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Minutes 

Historic Preservation Review Committee Meeting 

Tuesday, October 11, 2022  3:30 PM 

Front Conference Room, 645 Pine Street 

 

RE:  Railyard Enterprise Project (REP), Preferred Alternative 1B. 

Board members present:  Jay White, Emily Morse, Gabe Stadecker 

Staff present:  Mary O’Neil 

Guests:  Chapin Spencer, Director of Public Works, Olivia Darisse, Public Works Engineer, 

Corey Mims, Senior Public Works Engineer and Project Manager for REP, Meagan Tuttle, 

Director of City Planning. 

 

Mary O’Neil – Thanks Committee for re-convening to continue discussion of REP.  Recognizes 

there are informational gaps to be filled in response to concerns raised at the September 27th 

meeting.  An introduction of attendees follows. 

 

Chapin Spencer – Outlines project history, two scoping studies 2013-2020; project timeline, 

purpose and need, Stakeholder engagement.  Shares short presentation on overall project.  Defines 

rail operations, no option for condemnation of rail property, needs participation of railroad to 

reorganize their operation, forward project.  Provides cross section of proposed road.  Hoping for 

City Council review October 17, 2022.  As federal funds are involved, Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) will conduct an Environmental Assessment (EA).  Anticipated 

construction start is in 3 years.  Alternative 1B was defined as the preferred alternative as it 

presents the least impact on historic and environmental resources.  A project goal seeks to limit or 

avoid impacts to adjacent historic district (Battery King Street Historic District.)   

 

Olivia Darisse – This plan wouldn’t keep us from adding to that City’s transportation grid system 

in the future.  Superfund site is a major consideration and a couple of the alternatives would be 

located immediately adjacent to this environmentally sensitive area.  There would be the option to 

pursue more federal funds to enhance the grid in the future. 

 

Mary O’Neil – Provides background on robust planning efforts that included the intent to add to 

the street grid in this area: 

 2011 Plan BTV Transportation Plan 

 2013 Plan BTV Downtown Waterfront 

 2019 Plan BTV Comprehensive Plan 

 2019 Plan BTV South End 

Points out the dividing line between zoning districts FD5 at the north end of the project area, E-

LM for the south end of the focus area.  By district, lot coverage could be up to 100% and building 

height 55’ in FD5; 80% and 45’ in E-LM under current regulations.  Development and infill are 

both anticipated and identified within these policy and planning documents.  (Shares images from 

 



planning docs.)  It is important to remember that this is not a highway, but a street with a speed 

limit of 25 mph. 

Reminds Committee that it is not their role to decide on whether sleeving a new road through this 

area is a good idea, or whether they like the alignment.  Their role here is to determine if the 

preferred alternative meets the goals of minimizing harm to identified historic resources, the 

degree to which the alternative meets the purpose and need of the project, assess the magnitude of 

adverse impacts to resources, determine if mitigation is appropriate, and whether the plan has 

included all possible planning to minimize harm to historic resources.  The preferred option has a 

different alignment than was imagined in Plan BTV South End, but the intent to infill the street 

grid and provide opportunities for infill and development has remained constant.  Maybe it looks 

different, but it reflects intense planning by many project partners that resulted in this alternative.  

We are asking this road to do a lot with a large number of constraints.  But the plan shows we have 

a grasp of constraints, are responding to the number of sensitive areas,  and know the direction we 

want to go.  This alternative is the result.  Remember; the Plan BTV studies were adopted long 

before the Consulting Archaeology Program had completed their analysis and provided additional 

documentation around the site.   

 

Jay White – Well, that (road alignment) is a preservation issue.   

 

Meagan Tuttle – Joins remotely.  Director of City Planning.  Outlines long range planning, 

sometimes the execution of plans look a little different from the options imagined in the planning 

process.  

 

Gabe Stadecker – There are opportunities to create internalized blocks.  With this plan the long 

term vision will not be enhanced.  Was there a reconciliation with Plan BTV?  I don’t see 

marrying a long term plan for this project area.  This is a Band-Aid.  I am happy to vote on 

whether the road misses archaeology.  I don’t see Plan BTV in this.  

 

Mary O’Neil – Gabe, is your concern relative to the alignment; grid or diagonal? 

 

Gabe – Yes.  Not an efficient use of that land. 

 

Jay White – If the goal is to reduce traffic, dispersal among several alternatives is better than the 

diagonal alignment. 

 

Chapin Spencer – One of four goals in the purpose and need is to address traffic impacts in the 

adjacent residential area. Over 10 years of planning, we explored many rectilinear designs but they 

were found not to be viable for various reasons.  

 

Emily Morse – Asks about impacts to low and moderate income residential areas; is this alignment 

strictly to avoid archaeology but may increase adverse impacts to that population? 

 

Chapin Spencer – Defines specific residential housing in the area. 

 

Emily Morse – If this is just about Independent Block, it can go.  It’s ugly. 

 

Corey Mims – This alternative includes concern about how buildings such as the Independent 

Block are impacted; minimize adverse impacts. 

 



Emily Morse – Impacts on Rambler Building and that corner? 

 

Chapin Spencer – Project was “skinnied” to not impact the Rambler Building.  There are so many 

design details to be worked out in the next three years once a preferred alternative is selected.  We 

collectively want Burlington to continue to be vibrant and evolve with the changing needs of the 

community.  There are many developments in the South End and Downtown that will need to be 

permitted.   Currently Pine/Maple intersection is a Level of Service (LOS) “F”.  Future growth 

should not be relying on additional traffic through a low to moderate income residential area when 

alternatives are available. 

 

Mary O’Neil – Asks Chapin to define the components of the street; pedestrian/bicycle path, 

options for non-vehicular users. 

 

Chapin Spencer – Gives a detailed breakdown of the roadway – slow, 25mph, multimodal City 

street.  Intersections not yet formalized. 

 

Gabe Stadecker – Discussion of blue/purple alignment alternatives (illustration from Consulting 

Archaeology Report / John Crock submission) 

 

Corey Mims and Chapin Spencer – Alternative 2 went through a valued commercial property, 

Curtis Lumber.  Property on the south part of the project area is adjacent to the Barge Canal 

Superfund Site.  Potential for release of contaminants from site disturbance in those alignment 

options.  We are working with a very constrained site.  We don’t have detailed design of each 

alignment.  That design work will happen after the NEPA process and the project has a preferred 

alternative.   

 

Jay White – This alternative provides the least amount of asphalt. 

 

Chapin Spencer – This proposed alternative has the least environmental and historic impacts of 

any of the build alternatives. 

 

Emily Morse – References Cove Alley (MO depicts overlay map from CAP report.)  Would like to 

see another cross street. 

 

Chapin Spencer – Understands the interest in more east/west connectivity and that can be explored 

as we get further into the design for this project and with other planning in the area.  

 

Emily Morse – (Asks MO) What exists currently at Cove Alley location? 

 

MO – Displays overlay. 

 

Emily Morse – I move we approve Preferred Alternative 1B as drawn and presented. 

 

Jay White.  I second the motion with a friendly amendment that adds “Future planning to include 

opportunities for development in this area, and provision for east/west connections.”   

 

Emily Morse – Accepts amendment to the motion. 

 



Amended Motion:  Approve Preferred Alternative 1B as drawn and presented with future 

planning to include opportunities for development in this area and provision for east/west 

connections. 

 

Discussion – No discussion. 

 

Vote 3-0. 

Motion passes unanimously. 

 

Jay White asks to clarify in the minutes that that the preferred alternative is a 25 mph street, not a 

bypass.   

 

Chapin Spencer – Agrees to work with Mary to ensure that was documented.  He offers the 

opportunity for any of the Committee members to participate in on-going design details, and 

assures his availability by phone, email or in-person to answer questions about the project.   

 

The meeting adjourned at 4:55pm. 


