s
oSS /é ////
SS S S /////
;I
AN -
% /y -
10 ~
r /Sy //////// N
/ //////// \ N
// /77 ////// 150' VELCO
Ny ////// RIGHT-OF-WAY
ey,
WL
it
w‘|\ / /
IR A Y oy \
PN A=A
W NN ' o~ —
NIRRT e
\\\\\ \ NIV —
R TR -
\ \\ \ \ e
\ HH \\\\\\\\i\\\\ P A
\H ‘\\\\\\\\\’\\\\ 3 - EAN A
LIRTLHRAS z|o -
| RN z
AR o3 / /A
/ Pyl HH\H < % / / / \
//I/w)/lmm/u 2|3 ) e
// / S| T — .
oy //////////f ¥ @ 'é / 9907 VAN
,//////////////[// Oola / / / /
_ ////////// s/ / /
I AC AT o =/ / /
////?/// 4/%// ~ o / ~ /
s T2 s | / . /
/ —
/ |
/ i
( /
| [
| G
| /
J /
// /
|
J
/
- REV: | DESCRIPTION: |ev:  |oate:
//
| SD ¢'® Ireland
_/
N 4\\7 -
- 7
- COMPANIES
~ 193 INDUSTRIAL AVENUE
N WILLISTON, VT 05495
—/\ PHONE: 802-863-6222
— FAX: 802-860-1528
\\\//\\ PROJECT:
\
w APPLE GROVE
\
/ PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
/TO US ROUTE 2 -
| & o 284 GROVE STREET
/ / BURLINGTON, VT
PATCHEN ROAD
|
/
// B GRADING & TREE
| , s S
/ : PLANTING PLAN
/ 0 GRAPHIC SCALE
4 / B 0 SCALE: DATE: DESIGNED BY: | CHECKED BY:
/ c 20 20 40 80 1"= 20" 10/26/22 | NDS PJO
/
— > -
- e 22001 |C4

S:\Real Estate Di

D\22001-C4.dwg  11/1/2022 11:45:13 AM










- n
w
x

=

o

W




@a? &em«c,;; O orimising Kafgm..z‘;%g.ﬂa EXTERIOR LIKENESS




14'-0" 400" 14'-0"

— e 8/12 @
| Ng g i g g o : -
& \ e
© Porch Porch o
8/12 8/12 = 3
] I I 1 I 1 I 1 h
AL
o j \\ g E
3 ' -
o0 — - - _ — _ _ _ - X
Up Nb . -/
I | & s : = *
: ;;ég - Living Rm Living Rm - %é%; I : T | — —L ] L L]
I | oY - = = - - e a
: Garage 1A Dining Dining I} Garage : 5
= 'n B [
Q - - — —
N 1T— —t e .
N _ L] L] L E— n
7 1| 12 Bath — - 12Bath || | f B
I N - - o "
| - —— NIHOLIM B Kitchen E 2
| ,,,g ————————— _ (OB =
| /"3 East Elevation <8 .
: OO 0,0 - £ 0>J (o)}
- S N—: o 00 ke R Al / 3/16"=1'-0" Z5<h
“““ il = m s ———————— & S e e e e e e e e e ———————————————————= = I ——————] Q0T
o T - -
\/ 45
é 85
. 0 2O
m First Floor Plan WESH
; M =
n [ ] n x : | w Q Py
Al / 3/16"=1'-0 2% Oona=
R e r* R O
r?‘ 0
g
14'-0" 40"-0" 14'-0" , e B
s e _ :
- — \ ] - a
- — . D .
— - I I e () o))
B =~ 523
: - — — 0T
2 - = £ SEt
® - e Zz 55”7
- - I 1 == 1] o'g <
- 12 H 2c2
e ——— — | 5 O Sw:
- - 255
8 cL CL | L - - E— ]
. - e p 4
Bedroom 1 Bedroom 1 52\4 D E EE :, j
1 i — — S | o | [ S Y [ SR A | | m— I T i R D\ ol — — o ~
B | e 1 Y [ S— I 6 ol - T3 S
it Al H ° o — Ow w g
| — Ll . ’—\// I — i == = ©
LT T Detached Garage - Likeness Only B - w > <3
L - —— —— _ = - (Image (c) Sheds Unlimited, LLC) 7 ) -
1/ — Lin. riv A
Clininhi! T 1 |f -
i L1 >
T Bathroom Bathroom ( — m North / South Elevation g §
BONUS / T Hall Hall | BONUS / — - . 5 2
2 UNHEATED DN _ -~ DN UNHEATED Al / 3/16"=1'-0 o e T
Q STORAGE T . ] STORAGE < S @
X 5ty
g W Ggge
: — 540,23 — L 8 i o S
B ; LNDRY FUDEA ; | E E%Fﬁg
1 oo 0
Bedroom 2 Bedroom 2 A <od
8/12 8/12
cL
—] — — : N | =
kel
= 2 =
2 9
3 a B
o3
m Second Floor Plan 10 - N o
— 7 — | | I — (4 S
[ ]] ] [ 1] \ o
Al /3/16"=1'-0 \ ; @
(2] w °
LEGEND - y s —————— 52 &3
1. VINYL LAP SIDING - 4 1/2' EXPOSURE —
2, 1x10 PVC FRIEZE — — e | = ] N —
3. 1x6 PVC TRIM o T — .- - - i - i — -
4. 1x4 PVC WINDOW TRIM i - - - - - i - — —
3 8" SQUARE STRUCTURAL COLUMN H ] ] - H - A R T -
6. 1x10 PVC WATERTABLE TRIM 0 - - —— - i - - ]
7. 30-YR ARCHITECTURAL ASPHALT SHINGLES H - - - i - — ]
8. ALUMINUM RAILING SYSTEM =N R = 1 | e - N =
9, VINYL WINDOW w/ INSULATED GLASS H ] K
10.  FIBERGLASS INSULATED EXTERIOR DOOR H o AR \ £ NG [
11.  1x8 PVC FRIEZE — — i R N LN L\ | — —
12.  CONTINUOUS RIDGE VENT | . ‘ = \ \ X i
m West Elevation 8 5 10

Al / 3/16"=1'-0"



—_—
Final Report

To: Nick D. Smith PE
SD Ireland Companies

For: Historic Significance Evaluation
284 Grove Street, Burlington VT

.

Y

Submitted to: Nick D. Smith PE

SD Ireland Companies
By email
Submit Date: December 13, 2022
Submitted by: 106 Associates

11 Ward Street
Burlington, VT 05401 ASSO( |/A\TES
scotthewman@106associates.com

802-777-1572




Historic Significance Evaluation — 284 Grove Street December 13, 2022
Page |1

1. INTRODUCTION

This report details 106 Associates’ initial findings regarding the historic significance and State Register
eligibility of the brick house located at 284 Grove Street in Burlington. The significance evaluation was
requested by Nick Smith PE of SD Ireland Companies as part of developing a proposed housing project
on the property by Ireland Grove Street Properties LLC. Currently on the property are 12 single family
modular homes and three units of housing in the brick building and addition, totaling 15 units of
housing. That existing development was permitted for Act 250 under LUP 4C0970 and its Certificate of
Occupancy was granted in 2002. Proposed, is to remove the existing brick house and modular homes
and construct 13 duplex buildings on the site totaling 26 units of housing.

In reviewing the previous housing development for effects to historic properties, the Division for Historic
Preservation (VDHP) made a preliminary determination in 1995 that the brick building at 284 Grove
Street appeared eligible for the State Register of Historic Places. As the building was not being
considered for removal at the time, the determination was made based on limited documentation and a
formal Determination of Eligibility was not prepared. This report reevaluates the eligibility of the
building 27 years after VDHP’s 1995 evaluation, in the building’s current configuration and setting, and
based on additional research and consultation. After evaluation of the building exterior and interior,
archival research, and discussion with the Vermont State Architectural Historian, it is our
recommendation that the building is not individually eligible for the State Register of Historic Places due
to alteration of the building and its setting. However, it is possible that the building could be determined
marginally eligible for the State Register by the State Advisory Council (see next paragraph).

Regardless of preliminary opinions, if a new or amended Act 250 land use permit is required, a formal
Determination of Eligibility (DOE) will need to be prepared by a qualified consultant and evaluated by
the Vermont State Advisory Council at one of their monthly meetings. The only circumstances in which
the building would be required to remain, as far as Act 250 is concerned, is where its removal would be
considered an Undo Adverse Effect, which we consider to be very unlikely in this case based on the
condition of the building.

2. BUILDING DESCRIPTION

The property at 284 Grove Street is a ca. 1840, two-story, 3 x 4 bay, rectangular plan, gable-front house
resting on a low, fieldstone foundation, with brick walls and an asphalt shingle-covered gable roof. An
older wing extending from the rear elevation has been incorporated into a modern, two-story, 2 x 5 bay
wing with vinyl-sided walls and asphalt shingle covered gable roof with dormers. A half enclosed
covered porch spans the west elevation with plain wood posts and wood deck in the open section.

Grove Street extends southwest from Barrett Street at the northwest corner of Burlington, just south of
the Winooski Falls, to 1-89 where it becomes Patchen Road in South Burlington. To the north of Grove
Street is the Winooski River, and to the south is the 70-acre, UVM-owned Centennial Woods natural
area. Between Grove Street and the Winooski River are three modern residential developments
containing clusters of closely spaced single and multifamily homes. The subject property at 284 Grove
Street is located in the center development immediately west of the Burlington/South Burlington line.
Once the Simon Willard homestead surrounded by woods and farmland, the setting has been
dramatically altered by the construction of a loop road around the west, north, and east sides of the
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house lined on the outside perimeter with closely spaced rental modular homes. Three additional
modular homes were built directly west of the house on the inside of the loop road, the closest of them
20-feet away.

In addition to its altered setting, there have been numerous physical changes to the house. Main block
windows and doors are all replacements, some in altered openings. Windows are uniformly 6/6 vinyl
replacements inserted inside original frames with a resulting reduction in glass sightlines. Brick molds
have been removed and flat casings now extend to the brick openings and rest on new projecting sills.
Non operable, modern shutters flank the window openings and are screwed into the brick. Jackarch
lintels in various conditions cap the openings. There are two exterior doors to the main block, both
fiberglass replacements and both sheltered by the west elevation porch. The south door is a half-light
over paneled fiberglass configuration and has been shifted approximately 18” to the south evidenced by
the infill brick and off-center lintel. The north door is full paneled fiberglass construction with modern,
flat stock casings. Boxed eaves have been wrapped in vinyl and therefore impossible to determine what
historic trim, if any, is extant behind the vinyl.

What appears to have been a historic wing based on extant sections of stone foundation visible in the
basement has been incorporated into a larger, two-story, vinyl sided addition dating to the 1990s. The
addition extends the full width of the main block 5 bays to the north. The shallow pitched gable roof has
three, one-bay roof dormers on the west and east elevations. There are two, grade level entrances into
the addition: a recessed entrance on the east elevation shelters a half-light, modern fiberglass door, and
a pair of sliding glass doors are accessing the west elevation from a modern wood porch. A second
modern porch is raised on posts at the west elevation’s second story.

The main block interior has seen several layers of renovations over the years, the last in the early 1990s.
The first floor is divided into four spaces, a sidehall with an older staircase in the southeast corner, a
living room to the east, and a kitchen and dining room to the north. Walls and ceilings are sheetrocked,
exterior walls window trim has been removed and not replaced, presumably when the window inserts
were installed, and interior doors are modern. Floors are strip hardwood. The basement is unfinished
and exposed to the ca. 2000 concrete floor and concrete foundation walls, and the first-floor framing
overhead. The sole access is via a bulkhead at the north elevation of the addition. Previous access from
the house main block has been removed.

3. HISTORY AND SIGNIFICANCE

3.1 Historic Status

The house at 284 Grove Street is not included in the State Register of Historic Places for Burlington, nor
is it listed either individually or as part of a historic district in the National Register of Historic Places.
The only reference to its historic significance is as part of a 1995 review by the Division for Historic
Preservation of a proposed housing development, subsequently built, that now surrounds the subject
property on the west, north, and east sides. As part of its review, the Division wrote in its 3/22/1995
letter that the property “appears eligible for the State Register of Historic Places”. A 1995 photo of the
property included in the Division’s review is attached to this report as Figure 04. It shows a plywood clad
structure where the vinyl clad addition is now. All windows and a section of the brick wall on the east
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elevation are missing. Based on available documentation, it appears the determination of SR-eligibility
was preliminary, for the purposes of project review as the building was not scheduled for removal at
that time.

3.2 Summary History

The Division’s files state that the property was built ca. 1840. Research by 106 Associates suggests it was
built by Simon Willard and remained in the Willard Family into the 1940s. Simon Willard is noted in
newspaper articles in the 1820s and 1830s to have been a sleigh and wagon maker and he established
his homestead on Grove Street. His will probate documents reference the construction of a brick house
which is likely the subject house on Grove Street. Simon Willard died in 1851 and left the house to his
son, Simon Willard Jr. who is listed in city directories as a carpenter. Newspaper accounts in 1917 report
Simon Willard “cultivating an enviable garden on Grove Street at 87 years old”. After the death of Mr.
Willard in 1921, the house passed on to Simon Willard’s only son Leonard, who live in the house until his
death in 1943. In 1967, Mr. and Mrs. Romeo Desautels were living in the house; in 1979 a company
called Pine Valley Stables was offering riding lessons on the property; and in 1988 Richard Schuler and
Diane Gallup owned the house.

In 1994 the Vermont Federal Bank sold the house to Scott Mansfield who sought to develop the
property. The Burlington Planning Commission reviewed a sketch plan from Mr. Mansfield for
development in 1994. The project progressed slowly until running into financial difficulties where in
1999 the house was listed as one of several vacant and deteriorating buildings in a Burlington Free Press
article. S.D. Ireland owned the property in October of 2000 following a foreclosure and completed the
development with a Certificate of Occupancy granted in 2002. SD Ireland owns the housing
development to the west, Bayberry Commons, where they previously operated a batch plant.

3.3 Statement of Significance

284 Grove Street was built ca. 1840 in the Greek Revival style, a style popularized throughout Vermont
and New England for houses, churches, and a variety of civic buildings. The style is well known for its
temple-front design, prominent entrances with sidelights, and robust trim. Architecturally, there is value
in the subject building’s front block massing and arrangement of window openings on the fagade, and in
the extant brickwork taking advantage of local brick yards. The location of the building, near the
industrial nexus of commerce and industry at the Winooski Falls, testifies to the importance of that
community in the development of the area.

4. INTEGRITY / ELIGIBILITY FOR THE STATE & NATIONAL REGISTERS

Most obvious in terms of integrity are the severe changes to the setting. Once an isolated homestead on
several acres of cleared land, the building is now located within a modern housing development,
surrounded by 12 modular homes, the closest of them about 20 feet away. To the rear of the building is
attached a modern, vinyl clad addition that is larger than the main block, typically identifies as an
adverse effect when proposed in a project.
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The building itself lacks the Greek Revival style entrance considered a character defining feature of the
Greek Revival style. Based on the lack of windows on the south end of the west elevation second floor,
and the current location of the stairs along that wall, it appears the house was originally a sidehall plan.
It is typical for this house configuration to have a gable entrance fronting to the stairs, though no such
entrance exists on this building. Instead, there is a side entrance on the west side, that was relocated
closer to the facade so as not to interfere with the interior stairs, which one can presume were replaced
to meet building code. The side entrance, before the relocation, would have been highly unusual for a
sidehall building plan, particularly where historic aerial images show the driveway on the opposite side
of the building.

On the east side of the building where the driveway was located there remains no evidence of a
principal entrance to the main block. The only current entrance accesses the addition, recessed behind
the main block. It is possible, perhaps likely that the entrance was historically located in the gap
between the windows on the east elevation, but there is no obvious evidence that this was the case. The
lack of evidence may be explained by the amount of new brickwork evident on the building. The lack of
a prominent principal entrance to the building, particularly where these entrances are distinguishing
features, substantially degrades the historic integrity of this building.

In addition to the lack on entrance, there have been several changes to exterior walls based on new
brickwork. The half-enclosed porch on the east side is one such alteration, with a conjectural, one-story
brick addition sheltered under the north half of the shed roof, the remainder supported on square wood
posts. The door into the addition abuts the brick wall and would not have been installed at that location
but for convenience at a later date. The east side entrance — recessed into the rear addition, also
appears to have been altered within reworked brick. Some portions of the original wing are
incorporated withing the vinyl clad addition.

The altered entrance locations are now filled with modern fiberglass doors. The windows have also all
been replaced, with 6/6 vinyl inserts that don’t fit the openings and have significantly altered the
geometry and reduced the glass sightlines. The eaves and associated trim have been clad in vinyl
throughout; it is unclear what remains underneath the synthetic covering. The interior of the building
has been reconfigured form the original layout. Floors have newer hardwood flooring, walls and ceilings
have been sheetrocked, and the trim has been removed from around the windows in place of squared
off, sheetrocked perimeters. The only interior feature that appears to have some historical significance
is the stair railing, but it is known to have been reconfigured or replaced because the earlier door would
have opened into the front step before being relocated.

The sum of the changes to the setting, the out-of-scale vinyl-clad addition, the alteration (removal) of
the principal entrance, the modern, half-enclosed porch, the incompatible insert windows, the fiberglass
doors, the synthetic cladding over all trim, and the modernized interior have degraded the integrity of
this building to the point where it no longer has the capacity to convey its historic significance. As such,
it is our opinion that 284 Grove Street property does not meet the criteria for individual listing in the
State or National Registers of Historic Places.
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Figure 01: Winooski Falls area in 1857, Simon Willard Jr. property indicated at 284 Grove St.
Simon Pierce Sr. built the house and died in 1851.
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Figure 02: Burlington in 1869, Simon Pierce Jr. house in map that shows increased development from
lumber and trade at the Burlington waterfront.
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Figure 04: Looking south, view shows the Willard House ca. 1995, photo from VDHP files. Note larger plywood
covered addition (since reconfigured), brick chimney (since removed), covered window openings (now vinyl
inserts), and collapsed wall section where original main entrance may have been located
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Figure 06: Location Map—Google Earth
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Figure 08: Looking northwest, aerial image shows 284 Grove Street and surrounding modular home
development

Figure 09: Looking east along Grove Street with #284 in frame center
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Figure 10: Looking west along Grove Street with #284 in frame center

Figure 11: Looking north from the south side of Grove Street
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Figure 12: Looking northwest from the development loop road, view shows large addition attached to
284 Grove Street

Figure 13: Looking south, view shows 284 Grove Street facade
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Figure 15: Looking east, view shows main block west elevation, formerly an open porch
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Figure 17: Looking southeast, view shows modern rear addition
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Figure 19: Looking west, view shows east elevation of main block and addition
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Figure 21: Looking west, view shows recessed entrance at south end of addition. This is on the foot-
print of an early addition but has been rebricked. See photo # XX for the brick chimney previously at
this location.
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Figure 23: Looking northeast in main block west elevation entrance porch
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Figure 24: Looking east at main block west elevation fiberglass entrance door, note relocation of the
door to the south

Figure 25: Looking north in first floor west side entrance hall: the door in the above photo is shown at
left which was relocated to accommodate stairs likely reconfigured to meet code.
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Figure 27: View shows example of widespread structural problems with the brickwork
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Figure 28: View shows example of widespread structural problems with the brickwork

Figure 29: View shows example of widespread structural problems with the brickwork
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Figure 30: View shows what appears to be a closed in window, rebricking of the wall at right, and new
door and window

Figure 31: View shows example of widespread structural problems with the brickwork, and vinyl
window inserts which don’t fit (fill) the openings.




Page 17 284 Grove Street Burlington, Vermont

—p—

Figure 33: Looking southwest, view shows vinyl clad gable on main block where the plywood covered
addition previously attached to the main block
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Figure 35: Looking north in first floor: the stairs have been altered and no original fabric remains
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Figure 36: Looking south in the first floor: the interior was gutted and remodeled including removal of
all interior trim

Figure 37: Looking west in first floor, view shows west elevation fiberglass entrance door
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Figure 38: Looking north in first floor interior

Figure 39: Looking south in first floor interior which has been reconfigured, sheetrocked, and remod-
eled with new floors, fiberglass doors, and trim.
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Figure 40: View shows typical remodeled, modern conditions of the second floor

Figure 41: View shows typical remodeled, modern conditions of the second floor
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Photo XX: Looking south in main block basement, the stone foundation has been covered with a full
height concrete wall
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Photo XX: Looking north in the addition basement which has a poured concrete foundation
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To: Development Review Board

From: Mary O’Neil, AICP, Principal Planner
Date: December 20, 2022

RE: ZAP-22-6; 47 Harrison Avenue

Note: These are staff comments only. Decisions on projects are made by the Development
Review Board, which may approve, deny, table or modify any project. THE APPLICANT
OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST ATTEND THE MEETING.

File: ZAP-22-06; Appeal of Administrative Denial ZPW-148
Location: 47 Harrison Avenue

Zone: RL-W Ward: 5S

Parking District: Neighborhood

Date application accepted: November 6, 2022
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Applicant/ Owner: Tim Ely
Request: Appeal of administrative denial to replace windows with vinyl. (After the fact)

Background:

e Zoning Permit ZPR-22-29. Replace vinyl siding at 47 Harrison Avenue with fiber
cement board. November 2022.

e Building Permit issued 1989, vinyl siding. (No zoning permit)
e Zoning Permit 77-48; enclose the rear porch into a dining area. July, 1976.

Overview:

47 Harrison Avenue is the westerly half of an existing, single structure; each unit independently
owned. The structure is included within the Lakeside Historic District, listed on the National
Register of Historic Places in April 1982.

The zoning record is skimpy for this property. A search of historic building permits turns up but
one — 1989 for vinyl siding. Although a zoning permit was not sought or issued for the siding, it
is current staff practice to acknowledge the issuance of a building permit to satisfy permit
requirements for that time period as the building official did not demand companion zoning
permits for work.

There is no building permit for vinyl windows.

The owner of 47 Harrison Avenue applied September 22, 2022 to replace 10 existing vinyl
windows with new vinyl windows. Estimated construction cost was provided as $500.

47-49 Harrison Avenue is listed within the Lakeside Historic District on the National Register of
Historic Places.

The applicant asserts the installation occurred in the 1980s. As the vinyl windows have been in
place more than 15 years, they are considered an “unenforceable violation” and the owner may
retain them, without alteration and without any enforcement action. Their existance, however,
cannot be used toward future recognition as they never received zoning approval. Vinyl
windows are not acceptable as replacement sash on historic structures per the Guidelines for
Replacement Windows adopted in April 2022, and the Standards of Review of Section 5.4.8.
New window replacement must meet the regulations in effect at the time of application.

The decision for the window replacement was issued November 1, 2022; the appeal was filed
November 6, 2022 and is therefore timely.

DPI staff spoke with a man on site while work was underway, with removal of siding, windows
and trim while no building or zoning permit notices were displayed on site. The man approached
staff and animatedly informed her that he was making repairs and no permit was required.

The building official subsequently issued a stop-work order.



Recommended motion: Deny appeal and Uphold staff denial, per the following Findings:

l. Findings

Article 3: Applications, Permits and Project Reviews
Section 3.1.2 Zoning Permit Required
(a) Exterior Work
2. Alterations to building elevations/appearances, including but not limited to re-siding
or window replacement (or addition) or other changes that alter trim details or otherwise
change the exterior appearance.
No zoning permit was ever issued for replacement windows at 47 Harrison Avenue. Although
vinyl windows were installed in the 1980s, they did not have the benefit of a building or zoning
permit, and may be considered an “unenforceable violation” under the zoning code.
Replacement requires review under the standards in place at the time of application. The
proposed (and already installed windows) do not meet the Guidelines for Window Replacement
adopted in April 2022. Adverse finding.

Article 5: Citywide General Regulations

Sec. 5.4.8 Historic Buildings and Sites

The City seeks to preserve, maintain, and enhance those aspects of the city having historical,
architectural, archaeological, and cultural merit. Specifically, these regulations seek to achieve
the following goals:

To preserve, maintain and enhance Burlington’s historic character, scale, architectural
integrity, and cultural resources;

To foster the preservation of Burlington’s historic and cultural resources as part of an attractive,
vibrant, and livable community in which to live, work and visit;

To promote a sense of community based on understanding the city’s historic growth and
development, and maintaining the city’s sense of place by protecting its historic and cultural
resources; and,

To promote the adaptive re-use of historic buildings and sites.

(@) Applicability:

These regulations shall apply to all buildings and sites in the city that are listed, or eligible for
listing, on the State or National Register of Historic Places.



47 Harrison Avenue was listed (as 47-49 Harrison Avenue) on the National Register of Historic
Places within the Lakeside Historic District in 1982. Here is the specific narrative, with a reference
to a similar property of the same Dwelling Type within the district:

_ (36) .
47-49 Harrison Avenue. Dwelling Type C. Same as No. 17. Variations: the entrance porches
are two bays wide with half-length posts, sheathed railings, and gable roofs.

(1n
31-33 Central Avenue. Circa 1899-1900. Dwelling Type C.'! One and one-half story, plus attie,
symmetrical wood frame duplex with a fieldstone foundation, clapboard siding, and a slate-shingle.
gable roof. The building measures approximately 42 by 22 feet, or six by two bays, across the
front and side elevations, respectively. The entrance doors aré located or the front elevation
in the second and fifth bays and are sheltered hy separat: porches. A gable wall dormer with
paired windows and a pediment projects through the eaves in the center of the front elevation,
All of the windows are double hung sash. The ridge of the roof is trisected by two interior,
brick chimney stacks. Variations: the gabled entrance porches are two.bays wide and now have
decorative aluminum posts. ' : :

PR

Harrison Avenue, looking east from the
intersection with Central Avenue.
47 Harrison is the second house from the
right; center of photo.

(b) Standards and Guidelines:

The following development standards, following the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties, shall be used in the review of all applications involving historic
buildings and sites subject to the provisions of this section and the requirements for Design Review
in Art 3, Part 4. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards are basic principles created to help
preserve the distinctive character of a historic building and its site. They are a series of concepts
about maintaining, repairing and replacing historic features, as well as designing new additions
or making alterations. These Standards are intended to be applied in a reasonable manner, taking
into consideration economic and technical feasibility.

1. A property will be used as it was historically or be given a new use that requires minimal change
to its distinctive materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The use remains consistent with the original residential use.



2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property
will be avoided.

The character of the property has been altered with the replacement of the double hung window
sash; typically in a 4/2 fenestration pattern during this period of construction. Many examples
still exist or have been replaced to match utilizing that pattern.

" TYPICAL VIEW OF LAKESIDE DWELLINGS
Quelques unes des maisons de la Compagnie
Coin des Avenues Conger et Harrison

Image taken from a handout distributed in Canada
In an effort to entice workers to come work at the Queen City Cotton Mill
Some of the houses of the company
At the corner of Conger and Harrison Avenues

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that
create a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or elements
from other historic properties, will not be undertaken.

The applicant has identified other structures within the neighborhood with vinyl windows. In
some cases, the windows received zoning permits for the replacement (56 Central Avenue); and
in other instances work was done without any permits, as in this case.



4. Changes to a property that have acquired historic significance in their own right will be retained
and preserved.

None identified.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction technigques or examples of
craftsmanship that characterize a property will be preserved.

Although modest, the original plan included simple window casings, with an extended architrave
casing and drip cap above and sill below. All have been removed in favor of the vinyl window
sash replacement; flattening the wall plane and diminishing the original character of the building.

Staff noted to the workman on site that removal of the window casings alone would require a
zoning permit; an assertion he rejected.

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in
design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials recognizing that new technologies may
provide an appropriate alternative in order to adapt to ever changing conditions and provide for
an efficient contemporary use. Replacement of missing features will be substantiated by
documentary and physical evidence.

The installed vinyl windows do not replicate the appearance of the original wood double hung
windows.

1984-85 Assessor Revaluation photograph
Note window casing details



7.

10.

Chemical or physical treatments, if appropriate, will be undertaken using the gentlest means
possible. Treatments that cause damage to historic materials will not be used.

The removal of the casings without re-installation diminishes the historic character of the
building.

Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place. If such resources must be
disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

None are identified.

New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic
materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new work shall
be differentiated from the old and will be compatible with the historic materials, features, size,
scale, and proportion, and massing to protect the integrity of the property and its environment.

While clearly differentiated from the old, the installation of vinyl window sash and removal of
the window trim diminishes the historic building fabric and character of the structure.

New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken in such a manner
that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its
environment would be unimpaired.

With each alteration, the building steps further away from those identifying features that
cumulatively and collectively define the overall character of the worker-housing neighborhood.

Adverse finding.

Article 6: Development Review Standards
Part 2: Site Plan Design Standards
Section 6.2.2

(d) Protection of Important Cultural Resources:

Burlington’s architectural and cultural heritage shall be protected through
sensitive and respectful redevelopment, rehabilitation, and infill. Archeological
sites likely to yield information important to the city’s or the region’s pre-history
or history shall be evaluated, documented, and avoided whenever feasible. Where
the proposed development involves sites listed or eligible for listing on a state or
national register of historic places, the applicant shall meet the applicable
development and design standards pursuant to Sec. 5.4.8(b).

See Section 5.4.8, above. Adverse finding.

Part 3: Architectural Design Standards
Section 6.3.2



(b) Protection of Important Architectural Resources:

Burlington’s architectural and cultural heritage shall be protected through
sensitive and respectful redevelopment, rehabilitation, and infill. Where the
proposed development involves buildings listed or eligible for listing on a state or
national register of historic places, the applicant shall meet the applicable
development and design standards pursuant to Sec. 5.4.8. The introduction of new
buildings to a historic district listed on a state or national register of historic
places shall make every effort to be compatible with nearby historic buildings.

See Section 5.4.8, above. Adverse finding.

NOTE: These are staff comments only. The Development Review Board, who may
approve, table, modify, or deny projects, makes decisions.



Zoning Permit — Reasons for Denial

ZP \WH#: 22-148 Tax ID:

Issue Date: November 1, 2022 Decision: Denied

City of
Burlington, Vermont
645 Pine Street

Property Address: 47 Harrison Avenue

Description: After-the-fact permit; replace unpermitted vinyl windows with new vinyl windows.

Reasons for Denial:

There are no building or zoning permits on file for installation of vinyl windows in 47 Harrison Avenue.
The property is listed within the Lakeside Historic District as a contributing resource (listed April 12,
1982.) Replacement materials would require both a zoning permit and a building permit.

Although the vinyl windows have been in place since approximately 1989, it was an unenforceable
violation as 15 years had passed without issuance of a violation. The applicant could retain those
windows, but could not utilize their existence toward any future redevelopment.

The windows have now been replaced again, but are not compliant with existing standards.

Section 5.4.8. (b) Standards and Guidelines

2. The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of distinctive
materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that characterize a property will be
avoided. The original wood windows had a fenestration pattern of 4/2. The replacement 1/1 vinyl
windows is a removal of distinctive materials and alternation of features. Adverse finding.

5. Distinctive materials, features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property will be preserved.

Original windows in Lakeside homes have a 4/2 fenestration pattern. The applicant changed the windows
from wood 4/2 double hung to vinyl without permits (c. 1989) and have now replaced the windows again
with 1/1 vinyl. Adverse finding.

6. Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the old in design,
color, texture, and where possible materials recognizing that new technologies may provide an
appropriate alternative in order to adapt to ever changing conditions and provide for an efficient
contemporary use. The replacement 1/1 vinyl windows do not match the materials or design of the
original 4/2 windows. Adverse finding.

9. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction will not destroy historic materials,

features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The replacement vinyl windows do
not retain the same appearance or pattern as the historic window sash. Adverse finding.

Page 1 of 2



Section 6.2.2(d) Protection of Important Cultural Resources:

Burlington’s architectural and cultural heritage shall be protected through sensitive and respectful
redevelopment, rehabilitation, and infill...Where the proposed development involves sites listed or
eligible for listing on a state or national register of historic places, the applicant shall meet the applicable
development and design standards pursuant to Section 5.4.8.(b)

See above. Adverse finding.

Section 6.3.2 (b) Protection of Important Architectural Resources

Burlington ’s architectural and cultural heritage shall be protected through sensitive and respectful
redevelopment, rehabilitation, and infill. Where the proposed development involves buildings listed or
eligible for listing on a state or national register of historic places, the applicant shall meet the applicable
development and design standards pursuant to Section 5.4.8.

See above. Adverse finding.

An interested person may appeal a decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Development Review
Board within 15 days after the decision date per Sec. 12.2.2, Appeals of Administrative Officer Decisions.
Appeals may be filed online at burlingtonvt.viewpointcloud.com/categories/1098 or in-person at 645 Pine
Street, Burlington, Vermont. https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/Appealing-a-Zoning-Decision

Page 2 of 2
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As approved by the Burlington Design Advisory Board on April 26, 2022

Replacement Window Guidelines for Historic Buildings

For historic wood windows, the following shall be undertaken prior to consideration of replacement:

1. First, Maintain distinctive materials, features, finishes and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that characterize a

property;

2. Then, Repair in kind deteriorated historic features rather than replace them whenever possible; and
3. Finally, Replace only what is beyond repair and where the severity of deterioration requires replacement.

Typical Historic Wood Window Details

Anatomy of a Window

= = 5

7l_vint_elr ) Vi

Frame/Trim I

—Y o]

Top Rail | ——]

Side Rail'Stile | —fe

| Upper
Sash

Muntin Bar ] : . I

I
I
I
[ Lite/Pane | e
I
I

Meeting Rail | ——

1

I Ogee Lug I et

| Side Rail/Stile |-

| ‘ ‘
I Bottom Rail ]—\I’ | I | L;wlelr
: I as.

Sill | —&

Sill Horn

I
I
[ Aprom
| Plinth Block

from Pacific Grove (CA) Architectural Review Guidelines
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From The Old House Journal

When these alternatives have been considered, the following steps will guide the choice of replacement windows:

e Limited extent. Wholesale replacement of windows should only be considered in cases of failure.
e Match dimension and design, including profile, muntin/mullion pattern, size, stile and rail dimensions. Unusual or ornamental windows
shall be retained. If not true divided light, factory-adhered muntins on the exterior are acceptable. Between-the-glass grilles are not

acceptable.
e Retain or replicate exterior framing and trim.

e Match existing window style (i.e. double hung, awning, transom, etc). Replacement casement windows are acceptable with a factory-
adhered dividing bar (and muntins pattern, as appropriate) to visually replicate the appearance of a double-hung window.

Replacement windows shall be of durable materials. Typically, wooden, clad wooden, and fiberglass windows meet this standard.

Typically, vinyl windows do not meet this standard.
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TO: Development Review Board
FROM: Scott Gustin

DATE: December 20, 2022

RE: ZP-22