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DPW COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
 April 27, 2022 

 
6:30 – 9:00 p.m. 

 

 
 

To join in person: 645 Pine St., Burlington, VT  
To Join via Zoom: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83495330508 
To call into the meeting: 301-715-8592 Webinar ID: 834 9533 0508 
Channel 17 also often livestreams this on their YouTube channel and airs it over the air at a later date. 

Note that comments on YouTube are not monitored. 
 

 
1  Call to Order – Welcome – Chair Comments 

 

2   5 Min Agenda  

    

3 10 Min Public Forum (3 minute per person time limit)  
 

4 5 Min Consent Agenda 
A Approval of Draft Minutes of 3-16-22 & 2-16-22 
B Parking Adjustment in Front of 58 Pearl Street 
C All Way Stop at Loomis Street and Mansfield Ave 
D CY22 Street Reconstruction Program Complete Streets Forms 

   

5 15 Min Towing Fee – Ordinance Change 
  A Communication,   J. Padgett 
  B Commissioner Discussion 
  C Public Comment 
  D Action Requested – Vote 

   

6 15 Min 2 Pearl St Lot Monthly Parking – Ordinance Change 
  A Communication,  J. Padgett 
  B Commissioner Discussion 
  C Public Comment 
  D Action Requested – Vote 

   

7 30 Min Main Street Concept  
  A Communication, O. Darisse & L. Wheelock 
  B Commissioner Discussion 
  C Public Comment 
  D Action Requested – None 

  

 

 

 

http://www.burlingtonvt.gov/dpw
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83495330508


 

8 10 Min Director’s Report  

    

9 10 Min Commissioner Communications 

   

 10  Adjournment & Next Meeting Date – May 18, 2022 



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
645 PINE STREET 

BURLINGTON, VERMONT 05401 
COMMISSION MEETING MARCH 16, 2022 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 
Commissioners Present:   Commissioner Barr, Commissioner Bose, Commissioner Hogan 
(Chair), Commissioner Kennedy, Commissioner Munteanu, Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco (Vice-
Chair), Commissioner Overby 
 
Commissioner Absent – Commissioner Munteanu (Note:  Commissioner Barr needed to depart 
the call early at approximately 8:05 p.m.) 
 
ITEM 1 – CALL TO ORDER 
 
 Commissioner Hogan called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. 
 
ITEM 2 – AGENDA 
 
 Commissioner Barr made a motion to approve the agenda. 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded 
 Director Spencer stated there was a request for edits in the minutes you can approve 

with draft or move to item 4.1. 
 Commissioner Barr was in agreement with the motion 
 Commissioner Hogan stated we could also move them to next month meeting. 
 Commissioner Barr stated he was amendable to moving them to next month. 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded 

Mr. Goulding stated the changes to the minutes were circulated late so he takes 
responsibility for the Commissioners not receiving them earlier. 

 Commissioner Barr stated he accepts the agenda with removal of draft minutes to April. 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded 
 Unanimous approval 
 
ITEM 3 – PUBLIC FORUM  
 

Scotia Jordan stated she was against the homeless pods on Elmwood Avenue.  She 
would like the see the list with the nine other locations that were under consideration 
for this project. 

 
Mary Abair Albarelli also stated she was here to speak about the homeless pods on 
Elmwood Avenue.  She owns an eight apartment house on Monroe Street and states 
that there is already many problems in the neighborhood with the homeless there 
during the day.  What is going to happen?  Who is going to supervise this area and what 
about cooking and bathroom facilities?  I am concerned that the neighborhood will be 



downgraded.  Please put the pods in another area of the city, somewhere other than 
the Old North End. 
 
Nicholas _______ is a landowner in the neighborhood.  He has received several phone 
calls over safety and fear in their residential neighborhood.  This is going to be a wet 
development where drinking will be allowed.   What about drugs?  Why weren’t we 
homeowners notified about where this location was going to be?    
 
Sharon Bushor called and wanted to first thank the Public Works staff for reaching out 
to the residents of East Avenue in reference to the work that will be done in their 
neighborhood. She also expressed her support of the homeless pods.  She stated that 
there was no notification to the neighbors and neighborhood about what was 
happening.  There should be a meeting to hear from the neighbors not having 
everything laid out.  Should identify other sites so the public can be informed. 

 
ITEM 4 –   CONSENT AGENDA 
 

A – Approval of Draft Minutes 2-16-22 
B – 343 North Street Reallocation of an Accessible Parking Space 
C – Shelburne Street Roundabout Traffic Regulations 
D – No Parking Zone at 12 Overlake Park 
 
Commissioner Hogan stated that Item 4a has been removed from the agenda.  We will 
be voting on Items 4B, 4C and 4D. 
 
Commissioner Barr made a motion to approve the consent agenda 
Commissioner Bose seconded 

 Unanimous approval. 
 
ITEM 5 –  CLEAN WATER RESILIENCY PLAN AND INTEGRATED PERMIT UPDATE 

 
Assistant Director Megan Moir did a review of the aging Wastewater and Storm Water 
infrastructure. 

 Excess phosphorous from wastewater and storm water 

 Sewer overflows – excess soil erosion 

 Explain clean water resiliency 

 Where we are presently at.   
Voters approved $30 Million in 2018 – 2018 bond money will be 80% programmed by 
end of 2022. 
 
Engineer Martin Lee spoke about the aging infrastructure stated that key upgrades at all 
three wastewater treatments plants is done.  All three plants we replaced the 
disinfection system with modern equipment.  Main plant were replaced the central 
computer system.   



Flynn Avenue replaced two old pump stations 
Fletcher Place pump station 
Water pipe rehab 7600 feet 
Collection system pipe rehab 48,000 feet 
Higher impact project locations water relining on Home Avenue, North Prospect Street, 
Ledge Road, Deforest Road and Overlake Park (if funding available) 
Sewer replacement at several locations in the city. 
There will be full width paving is part of the work at North Prospect, Lakewood Parkway 
and Tallwood Lane. 
 
Division Director Moir went on to explain about the risk scores for systems at the 
Burlington Wastewater Treatment Plants.  There has been some progress but still a lot 
to do.    We need an additional $150 Million for these plants alone; we will consider the 
availability of federal funding; consider long term bonds (35-50 year); a possibility of 
east plant consolidation with the main plant.    We also have to consider other 
infrastructure money for wastewater, storm water and drinking water. 
 

Jenna Olson is in charge of the Stormwater Program at the Water Resources Division 
and she went into an explanation of what are the threats to the lake health.  She went 
onto explain how the blooms happen in Lake Champlain and explained what is a load - 
which is how much treated wastewater or storm water runoff enters a water body each 
yeah which would equal how many pounds of phosphorous is delivered to the water 
body.   
  

Project Portfolios 
 Portfolio Options 
 Preferred portfolio 

CSS mitigation efforts 
 Urban Streamflow Restoration 
 And the next steps that need to happen. 
 
Commissioner Kennedy asked about rain gardens and how locations are determined.  
What model is being used for that? 
Jenna explained that the series of gardens that we installed last summer in the south 
end were sited in those areas because they are within an area of the collection system 
that contributes to Pine Street CSO and they have appropriate soil conditions to 
promote infiltration.  Looking for sandy soils to a decent depth and looking for a good 
separation to ground water and things like that. 
Director Moir stated that we take any sort of large scale road reconstruction as an 
opportunity for our staff to look and see what are the opportunities. 
 
Vice Chair O’Neill-Vivanco – Martin you had mentioned 7600 feet of water pipe rehab 
and 48000 feet of collection pipe rehab.  What percentage of the total is that?  What 
percentage of the total is that and how much more do we need to do? 



Engineer Lee stated we have roughly 110 miles of water and something of that 
magnitude is about one percent. 
 
Director Moir is recalling it is roughly 57 miles of sewer and maybe 56, it’s roughly the 
same because it’s largely based on the streets.  It is roughly 48 miles, it is a chunk, we 
went through a whole map of; we filmed 20% of the system based on our risk or 
consequence of failure and of the ones we filmed, we are tackling those pipes. 
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco stated she liked what she said that we are dealing with 
those first.  You also talked about the storm water outfall improvements so with having 
that help the slope stabilization, especially along Manhattan Drive, because that bang 
for the buck affects more of the infrastructure.  You also mentioned six other high-risk 
areas.  Is there a priority list how to tackle those?  Is it based on a funding risk? 
Jenna Olsen explained that there is a scoring framework that has been developed over 
the last several years and has recently been updated by our new Asset Manager Rocky 
Vogler.  The next round of outfalls is based on a number of criteria specifically 
surrounding risks. 

  
Commissioner Overby asked what is the CSO?  GSI Old North End item that was on your 
slides?  Is that one of the outfalls areas along Manhattan Drive? 
Jenna Olsen explained that that is actually the next phase of projects that we came to 
you guys about last spring.  That was a millions dollar grant that we got at the end of 
2018.  The next phase is two sub surface systems on Rose and School Street in the Old 
North End. 
 
Commissioner Overby asked what the protocol was when the rain gardens were put in 
for keeping them cleaned out.  I’ve had a comment from somebody who lives on Grant 
Street about the one that is there is not well maintained. 
 
Jenna Olson stated that there is a contractor that takes care of the gardens.  IF there is 
an issue with the one on Grant Street they should contact us. 
Commissioner Overby one of your slides talks about the risk systems what is the 
definition of a system that you’re using. 
 
Division Director Moir stated that was more of a clarifier it’s a cursor quick way to  kind 
of try to quantify it.  I wanted folks to know that not all systems call the same amount.   
Commissioner Overby you mentioned a basement surcharge prevention program what 
was that? 
 
Division Director Moir stated that it is when there is a basement that has any plumbing 
fixtures in the basement and when there is large rain events water/sewage comes into 
the basement per code they are supposed to have a device that prevents that from 
happening.  We would like to help people who have inherited old houses that do not 
have that device help them being it up to code. 
 



The rebate to help people scope their sewer system.  Can you just discuss what that is.   
You’re talking about when the company actually puts a camera through their system 
you have a program where people can maybe get a rebate on that? 
Jenna Olsen explained people can get up to $250.00 for their sewer inspection back.  
They can also get up to $75.00 back for purchasing water sense on certified fixtures that 
save water. 
 
Commissioner Bose - I appreciate the fact that you lay out the short and medium term 
cost of doing this work but also the cost of not doing this work.  We are paying for 
decades of underinvestment so I think it’s really good that you continue to emphasize 
that.  I also like in your report that you are laying out there are other  points where we 
are seeing more of the problem being produced in terms of lake health but I like the fact 
that you zeroed in on okay this is what we need to focus on. 
 
Commissioner Hogan raised a question on risk scores.  Looking what we did in the last 
couple years and looking at what we’re doing in the next couple years could you 
elaborate on that? 
 
Director Moir stated that the bars are slipping because things are getting that are in the 
C category right now that we can’t have enough money to tackle keeps escalating down 
it gets older. Being old is obviously one of our measured risks.   

 Engineer Lee added that the infrastructure at the water plan is a lot more mechanical. 
Director Moir stated the consolidation of East Plant and Main Plant would turn a lot of  
the assets at East Plant into potentially longer lift assets and convert some of it’s value 
into an actual force main.   
Commissioner Hogan the proposed masters performance chart. 
 

 
ITEM 6 –  SHELTER POD PROPOSAL AND ELMWOOD AVENUE SURFACE LOT 
 

In December 2021 the Mayor released an action plan to fulfill the promise of housing as 
a human right.  This included the creation of a low barrier shelter pod community in 
Burlington.  CEDO was tasked with developing a plan to procure shelter pods and 
associated infrastructure, a suitable location and engage a trusted community partner 
to manage the project and ensure delivery of social services. 
 
The pods are designed to provide electricity, heat, and a place to sleep and a space to 
store belongings.  Contracts for the pods have been signed and are in production. 
We have analyze ten potential sited and the Elmwood Avenue Parking lot has been 
identified as the location that would best meet the needs of the project because of its 
proximity to transportation services and amenities and ease it’s connection to municipal 
power, water and sewer.  We are proposing to use the parking lot for 36 months to 
serve as a location for this emergency shelter. 
 



There are 70 permitted parking spaces for use Monday through Friday and DPW has 
verified that the Lakeview and College Street Garage  has the capacity to house the 
current permit holders at the Elmwood Avenue lot.  DPW anticipates moving the lessors 
from Elmwood Avenue to Lakeview Garage with no loss of revenue expected. 
 
Marcella working with CEDO for six years.  Working on projects for folks experiencing 
homelessness.  Established the resource center during the pandemic and it has become 
more than that and is now the Community Resource Center.  Working with various 
outreach teams working around the city for the emergency program.   Lots of different 
reasons why people want to come to this shelter and do not want to go to the hotels.  
Looking to have a community that is around the shelter, this is a model that has been 
used around the country.   
 
Samantha Dunn the site was selected as the top priority site and this Commission has 
jurisdiction over the use of that parking lot and we’re really here to make a request of 
this Commission to temporarily decommission this parking lot for parking for up to 36 
months to support this project.  I have been working with Jeff to make sure the city can 
accommodate the people who are currently using the parking lot in other facilities.  We 
know that is the case.  There is also another request to this commission to be able to 
accommodate them in the garage with the existing rate that they are paying for their 
permits. 
 
Commissioner Hogan stated that the Commission’s role here is to deal with the parking.  
 
Commissioner O’Neill-0Vivanco there are concerns of community members around the 
homeless and mental health issues already there.  When will the community have a 
better oversite of what this community?   Communication between the residents of the 
pods and the residents who live there and the property owners need to be key.   People 
in the pods are in essence our neighbor.  Do they have to follow the city standards of no 
fires, nose and safety as well.    
 
Director Pine stated there is an oversite plan we are in the process of developing, we 
want this to be operation by July 1st.  We are in discussion with organization to monitor 
this site, there will be a code of conduct, I do not have details yet but we have a 
commitment to develop a management plan. 
 
Marcella stated the state has shelter staff and we are seeking funding from OEO for 
staffing of the site.   There are very strict requirements around discharge.  There are 
standards and we will be working with that. 
 
Samantha Dunn stated that following the same rules and regulations as all the other 
neighbors in the neighborhood follow that is absolutely the intent of this project.  The 
site will be staffed 24 hours a day and there will be a process of community meetings 
before this project opens for operations.  Marcella  was talking about a project of 



engaging with neighbors and others in the community throughout the operation of this 
temporary facility.  We can all learn from one another  when we all engage with one 
another and that’s the intent with how this facility would be operated. 
Commissioner O’Neill Vivanco the need for responsiveness and  underscoring the safety 
of the residents.  What kind of reporting do we need to see how this project is going 
again if we are stewards of the infrastructure. 
Director Pine this is a temporary approach and  we need to establish what part of matrix 
do we need to report on.  Reporting will be done in a fully transparent way at the City 
Council.  We will certainly share that with the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Overby had extensive communication with CEDO Director Pine and 
shared that in a document which was obviously distributed to you late today.  
Commissioner Overby asked who was consulted about this location.  We are making a 
decision about houseless people being in these pods.  There was no conversation with 
the folks evicted from Sears Lane.  We  need to have more information about this.  My 
primary concern people who are homeless have an unusual way to live.  Downtown 
businesses and owner why not space out?  There were nine other locations asked about 
in the paperwork.  Will the  Community Resource Center be relocated? 
Director Pine stated they CRS was operating out of the VFW since the pandemic.  The 
lease is coming up and they deserve to have a  high quality facility on Elmwood Avenue 
that is staffed.  This is a connection to housing and meals.   To operate in multi locations 
will cost a lot more money. 
 
Paul Dragon of CVOEO stated the VFW is coming to an end.  They provided daily hot 
meals and there are advocates there daily.    The new resource center will have hot 
showers and washers and dryers available, counseling services and private offices for 
the people who will be working there.   
 
Commissioner Overby asked about the management and how there are no 
commitments from anybody and Director Pine stated that CVOEO staff resource are 
speaking with organizations.   
 
Commissioner Bose this is a challenge we need to focus on the question at hand.  No 
place no connection with.  Hard to move forward.  There is a sense of urgency of this.  
Would appreciate having conversations with people.  Resource Center could be located 
somewhere else.  Short term emergency effort.  Is there a time limit on the 
decommission, move people back to the site? 
 
Division Director Padgett stated that it is a three year decommission and they will be in 
the Lakeview/College Street garage for three years. 
 
Commissioner Kennedy will there be any cost to the residents of these pods to stay 
there? 



Director Pine stated no the costs are covered by federal funds as part of the American 
Recovery Plan Act. 
 
Commissioner Padgett do you have a rough breakdown on the cost between acquiring 
pods versus administering staff. 
Samantha Dunn stated this breaks out the capital costs for the infrastructure, the 30 
shelters, the bathhouse unit will provide six full bathrooms is estimated at about 
$750,000.00; operating costs estimated at about $850,000.00 over three years.  All 
these funds are through the ARPA funds.   
 
Nicholas Pena, Janelle Pina, Scotia Jordan and Mary Abair Albarelli were all opposed to 
the pods being located in Elmwood Avenue.  They shared concerns about it being a wet 
encampment and the safety of the residents in the area. 
 
Damon Lane also owns  property near the Elmwood Avenue lot and he is in full support 
of this project.  Does not feel that the noise level will be any different than if college kids 
were around having a party 
 
Vice Chair O'Neill-Vivanco (from chat log): “For the record, my comments were about 
the challenge of first securing the site before engaging in any outreach.” 
 
Commissioner Hogan stated they were to vote on this decommissioning of the parking 
lot. 
 Commissioner Bose – Aye 
 Commissioner Kennedy – Aye 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco – Aye 
 Commissioner Overby – No 
 Commissioner Hogan – Aye 
 

ITEM 7 – ASSET MANAGEMENT UPDATE 
 

Asset Manager Gustave Sexauer stated that we have implemented Vue Works for a little 
over a year now and stated it will give highest level of service for least cost, several 
departments are working together with this.  We are configuring historic data, tech 
upgrades, training integration, data clean up, ARC G. 
Vue works has asset inventory, service requests, quick responses. 
Rick Vogler also made a presentation with Vue Works on how the Water Division is 
using this for inventory and work orders.  Mr. Vogler will also be taking over for Mr. 
Sexauer after  he leaves his position in April.  
 

ITEM 8 – DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

Thank you to the citizens of Burlington for approval of the General Fund Capital Bond as 
well as the Downtown TIF-funded Main Street Greats Streets Project. 



Pleased with how the Asset Management is working for the city.   
The Park Management Plan for North Winooski Avenue 

 
ITEM 9 – COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATION 
 

Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco wanted to say thank you for the signs on South Union 
Street in front of Edmunds School.  Thank you to the staff for dealing with this project. 

 
Commissioner Overby stated there was concern about Intervale Road potholes along 
the railroad tracks.  The city says the condition of the road by the railroad tracks is the 
responsibility of the rail company.   There is a lot of traffic going down to the farms and 
the condition of the road by the railroad tracks needs to be repaired before someone 
gets hurt.   We need to make an escalated effort to repair this.   There is a lot of 
frustration in trying to contact VTRANS about fixing the road by the railroad tracks. 
 
Commissioner Hogan also expressed his appreciation for the signage in front of 
Edmunds. 
 
 

ITEM 10 – ADJOURNMENT –NEXT MEETING MARCH 16, 2022  
 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco made a motion to adjourn 
 Commissioner Bose seconded 
 Unanimous Approval 
  
Meeting Adjourned 9:30 p.m. 
  

 
 

 
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
  
  

 



DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 
645 PINE STREET 

BURLINGTON, VERMONT 05401 
COMMISSION MEETING FEBRUARY 16, 2022 

DRAFT MINUTES 
 
Commissioners Present:   Commissioner Barr, Commissioner Bose, Commissioner Hogan 
(Chair), Commissioner Kennedy, Commissioner Munteanu, Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco (Vice-
Chair), Commissioner Overby 
 
ITEM 1 – CALL TO ORDER 
 
 Commissioner Hogan called the meeting to order at 6:31 p.m. 
 
ITEM 2 – AGENDA 
 
 Commissioner Barr made a motion to approve the agenda 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded 
 Unanimous approval 
 
ITEM 3 – PUBLIC FORUM  
 

Michael Long commented on Ballot Item 4.  DPW and the city are not allowed to 
advocate on a project just inform the citizens.  Item 4 is advocated.  There is a lot of 
misinformation on how TIF works and it does affect the taxpayers. 

 
Caryn Long seconded what Michael Long stated and also stated that things can go 
wrong.  City Place is supposed to pay for schools but who is going to pay for additional 
police protection and fire protection.  TIF is robbing the education fund.  TIF is the 
biggest sales pitch fund this with a bond. 
 
Sharon Bushor stated that the process that changed regarding traffic calming.  We got a 
notice about a preferred solution and the residents were not asked about the preferred 
solution.  The process is too lengthy.  The residents are not asked about the process.  I 
am asking the Commission to reflect on the process you were involved in; there is a 
concern about parking being removed.  There needs to be communication and dialogue. 
 

 
ITEM 4 –   CONSENT AGENDA 
  

A – Approval of Draft Minutes 1-19-22 
 
 



Chair Hogan stated there were proposed edits that were circulated earlier.   Robert 
Goulding, DPW Public Information Officer, stated that he sent another copy of the 
minutes with some changes he made to spelling of names and a comment in public 
forum.  Commissioner Overby had changes in the minutes as well. 
Commissioner Hogan asked about the proposed edits 
Mr. Goulding stated they involved the Main Street Great Street presentation and also 
the phrasing in Director Spencer’s report about the COVID 19 operations. 
 
Commissioner Munteanu made a motion to accept the minutes with the changes 
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded with the approved amended minutes. 
Commissioner Barr abstained from voting, as he was not present at last month’s 
meeting. 

 Unanimous approval. 
 
ITEM 5 –  ANNUAL LAKEVIEW/COLLEGE STREET GARAGE OCCUPANCY UPDATE 
 

Division Director Jeff Padgett stated we have delegated authority to enter into monthly 
agreements with customers wishing to rent space in the parking garages. 
The occupancy rates were still low in 2021 at 30-40% full and there were a couple of 
peak times where occupancy was at 85%.  There are 700 workers who have permits for 
free parking and currently we see 125 parking on a daily basis, we will be evaluating this 
because we don’t need to have this many spots for free parking when for the most part 
only 125 are being used take some away but will give them back if needed. 
Starting in March 1st, we will be transitioning to Park Mobile in the garages.   There are 
some issues with parking groups.  The 100 Bank Street tenants nothing has changed 
there is still an allocation of 200 spots. 
 
Commissioner Munteanu asked who was eligible for the free parking spots and asked if 
we are encouraging use of other means of transportation. 
Division Director Padgett stated the businesses downtown are for the front line 
workers.  This is part of the removal of the two hours free parking from the Marketplace 
Garage.  This is not encouraging bike/ped but that is not my job but we do have bike 
racks in stock we just need to figure out where we can place them.  
Commissioner Munteanu asked about the bike lockers in the Market Place Garage if 
they were being rented.  Assistant Director Padgett stated that there are no bike lockers 
at Lakeview Garage.   
Director Spencer stated that the bike lockers were used to store stuff long term we need 
to figure out how to provide secure bikes. 
Commissioner Overby stated she never supported the free parking for employees and 
asked if switching to Park Mobile will, there no longer be cash or credit card payments 
will it have to be done through the app. 
Division Director Padgett stated it would work the same as we have on the street now.  
There will be a kiosk for payment. 



Questions about the 100 Bank Street and their 200 permits that are available and was 
informed that the allocation hasn’t changed.  How can we get more people to visit the 
garages?  They are not attractive and we need to make more signage for people to know 
where the entrances to the garages are.   
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco asked if they could track the employee parking and if 700 
are used on a daily basis.  Assistant Director Padgett stated with the use of Park Mobil 
we will know who is parking there. 
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco asked how we are encouraging net zero energy while out 
department needs revenue.  There are not ample transit options that run in the 
evening. 
Division Director Padgett stated doesn’t see job as generate more traffic we want to 
make the garages attractive and say let’s go to that garage it is fast and efficient place to 
park. 
Commissioner Hogan questioned the usage of the Marketplace Garage about 
encouraging pattern validation program worked.  AD Padgett stated the program was 
too hard to use, too many avenues to pay and with Park Mobil you get a free hour of 
parking. 
 
 

ITEM 6 –  SOUTH END CONSTRUCTION COORDINATION PLAN UPDATE 
 

DPW Engineer Cory Mims stated that we are going to give an overview and update on 
projects in the city.  We have completed concrete crack repairs on 189 and Winooski 
Bridge.   In 2022 VTRANS will have a Class 1 paving in Burlington and Winooski. 
Vermont Rail and Amtrak project will be finished in the spring 
The roundabout is a little behind but is schedule to be finished in 2023 
Champlain Parkway went out to bid and we had a mandatory pre-bid meeting.  March 
18th bids will be received and we sill award it in April.   
The first phase of the project will be Home Avenue to Lakeside to Pine and Pine to 
Kilburn, there will be a shared use path.  This will start in 2022 and completed in the Fall 
of 2024. 
Main Street Great Streets we have some designs on that.  City Engineer Baldwin stated 
the scope of work is going for a TIF  vote in March and we will be engaging stake holders 
in conversations.  This a one to two years before the design process. 
The railyard project we will start the outreach with stakeholders in early March and we 
will provide an update.  We are working on engaging the public and using different 
languages to get more people involved. 
 
Commissioner Bose stated it would be helpful to outline public engagement several 
times and chart out construction with stakeholders.  Make it very clear about the way 
the department is heading with the projects.  The roundabout is a good example of 
getting updates. 
 



Commissioner Overby asked about the Champlain Parkway require stoplights and not 
roundabout for safer intersection, does the current bid plan have any or are we required 
to spend money for stoplight at the intersections? 
City Engineer Norman Baldwin stated we have to advance with the design as proposed, 
there is no option.  Project has to be built as designed. 

 
ITEM 7 – BRIGHT STREET TRAFFIC CALMING – PARKING ADJUSTMENT 
 

We are making a parking change on Bright Street through traffic calming from requests 
from members of the neighborhood.    Our recommendation is to moving to the west 
side from the middle of the street to end.  This would slow down the traffic and we 
could rehabilitate the curb on the southwestern side of the street and add some new 
greening.  This would provide traffic calming and more beautification of the street.  
There is an accessible parking space from 48 to 41 Bright Street. 
 
Commissioner Overby had some concerns about moving the parking to the west side of 
the street.  There is a fire hydrant on that side of the street as well as the Bright Street 
Coop has a walkway there where their recycling is put on their pick up day as well as the  
six foot parking away from fire hydrant.  Commissioner Overby asked what the other 
alternative was and was informed that there would be two mid-block curb extensions. 
 
Commissioner Barr stated the chicane is a good tool if it is in place properly.  Need to 
address the ADA space moving as it might make it difficult for the person using it. 
Commissioner Hogan asked about the logic for traffic calming and City Planner Nicole 
Losch stated that City Council granted $300,000.00 for traffic calming to make headway 
on all the requests that we have.  We have three other streets as well as this one that 
we are planning for traffic calming – Birchcliff Parkway, East Avenue and Scarff Avenue. 
 
Commissioner Barr mad a motion to accept staff’s recommendation. 
Commissioner O’ Neill-Vivanco seconded 
Commissioner Overby “Nay”; Commissioner Barr “Aye”, Commissioner Kennedy “Aye”, 
Commissioner Munteanu “Aye”; Commissioner Hogan “Aye”; Commissioner O’Neill-
Vivanco “Aye”  
Approved 5 Ayes – 1 Nay 
 

ITEM 8 – DIRECTOR’S REPORT 
 

Traffic calming program has evolved and we are working to get down the list.  Have 
listened to concerns of Mrs. Bushor on the East Avenue traffic-calming project.  We will 
have more updates for next month’s meeting.   

 Kudo to staff working on the water main break at Overlake Park over the weekend. 
 Thanks to staff for winter plowing during the storm 
 
ITEM 9 – COMMISSIONER COMMUNICATION 



 
Commissioner Barr commented on snow removal the sidewalks and roads were clear, 
salted, and walkable.  Asked if recycling bins could be placed back where they belong 
instead of left in road or bike lanes. 
 
Commissioner Overby mentioned the flowerpots on Main Street and South Winooski 
Avenue people are being forced out into the street, not a good idea to have that 
particular flowerpot there. 
 
Commissioner Kennedy commending staff- car was towed and everyone was really nice 
and helpful when called to see where car was.  Was wondering if there could be 
something online so we can find out where car is.  Director Spencer stated this was a 
privacy issue with the plate numbers. 
Commissioner Kennedy asked about College Street and South Willard Street no signal 
for pedestrians.   
 
Commissioner Munteanu stated the quality of the sidewalks after the storm was good.  
Also had concerns about College Street and South Willard Street.  Traffic goes fast and 
there is a high volume of pedestrian traffic at this intersection. 
 
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco stated she has a friend who lives on Catherine Street and 
she admitted that the parking change is working well. 
Also had a question about fining people who have private plower who plows the snow 
into the sidewalk.    Director Spencer advised her to call Customer service, we will let the 
Excavation Inspector know, and he will contact the property owner. 
Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco stated the water main break on upper Cliff street was 
handled quickly, crews arrived within 45 minutes worked all night great job. 
 
Commissioner Hogan also had issued with snow from private plowers. Appreciates work 
from storm clean up.  What happens when there is a clear drainage issue?   
City Engineer Norm Baldwin stated there is follow up with property owners.  The biggest 
issue is sump pump issues that drain from yards and the water freezes on sidewalk 
making it slippery. 
 

ITEM 10 – ADJOURNMENT –NEXT MEETING MARCH 16, 2022  
  
 Commissioner Barr made a motion to adjourn meeting. 
 

Commissioner Overby stated she remembered her other comment she wanted to make.  
This was in regards to the remediation of the sewer going under the municipal parking 
lot at Main and S. Winooski and down College Street.  Stated sewer line was installed in 
late 1980s on College St. near the there was some work done years ago at Fletcher 
Library was falling.  Does DPWwe have access to that data from when the library had  
problems with the ravine sewer was assessed as too complex and expensive a problem 



to remediate?  City Engineer Baldwin stated Martha had done an extensive study on the 
library and what was done for work. 

 
 Commissioner O’Neill-Vivanco seconded the motion for adjournment 
Unanimous approval 
 
Meeting Adjourned 9:10 p.m. 
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Date:  April 27, 2022 

To:  Public Works Commission 
 
From:  Elizabeth Ross, Planner 
 
Subject: Parking Adjustment in front of 58 Pearl St 

 
 

 

Background: 

In December 2021, the Public Works Commission approved the removal of several parking spaces in 

front of 10 N Champlain St, in order to designate a new fire lane. This change was made in response 

to the upcoming plans to add a two-way protected bike lane on the west side of the street, which 

would otherwise force emergency vehicles to park in the one remaining travel lane.  

During the December Public Works Commission meeting, staff were directed to look for areas where 
overnight parking could be made available, in an effort to help mitigate some of the parking loss at the 
southern end of N Champlain St. Staff have identified an area that could be made available for 
overnight parking, directly in front of 58 Pearl St. 

Observations: 

  

The length of this parking area is 58ft, so it could fit two or three cars, depending on the size of the cars 
and the way they are parked. This area is currently signed for Bus Parking from 7AM-2PM and 30 
Minute Parking from 2PM-7AM. Staff are proposing to make parking UNRESTRICTED from 2PM-7AM, 
meaning that residents could park overnight until 7AM. The spaces will not be designated specifically 
for residents only, however, so other users could still park there.  
 
The surrounding area has very few occupied businesses. The Vermont Department of Labor is located 
across the street and guests going to that location could still utilize these spaces. Staff spoke with 
Parking Services, who were fine with leaving the spaces unmetered, given their low levels of usage. 
 

Conclusion: 

Memo 

http://www.dpw.ci.burlington.vt.us/


 

Given the request from residents of 10 N Champlain St and Public Works Commissioners to find 

additional spaces where residents can park nearby, staff feel that removing the 30 minute parking 

from 2PM to 7AM for the spaces in front of 58 Pearl St would be a helpful change and would have 

very minimal impact on any surrounding businesses. 

Recommendation: 

 
Staff recommend the DPW Commission amend Appendix C as follows: 

 Section 11-1 Thirty-minute parking.  
No person shall park any vehicle, at any time, longer than thirty (30) minutes at the following 
locations: 
(1)–(14)  As written. 
(15)    On the north side of Pearl Street beginning one hundred thirty-two (132) feet west of 
Pine Street and continuing west for fifty-eight (58) feet, effective from 2:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  
Reserved. 
(16)–(17)  As written. 

 

Public Engagement:  

In preparation for the 4/27/22 DPW Commission Meeting, staff mailed letters to the residents and 

businesses adjacent to the project area.  

Attachments:  

1. Mailing 

2. Public Feedback 

3. Ordinance Language 
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Dear North Champlain St / Pearl St Residents / Businesses, 
  

The Department of Public Works (DPW) was asked to look into locations 

where additional parking could be made available near 10 N Champlain St. 

This request was made in response to the recent approval given by the Public 

Works Commission to remove several parking spots at the southern end of N 

Champlain St. 

 

We are glad to inform you that we have identified an area that we hope to 

make available for overnight parking, directly in front of 58 Pearl St. The 

length of this parking area is 58ft, so it could fit two or three cars, depending 

on the size of the cars and the way they are parked (please see back for a map 

of the area). 

 

This area is currently signed for Bus Parking from 7AM-2PM and 30 Minute 

Parking from 2PM-7AM. We are proposing to make parking 

UNRESTRICTED from 2PM-7AM, meaning that residents could park 

overnight until 7AM. The spaces will not be designated specifically for 

residents only or for residents of 10 N Champlain St specifically. 

  

This change will be considered by the Public Works Commission at their 

April 27, 2022 meeting. DPW is asking for your feedback regarding this 

potential change. You may submit feedback ahead of the meeting via email or 

phone or share feedback at the meeting. Please respond by April 27, 2022.  

 

All meeting information, including time, location, and how to join virtually, 

will be posted here in the coming days: 

https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPW/Commission/Agendas. 

  

Thank you! 
Elizabeth Ross 

Email:  eross@burlingtonvt.gov 

Cell: 802-391-6808 

http://www.dpw.ci.burlington.vt.us/
https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPW/Commission/Agendas
mailto:eross@burlingtonvt.gov
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Public Feedback 

None received as of 4/21/22. 

 

Any feedback received by the 4/27/22 Commission will be circulated prior to the meeting or 

shared at the meeting. 



CITY OF BURLINGTON 

 
      

In the Year Two Thousand Twenty Two 

   

A Regulation in Relation to   

     

 

It is hereby Ordained by the Public Works Commission of the City of 

Burlington as follows: 
 

 

RULES AND REGULATIONS OF THE 

TRAFFIC COMMISSION— 

SECTION 11-1. THIRTY-MINUTE PARKING— 

REMOVAL OF 30-MINUTE PARKING 

RESTRICTION ON PEARL STREET 

Sponsor(s):  Department of Public Works 

Action:  ________________ 

Date:  __________________ 

Attestation of Adoption:  

 

__________________________________ 

     Phillip Peterson 

     Associate Engineer, Technical Services 

Published:  ________________________ 

Effective:  _________________________ 

That Appendix C. Rules and Regulations of the Traffic Commission, Section 11-1. Thirty-1 

minute parking, of the Code of Ordinances of the City of Burlington is hereby amended as 2 

follows: 3 

 4 

Section 11-1.  Thirty-minute parking. 5 

No person shall park any vehicle, at any time, longer than thirty (30) minutes at the following 6 

locations: 7 

 8 

(1)–(14)  As written. 9 

 10 

(15)    On the north side of Pearl Street beginning one hundred thirty-two (132) feet 11 

west of Pine Street and continuing west for fifty-eight (58) feet, effective from 2:00 12 

p.m. to 7:00 a.m.  Reserved. 13 

 14 

(16)–(17)  As written. 15 

 16 

 17 

** Material stricken out deleted.  18 

*** Material underlined added. 19 
 20 
ER, TD: BCO Appx.C, Sec. 11-1 Thirty-Minute Parking—Removal of 30-Minute Parking Restriction on Pearl Street 21 
4/20/2022 22 
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Date:  April 27th, 2022  

To:  Public Works Commission 

From:  Phillip Peterson E.I., Public Works Engineer  
Olivia Darisse P.E., Public Works Engineer  

 
CC:     Chapin Spencer, Director of Public Works 

Norman Baldwin P.E., Assistant Director of Public Works/City Engineer 
 

Subject: All-Way Stop at Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue 
 
 
Staff Recommendations: 
Staff do not have a recommendation which requires Commission approval.  This memo is for 
informational purposes only. 
 
Background: 
In October 2015, DPW Staff processed a neighborhood request for all-way stop control at Loomis 
Street and Mansfield Avenue, see Attachment-1.  Based on the MUTCD stop sign warrant analysis 
all-way stop control at Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue was not warranted; DPW Staff 
presented these findings to the Commission.  Due to the amount of public support for all-way 
stop control (see Attachment-2) the Commission decided to table a decision until the November 
2015 meeting.  The Commission decided they would approve all-way stop control during the 
November 2015 meeting with the condition the Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue 
neighborhood moved forward with a traffic calming request, see Attachment-3.  Traffic calming 
is being installed along Mansfield Avenue this Summer; raised crosswalks will be installed at Mater 
Christi and Loomis Street. Consequently, DPW Staff are considering recommending the removal 
of unwarranted all-way stop control at Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue.   
 
Summary and Conclusion: 
According to the MUTCD, Multiway stop control can be useful as a safety measure at an 
intersection if certain traffic conditions exist.  Safety concerns associated with multi-way stops 
include pedestrians, bicyclists, and all road users expecting other road users to stop. Multi-way 
stop control is used where the volume of traffic on the intersecting roads is approximately equal. 
 

Memo 



 
DPW Staff are unsure of future traffic volumes and conditions due to the upcoming installation of 
the Mansfield Avenue side path, and associated traffic calming.  Given this, DPW Staff have 
decided to pause any regulatory recommendations until supplemental data can be observed after 
the side path and traffic calming have been constructed.  DPW Staff will collect data on bicyclist, 
pedestrian, and vehicular activity at the Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue intersection this Fall 
to make a determination on whether an all-way stop is warranted based on new volumes and 
behaviors.  
 
Public Engagement: 
In preparation for the 4/27/22 DPW Commission Meeting, Staff distributed flyers to residents in 
the vicinity of the Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue intersection. Staff received twelve (12) 
emails, all of which support keeping the all-way stop sign condition at the Loomis Street and 
Mansfield Avenue intersection, see Attachment-4. 
 
Attachments: 

1. October 2015, Loomis Street and Mansfield Avenue Commission Memo. 
2. October 2015, Commission Meeting Minutes. 
3. November 2015, Commission Meeting Minutes.  
4. Public input correspondence. 

___________________________________________________________________________________________________  











BURLINGTON DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS COMMISSION MEETING 

DRAFT MINUTES, OCTOBER 21, 2015 

645 Pine Street 

(DVD of meeting may be on file at DPW) 

 

 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Tiki Archambeau, Chris Gillman, Solveig Overby (via 

phone), Jeff Padgett, Tom Simon. 

 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Robert Alberry, Jim Barr. 

 

Item 1 – Call to Order – Welcome – Chair Comments 

 Commission Chair Jeff Padgett calls meeting to order at 6:33pm; commenting on 

structural changes to meeting; notes public forum and public comment sections for each item, 

asking those commenting on particular agenda item to choose one of those times to comment; 

experimenting with 3 minute limit on comments to help all be heard; reminds commissioners 

about commissioner comment section for their comments and everyone of commission and 

departmental goals. 

 

Item 2 – Agenda     

 Director Chapin Spencer requests tabling Item 5 until November meeting; Commissioner 

Tiki Archambeau makes motion to accept the agenda with the proposed revision and is seconded 

by Commissioner Chris Gillman; Commissioner Archambeau points out votes need to be done 

individually due to Commissioner Solveig Overby attending via phone. Vote: 

 Commissioner Overby: Aye 

 Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

 Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

 Commissioner Archambeau: Aye 

 Commissioner Tom Simon: Aye 

 

Item 3 – Public Forum 

 Marianne J. Danis, of Harrison Ave, supporting some type of banned or permitted 

parking on Harrison Ave; can't find parking in Lakeside Community during summer due to park 

visitors trying to avoid paying fees for parking at Oakledge park. 

 Jason Jodoin, of Harrison Ave, supports no parking on one side of street, or at least a 

certain section to the corner of Harrison Ave and Proctor Pl; people parking in front of driveway 

and is an issue mainly in summer – sometimes in autumn – especially on sunny days, weekends, 

and during events. 

 Joe Gaida, of Harbor Watch, concerned over Harrison Ave and Proctor Pl intersection at 

entrance; very narrow area that’s hard to get through with all the traffic; concerns over 

emergency vehicles ability to enter Harbor Watch – several older infirm people live there; favors 

restricting parking to “Resident Only” on Proctor Pl; raises need for parking in whole Lakeside 

Community. 

 Paul Chorniere, of Harbor Watch, concerned over accessibility for emergency vehicles. 

 Tom Roland favors the motion concerning Harrison Ave due to safety, with a specific 

concern for bikers. 



 Jim Dunn, of Central Ave, speaks of a similar problem they had there; similar parking 

ban helped in the last year and supports the Harrison Ave request; real concern about parking on 

Proctor Pl because access to pump station often blocked off. 

 Sandy Wynne, of Mansfield Ave, speaks of needing a 3-way stop at Mansfield Ave and 

Loomis St intersection; Mansfield Ave is a drag racing street and is against DPW conclusion that 

new stop signs not needed; references every intersection with Loomis St has an all-way stop, 

except the one with Mansfield Ave. 

 Sean McKenzie favors 3-way stop at Mansfield Ave and Loomis St intersection saying it 

would make a lot of sense. 

 Paul Asbell, residing at corner of Germain St and Pomeroy St, says he would be 

drastically affected by proposed changes to parking on Germain St; supports the status quo, but if 

there are safety issues he wants to be good citizen. 

 Bob Kiss, of Germain St, says there's been parking on both sides of the street since he 

moved there in 1977; concerned public safety's being used as a trump card; suggests making 

Germain St a northbound one-way to add space to Right of Way; references firetrucks city 

specifically bought to operate in confined spaces; hoping commission recognizes no immediate 

danger. 

 Ms. Jodoin, of Lakeside Community, totally agrees with no parking on one side of 

Harrison Ave and Proctor Pl; doesn't like how St. John's Club patrons park in street; would like 

to see parking lines on street for specific spaces. 

 

Item 4 – Consent Agenda 

 A. Harrison Ave Parking 

 B. State of Vermont Crosswalk Guidelines 

 Commissioner Archambeau gives friendly recommendation to staff to revisit Proctor Pl 

public comments since not part of Harrison Ave request; Commission Chair Padgett suggest 

leaving Harrison Ave item as is and during commissioner comment section blend in Proctor Pl 

input. 

 Commissioner Simon makes motion to approve and is seconded by Commissioner 

Overby. Vote: 

 Commissioner Overby: Aye 

 Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

 Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

 Commissioner Archambeau: Aye 

 Commissioner Tom Simon: Aye 

 

Item 5 – Germain St Parking 

 *Tabled until November meeting during Item 2 discussion.* 

  

Item 6 – 3-Way Stop Control at the Intersection of Mansfield Ave & Loomis St 

 A) Staff Presentation by DPW Engineering Technician Damian Roy: request received 

from Jim Langan; staff reached out to surrounding streets, receiving a fair number of response, 

of which everyone favored installation of 3-way stop; staff collected speed and traffic volume 

data and, using MUTCD guidelines along with AASHTO policy, recommends not installing a 3-

way stop at the corner of Mansfield Ave and Loomis St; suggests area residents look into city's 

traffic calming program. 



 B) Commissioner Commentary (see video) 

 C) Public Comment 

  Jim Langan, Ward 1, clarifies that he doesn't believe he used words "traffic 

calming" or "speed" for reason of request; concern is poor visibility on road for pedestrians and 

children accessing the school; believes traffic calming won't make it better and that traffic 

volume data should have included pedestrians and bikes; questions that the data may not be 

accurate; cites other stop signs approved by commission in last 18 months which didn’t meet 

guidelines; cites large number of responses from residents and respectfully recommends that the 

commission deny DPW recommendation. 

  Ethan Platt, Ward 1, very much supports stop sign there; curious to see if data 

were removed from times when people cannot go fast, due to school drop off/pickup congestion, 

would it increase speed averages in data; says school zones are notorious speed areas and states 

that the poor conditions of sidewalk on east side of Mansfield Ave makes more people cross 

back and forth across street; there are lots of opportunities for improvement. 

  Rob Chandler, Ward 1, is very concerned about safety at crossing; thinks number 

of pedestrians in report undercounted due to people avoiding intersection; since people won't 

stop they have to wait to cross for an empty street; concerned that potential traffic calming 

devices would affect safety mission of fire station on Mansfield Ave. 

  Kevin Macy in favor of stop sign; says it took 4 years to get traffic calming on 

North St and that's too long to wait with 25 children – half under 10 – present; something needs 

to be done sooner rather than later. 

 D) Motion made by Commissioner Simon: table until November meeting 

      Second by Commissioner Gillman 

      Vote: 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commissioner Archambeau: Nay 

  Commissioner Tom Simon: Aye 

      Discussion 

  Commissioner Simon: strong sympathy for people but also notes DPW staff are 

experts; reminds everyone of school and amazed by comment that people are driving more 

aggressively in a school zone. 

  Commissioner Gillman: seems commission agrees there's a speed problem but 

notes stop sign may not be long term solution; notes there's no effective crosswalk. 

  Commission Chair Padgett: wants to make a motion to approve stop sign on 

condition that neighborhood applies for traffic enhancement program; if they did DPW staff 

would get go-ahead to install sign as soon as application made. 

  Commissioner Archambeau: would oppose Commission Chair Padgett’s motion 

because staff made recommendation against based on data collected by DPW staff. 

  Commissioner Simon: wondering if because Mansfield Ave is not on the list for 

mid-block flashing light crosswalk are they restricted from getting on list. 

 Director Spencer: reminding commission they did pass "State of Vermont Crosswalk 

Guidelines" earlier; suggests one thing they can do is Item 6 until November; then DPW staff 

will have month to look at guidelines for flashing beacons and come back with something else. 

      Action: Motion Tabled 



 

Item 7 – 132 N. Winooski Ave – Life Safety Appeal of Code Enforcement Order/Decision 

 A) Staff Presentation by Director of Code Enforcement Bill Ward: one of primary 

functions of Code Enforcement is to inspect rental housing to ensure they're okay under Chapter 

18 (Minimum Housing Code); 132 North Winooski Ave is a 3 unit property – the 1st floor unit is 

the one being discussed here; last inspection found 5 issues that needed to be corrected with 4 

issues ultimately corrected; 5th was need to install smoke/CO detector outside of bedroom(s) but 

within vicinity of bedroom(s); property owner disputes whether additional detector necessary, 

but the code is specific about detector locations; it's excellent of property owner to have detectors 

inside both bedrooms, but not having one outside gives less time for warning in event of fire; this 

needs to be resolved quickly because this is an occupied rental unit. 

    Appellant Presentation by Mr. Jeffrey Gilbert, property owner: bought property in 2008 

and it passed code inspection; property has passed code inspection 4 times before and now a 5th 

person has come in and property doesn't pass inspection; he gave electrician no permission to 

pull electrical permit; property found compliant for 11 years and still should since nothing has 

changed in code. 

 B) Commissioner Commentary (see video) 

  *Commissioner Simon, due to being friends with appellant witness, recused 

himself.* 

 C) Public Comment 

  Chris Gilbert, retired Fire Marshall and appellant witness: code has not changed 

since 2004; the work was accepted by a master technician, not a code enforcement official with 

no expertise; building safe in his opinion; warns that the commission could open a can of worms 

by getting into the differences between city and federal standards; suggests commission seeks 

professional advice before interpreting national code. 

  Gene Bergman, acting as legal counsel for the commission: people should try not 

to mix up different codes, mentioning Habitability Laws and the Minimum Housing Code; 

informs commission they can choose to deliberate in public or private because the nature of the 

proceeding is quasi-judicial. 

 D) Motion made by None 

                 Second by None 

      Discussion 

  Commissioner Archambeau: sounds like Director Ward is interpreting code to say 

another detector needed in common area; mentions 2 codes - minimum housing code and 

electrical code. 

  Commission Chair Padgett: all code is asking for is single smoke detector outside 

those 2 bedrooms; reminds appellant this is about a code inspection, not an electrical inspection 

when appellant brings up electrical inspection; potential fix may be by changing it to a 1 

bedroom apartment. 

  Commissioner Overby: thinks code is clear; it does get improved over time and 

but we everyone still needs to follow it. 

  Commissioner Gillman: both bedrooms are labeled “bedroom” in schematic 

drawing; skeptical of appellant claim. 

  Commission Chair Padgett and Commissioner Archambeau: discuss space outside 

of bedrooms and specific requirements in code about distance of detectors away from kitchen 

and bathroom doors. 



 Commission Chair Padgett: asks if commission has received enough information to make 

a decision and do they need to go into private session? 

  Commissioner Archambeau: states that is usually what commission does. 

  Action: move to Executive Session after commission meeting on Attorney 

Bergman’s suggestion that since it’s quasi-judicial it can be held anytime. 

 

Item 8 - Draft Minutes of 9-16-15 

 Commission Chair Padgett suggested to table minutes due to confusion over both 

September and July minutes and that he needs to look over July and September minutes and 

discuss structural and content issues with staff. 

 Commissioner Archambeau motions to table the approval of the September minutes to 

November meeting and is seconded by Commissioner Simon. Vote: 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commissioner Archambeau: Aye 

  Commissioner Tom Simon: Aye 

  

Item 9 – Director’s Report 

 Director Spencer informs that a special DPW work session focused on the City’s three 

draft parking and transportation plans will take place Wednesday, October 28 at DPW, starting at 

7pm; submitted comments to EPA on phosphorous TMDL document and circulated the City’s 

comments to the Commission; major piece is how we manage it in Lake Champlain; regulation 

must be fair and flexible among parties in reducing phosphorous in the lake; noted he was not 

involved in Harrison Ave discussion due to owning piece of property on Proctor Pl; other 

updates are in written report. 

 

Item 10 - Commissioner Communications 

 Commissioner Overby: people should pay attention to 3 parking reports; all are 

interconnected and important for how Burlington develops. 

 Commissioner Gillman: none. 

 Commissioner Simon: really respects all commissioners and feels that when they put 

their minds together they come up with really good solutions to problems facing city; references 

Mansfield Ave discussion as a tough one with respect to residents and staff recommendations 

and proud of result that came out of it. 

 Commissioner Archambeau: bring up issues that were heard tonight; listening to 

testimony and a call out on Proctor Pl and Pomeroy St comments to Engineer Technician Roy’s 

attention; staff are best to evaluate this; not going to be in town for next Wednesday’s parking 

meeting but will phone in. 

 Commission Chair Padgett: is for open conversation but says commission should stay 

away from design decisions; brings up idea of triage of RFS system to deal with issues, with staff 

doing this work so commission can address broader solutions; attended asset management 

meeting and says it was great; going to need to form a finance subcommittee to talk with City 

Council; informed by Attorney Bergman he would need to keep in mind how it fits into Open 

Meeting Laws. 

 



Item 11 – Executive Session for Appeal 

 *Moved to after commission meeting during Item 7 discussion.* 

 

Item 12 - Adjournment & Next Meeting Date - November 18, 2015  

 Motion made by Commissioner Simon: adjourn meeting 

 Seconded by Commissioner Archambeau 

 Vote: 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commissioner Archambeau: Aye 

  Commissioner Tom Simon: Aye 

  

Meeting ended at 9:23pm. 



Burlington Department of Public Works Commission Meeting 

Draft Minutes, November 18, 2015 

645 Pine Street 

(DVD of meeting may be on file at DPW) 

 

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Robert Alberry; Tiki Archambeau (Vice Chair); Jim Barr; 

Chris Gillman (via phone starting at 7:20pm); Solveig Overby; Jeff Padgett (Chair); Tom Simon. 

 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: None. 

 

Item 1 - Call to Order - Welcome - Chair Comments 

 Commission Chair Padgett calls meeting to order at 6:32pm and makes opening 

comments. 

 

Item 2 - Agenda 

 Commission Vice Chair Archambeau requests a special Public Forum for Mark Porter 

(running late due to an emergency) and to take Item D off the Consent Agenda – Item D is 

reassigned as Agenda Item 4.5. Commissioner Simon makes motion to adopt the amended 

agenda and is seconded by Commissioner Barr. 

 Action taken: motion approved; 

  “Ayes” are unanimous. 

  

Item 3 - Public Forum 

 

Item 4 - Consent Agenda 

 A. North Street Accessible Space Relocation 

 B. Convent Square Accessible Space 

 C. State of Traffic Request Backlog - Consent Agenda 

 Commissioner Alberry makes motion to accept Consent Agenda and is seconded by 

Commission vice Chair Archambeau. 

 Action taken: motion approved;  

  “Ayes” are unanimous. 

 

Item 4.5 - Additional Carshare VT Space in the Marketplace Garage 

 DPW Engineering Technician Damian Roy recaps Item 4.5. Commission Vice Chair 

Archambeau asks questions with DPW Director Chapin Spencer and Technician Roy answering.  

 Commission Vice Chair Archambeau makes motion to push Item 4.5 to 12/2015 meeting 

and is seconded by Commissioner Alberry. 

 Commission Chair Padgett opens special Public Forum allowing Carshare Vermont's 

Executive Director Annie Bourdon an opportunity to speak with the commission. 

 Commission Vice Chair Archambeau withdraws motion to push Item 4.5 to 12/2015 

meeting. Commissioner Barr makes motion to approve Item 4.5 and is seconded by 

Commissioner Overby. 

 Action taken: motion approved; 

  Commissioner Gillman: N/A 

  Commissioner Barr: Aye 



  Commissioner Alberry: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Nay 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Simon: Aye 

 Commission Chair Padgett opens special Public Forum allowing Mr. Porter, Ward 1, 

time to talk about potential stop sign at North Williams St and Brooks Ave and the Residential 

Parking Plan. 

 

Item 5 - Regulation of Parking on Sears Lane 

 A) Staff Presentation by Technician Roy where he speaks on the city's study and 

revaluation of on-street parking on Sears Ln. 
 *Commissioner Gillman is called and joins the meeting via phone at 7:20pm* 

 B) Commission Questions (see video) 

  The commission asks questions with Director Spencer, City Engineer and 

Assistant Director of Technical Services Norm Baldwin, and Technician Roy answering. 

 C) Public Comment 

  John Carlo, Ward 5, speaks in support of Item 5. 

  Rick Levinson, Ward 5 business owner, speaks against Item 5. 

  Roger Dickinson, representing Ward 5 developer Cresta Cooper Nedde LLC, 

speaks in support of Item 5. 

 D) Commissioner Discussion (see video) 

 E) Motion made by Commissioner Overby to accept Item 5. 

      Second by Commission vice Chair Archambeau. 

      Discussion  

  Commissioners Alberry and Simon would support Item 5 if the developer agreed 

to cost-sharing. Commission Chair Padgett and Commissioners Alberry and Overby talk about 

the safety needs of pedestrians. Director Spencer talks of high priority in 10 year plan to install 

sidewalks on north side of roadway. 

      Action taken: motion approved; 
      *Votes need to be done individually due to Commissioner Simon attending via phone.* 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commissioner Barr: Aye 

  Commissioner Alberry: Nay 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Aye 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Simon: Nay 

 

Item 6 - Mansfield/Loomis Crosswalks 

 A) Staff Presentation by Technician Roy where he speaks on DPW's design solutions to 

increase pedestrian safety, installing traffic calming devices, and other proposed changes. 

 B) Commission Questions (see video) 

  The commission asks questions about the proposed project and public concerns. 

 C) Public Comment 

  Jim Langan, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 



  John Daly, Ward 1, speaks in favor of any work that can be done and a 3-way 

stop. 

  Rob Chandler, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 

  Rich Price, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 

  Hollie Shaner McRae, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 

  Glenn McRae, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 

  Sharon Bushor, Ward 1, speaks in favor of a 3-way stop. 

 D) Commissioner Discussion (see video) 

  The commission and the public engage in a discussion over Item 6. 

 E) Motion made by Commissioner Alberry to put in a 3-way stop. 

      Second by Commissioner Simon. 

  Commissioner Barr makes a friendly amendment to put in 3-way stop now while 

continuing to study pedestrian safety and traffic calming and Commissioner Alberry accepts. 

Commission Chair Padgett slightly alters friendly amendment so that putting in 3-way stop is 

contingent upon Mansfield Ave residents applying for the Neighborhood Enhancement and 

Traffic Calming Program which Commissioner Barr accepts. 

      Discussion 

      Action taken: motion with two friendly amendments approved; 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commissioner Barr: Aye 

  Commissioner Alberry: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Nay 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Simon: Aye 

 

Item 7 - Railyard Enterprise Project 

 A) Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission Presentation by Program Manager 

Eleni Churchill where she speaks about purpose and need of the Railyard Enterprise Project and 

the 3 alternatives (plans 1B, 2, and 5B) they're looking to forward to the City Council for 

approval. 

 B) Commission Questions (see video) 

  The commission asks questions with Manager Churchill and Director Spencer 

answering. 

 C) Public Comment 

 D) Commissioner Discussion (see video) 

 E) Motion made by Commissioner Barr to endorse the work the Railyard Enterprise 

Project steering committee put into the alternatives and the project’s overall direction. 

      Second by Commission Vice Chair Archambeau. 

      Discussion 

      Action taken: motion approved; 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commissioner Barr: Aye 

  Commissioner Alberry: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Aye 



  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commissioner Simon: Aye 

 

Item 8 - Draft Minutes of 10-21-15 & 10-28-15 

 Commission Vice Chair Archambeau makes motion to table 10/21/2015 minutes. 

 Commissioner Alberry makes motion to approve 10/28/2015 minutes and is seconded by 

Commissioner Barr. 

 Action taken: motion approved; 

  Commissioner Alberry: Aye 

  Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Aye 

  Commissioner Barr: Aye 

  Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

  Commissioner Overby: Aye 

  Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

  Commissioner Simon: Aye 

 

Item 9 - Director's Report 

 Director Spencer reports on Cliff Street sidewalk project, parking studies processes, 

FY17 Capital Budget details coming at 12/2015 meeting, and pay-by-cell parking pilot. 

   

Item 10 - Commissioner Communications 

 Commissioner Barr comments on stop signs going in at Fleming and Colchester Ave 

intersection. Commission Vice Chair Archambeau would like to know more about Lakeside Ave 

and Pine St intersection project along with information on traffic circle at Mansfield Ave and 

North St. Commissioner Overby comments on having attended downtown parking plan meeting. 

   

Item 11 - Executive Session for Appeal - 132 N. Winooski Ave 
 *Moved to after meeting – Commissioner Simon, due to being friends with appellant witness, 

recuses himself.* 

 

Item 12 - Adjournment & Next Meeting Date - December 16, 2015 

 Motion to adjourn meeting made by Commissioner Simon and seconded by 

Commissioner Barr. 

 Action taken: motion approved; 

 Commissioner Alberry: Aye 

 Commission Vice Chair Archambeau: Aye 

 Commissioner Barr: Aye 

 Commissioner Gillman: Aye 

 Commissioner Overby: Aye 

 Commission Chair Padgett: Aye 

 Commissioner Simon: Aye 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:54pm. 



Attachment 4 
Public input correspondence emails 
Tue 4/5/2022 5:39 PM 

I have expressed concerns about conflicting or inadequate communications from DPW on the Mansfield 
Ave. project, some of it surelyl due to the 4 years of meetings and design with the intervening pandemic. 
I appreciate Olivia's efforts to remedy some of that but now in the endgame the confusion continues 
with a second flier on my doorstep today. The first, over a week ago, saying that construction was 
beginning, and at least insinuating that the stop signs on Mansfield at Loomis were going as part of the 
design, and that was a decision made and not up for discussion as gar back as early last fall. However the 
stop signs remain in the contract drawings 

https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/sites/default/files/tiles/Mansfield%20Ave_Contract%20Plans.pdf  

Now today we get a message from Phillip that DPW is "considering" removing the stop signs, and our 
feedback was welcome during DPW's evaluation, which we were told is already done. I am sure there is 
some technical/regulatory issue here, but this contrary communication about a decision already made is 
a bit unsettling and upsetting. 

I think there has already been expressed strong support for maintaining the Stop signs. I also find it still 
puzzling that Loomis Street is not being consulted as they are impacted as well, but that again could be a 
technical/regulatory issue I am unaware of, just as why North Street might not be informed of all this 
regarding the path project. 

I am not sure that my feedback is valued here, and would like to see this clarified. 

Glenn McRae 

Hi Glenn, 

Thank you for your comments, and I apologize for the confusion. The design does call for the removal of 
the stop signs on Mansfield Avenue; on the plans, the stop signs are shown with an “R” next to them, 
which stands for “Remove”. I realize this may not be obvious to someone not used to reading these 
plans and I apologize for that. I have updated the file labeled “Site Map” on the website to include the 
note about removing the stop signs. Thank you for pointing that out so I could clarify that on the map. 

The wording used in the flyer is necessary because ultimately, as a regulatory item, only the DPW 
Commission has the authority to approve the removal of the signs, and public comments received are 
brought to the Commission as part of this evaluation. Loomis Street residents and some North Street 
residents (those closer to Mansfield Avenue) received flyers and have the opportunity to provide 
comments as well, some of which already have. 

Please let me know if you have any other questions. 

Thank you, 

Olivia Darisse, P.E. 



Wed 4/6/2022 8:50 AM 

My wife Kimberly and I (and our five sons) live on the corner of North Street and North Prospect, and we 
were part of a neighborhood contingent that advocated for the stop signs to be added to Mansfield Ave 
several years ago. Those stop signs have helped slow traffic. It’s widely used as a cut-through street for 
cars going to Riverside onto Winooski or left to the New North End, and without those stop signs, cars 
would reach 40-60 mph on that stretch of road. 

As a family, we ride our bikes and scooters up Mansfield, and, like many other neighbors with small kids 
and pets, we rely on the stop signs there to slow cars along that stretch. 

It is disappointing that city policy, even around changes like stop signs, would not require (or encourage) 
DPW to engage the impacted neighborhood, beyond just those on that specific street.  

I join my neighbors in the vicinity of Mansfield in hoping the stop signs will remain in place. 

Best, Rich 

Rich Price 

Wed 4/6/2022 9:04 AM 

Please DO NOT remove stop signs. We have lived on Mansfield Ave for 43 years & believe me, those 
have definitely made a difference in traffic speed & flow. 

Craig & Andrea Echo 

Wed 4/6/2022 9:35 AM 

Staff 

As a resident who walks daily along Mansfield with and without a dog, I have two problems with the 
proposed Mansfield Ave changes. 

#1 Removing the stop sign at Loomis is a BAD idea. 

We will have high speed traffic again if the stop signs are gone from Mansfield. The folks who speed do 
not care if there is a speed bump. If you hit a speed bump at 40 or more it might as well not be there, 
the mass of the car goes straight while the suspension absorbs the bump.  I think there should be stop 
signs and raised crosswalks on Mansfield. 

#2 Mansfield Ave has a unique geometry with the wide tree belt on the west and the sidewalk along the 
property lines.  Most cars stop at the curb having blown by the stop line and through the cross walk 
without looking for pedestrians.  If the Stop lines were 2” depressed concrete, like the old concrete 
gutters, most people would learn to slow down before they get to the sidewalk crossing and there 
would be more of a chance that pedestrians would be seen.  Depressed stop lines also do not hinder 
plowing. 

Douglas Viehmann 

 



Wed 4/6/2022 11:04 AM 

Hello - I live at 229 Loomis Street, so on the top block of Loomis close to the intersection with Mansfield. 
Every day I see cars having to slow down for the stop signs (not all come to a complete stop - but many 
do) so the signs have been effective in slowing traffic. I support the continuation of the stop signs, even 
with the other traffic calming efforts that will be built in May. There are way too many kids in this area 
to err on the side of motorists.   

Thank you - 

Evan  

Evan Goldsmith 

Wed 4/6/2022 12:39 PM 

Hello All, 

I'm writing to express my concern about removal of the stop signs on Loomis and Mansfield. There are 
13+ kids (under 15) living on the upper block of Loomis and Mansfield, we need these to remain in place 
for their safety.  These kids LOVE to use the playground at Mater Christi and the overall kid traffic across 
Mansfield is significant and certainly that should be your main consideration to NOT remove the signs.  
The number of kids I just mentioned doesn't even include kids on North Street, Henry Street, and 
Wilson, and the plethora of dog walking adults.  We all use the intersection and appreciated that traffic 
has to be slowed by these stops signs.  I think I speak for the masses on this email that we think it's bad 
idea to remove these signs.  Please help us to keep them in place. 

Thank you for listening. 

Michelle Everleth 

Mom, Dog Walker, and Coach at Mater Christi. 

Wed 4/6/2022 12:51 PM 

Thank you Michelle. People will drive fast on that road. Not safe for our children. 

Thank you for your consideration  

Nik 

Wed 4/6/2022 12:57 PM 

Yesterday I received a flyer from Phillip Peterson indicating that the DPW is proposing to remove two of 
the stop signs at the Mansfield/Loomis intersection. I am writing to vigorously oppose that proposal, as I 
strongly believe that all three stop signs should remain at the intersection. 

My family and I have lived at 87 Mansfield, the third house south of the Mansfield/Loomis intersection, 
since 2011. In our view, the biggest single improvement the City has made to our neighborhood in the 
11 years we've been here, by far, was installing the stop signs at Mansfield and Loomis. 



Prior to the installation of the stop signs in 2015, we regularly observed cars racing down Mansfield well 
in excess of the speed limit, during both the day and night, and we didn't feel comfortable allowing our 
children to cross Mansfield at the Loomis intersection. Even crossing Loomis (via the crosswalk on the 
west side of Mansfield) was dangerous, as cars would often turn onto Loomis from Mansfield at high 
speeds. 

Since the stop signs were installed, though, the speeding down Mansfield has been vastly reduced, and 
our children have learned that the crosswalk at Loomis is the safest way to cross Mansfield. In fact, 
when we would visit the Mater Christi playground or field, we would go out of our way-- a hundred feet 
or so in the opposite direction-- to use the Loomis crosswalk rather than the crosswalk in front of the 
school, as traffic often doesn't yield to pedestrians at the school crosswalk. 

Beyond that, the installation of the stop signs has made crossing Loomis safer, since cars now stop 
before turning onto Loomis from Mansfield. It has even improved the safety of turning onto Mansfield 
from Loomis in a car. It used to be that cars coming off Loomis would have to dart out onto Mansfield 
when there was a break in the (often speeding) traffic. 

Now, with the three-way stop, turning onto Mansfield from Loomis is a much less fraught endeavor. For 
all of these reasons, I strongly believe that the neighborhood is much, much better off keeping all three 
stop signs at the Mansfield/Loomis intersection. 

I don't understand what the argument is for removing the signs. From what I can gather, the primary 
rationale is that the stop signs were initially intended as a temporary measure, and the engineers 
weren't sure how they would work, given that they are located at a three-way intersection rather than a 
four-way intersection. As someone who, again, lives three houses from the intersection, who works 
from home, and whose office looks out onto the intersection, I have observed literally tens of thousands 
of hours of Mansfield/Loomis traffic since 2011. (Even as I type this sentence, I can hear a couple cars 
slowing down to a stop at the intersection.) From everything I've seen, heard, and experienced, the stop 
signs have increased safety, reduced vehicle speeds, and enhanced the pedestrian experience, all at a 
minimal cost (both in terms of money for the city and in terms of time for the drivers on Mansfield). 
Though the installation of the stop signs may have been an experiment back in 2015, seven years of 
experience have irrefutably proven that that experiment was a resounding success. I see absolutely no 
reason to tamper with that success. 

The other rationale I have heard for removing the signs-- voiced, I believe, at the DPW meeting last June 
23-- is that pedestrians would be safer NOT having the stop signs, since the pedestrians have come to 
rely on them, and one day a car might run a stop sign. I could not disagree more vehemently with this 
argument. By that logic, we shouldn't have any traffic lights whatsoever, since people occasionally run 
red lights, too. We taught our children to make sure cars actually stop for them before they step into a 
crosswalk, and I'm sure most of the other neighborhood parents have done the same. It doesn't make 
any sense to eliminate a safety measure that dramatically improves children's safety 99.9% of the time 
out of fear that a child may be harmed in the 0.1% (or less) of the instances in which someone might 
miss or disobey the traffic sign. If the issue is that DPW fears some drivers don't see the stop signs, the 
solution should be to make the signage more visible-- not to remove the signs. (For what it's worth, 
though a notable percentage of drivers ran the stop signs when they were first introduced in 2015, that 
percentage dropped steadily over the years, to the point where it's now very rare for me to observe any 
drivers running the stop signs.) 



 

Though I welcome the additional traffic calming measures, I believe the stop signs should be retained 
even once the additional measures are in place. The issue with Mansfield is that it is a long, unbroken 
straightaway. Though adding raised crosswalks will likely slow fast drivers temporarily, it will still allow 
them to cruise down most of Mansfield at high speeds. The modest chicanes that will be created on 
Mansfield may not slow the worst speeders at all; they may be tempted to ignore the chicanes and fly 
down Mansfield in a straight line close to or over the median. In contrast, by forcing cars to come to a 
stop halfway down Mansfield, the existing stop signs break up the straightaway far more decisively than 
either of the additional calming measures would. As such, I strongly suspect that the stop signs alone are 
more likely to slow traffic than the calming measures alone would be. The beauty of the current 
situation, though, is that there's no reason we have to choose between the two options-- the City can 
implement the calming measures AND keep the three stop signs, which have been proven effective in 
slowing drivers for the past seven years. 

For all of the above reasons, I sincerely hope that the DPW will reconsider its proposal to remove the 
stop signs at the Mansfield/Loomis intersection and allow all three stop signs to remain in place. I 
apologize for the length of this email, but it reflects the depth of my feeling on this issue. Along those 
lines, I'm not aware of any currently scheduled public forums regarding the Mansfield/Loomis stop signs, 
but please let me know if there are any, as I would want to attend and voice my opinions. 

Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 

Rob Chandler 

Wed 4/6/2022 1:54 PM 

Please do not remove the Stop Signs on Mansfield Ave at the Loomis St intersection. 

We live at the top of Loomis St and know from our daily use of the Street how dangerous the 
intersection is for the crossings of Children and Adults.  If the Commissions’ goal is to reduce Stop Signs 
in the City and increase the likelihood of vehicular accidents and pedestrian death, then removing the 
Stop signs will accomplish this goal.  I cannot believe that the goal of the Commission is to further the 
risk of the public by removing Stop Signs on Mansfield Ave. 

The Stop Sign at the top of Loomis St is practically unnecessary as people must slow down to turn either 
left or right and continue on Mansfield Ave.  The Stop signs on Mansfield Ave, however, slow the traffic 
on Mansfield which is a straightaway and raceway for drivers traveling North and South on Mansfield 
Avenue.  In my opinion as a daily observer of the streets and the intersection and a user of both, it is 
imperative to leave the Stop Signs on Mansfield Ave for the protection of the residents, their animals 
and their children.  The Commission seems to be doing the exact opposite of what is necessary.  Simply 
set up a lawn chair and watch the traffic for an hour, especially at busy times and it will become self-
evident what the problem is at the intersection, even with Stop signs. 

Some people will never obey the Stop signs and travel through the intersection at 50+- mph, but the 
majority of people do stop or at least coast through after slowing down.  Without the Stop signs 
Mansfield Ave will again turn into a Street that people blatantly speed on in disregard of the posted 
speed limits and to the peril of pedestrians. 



 

Thank you, 

Sincerely, 

Gregory Chioffi and Kim Haley 

Mon 4/11/2022 11:25 PM 

I write to express my support for keeping the 3 stop signs at the Mansfield Ave/Loomis St. intersection.  I 
have lived on Mansfield Avenue for the past 10+ years and as someone who was here before and after 
the installation of the stop signs, I can attest to how much safer they have made that intersection for 
cyclists, pedestrians, and vehicles.   

I am a mother to three children who are all under the age of twelve.  Before the stop signs were 
installed in 2015, the Mansfield/Loomis intersection did not feel like a safe place to cross, for me or my 
young children (who in late-2015 were an infant, a 3-year old and a 5-year old).  Prior to the stop signs 
being installed, we would often walk out of our way to the Mansfield Ave/Colchester Ave intersection 
(along the west side of the street), cross Mansfield and once on the eastern side of Mansfield, backtrack 
to Mater Christi or the Firehouse (the fire station was a big draw to little ones).  Even though there was, 
and is, a crosswalk in front of Mater Christi, I hesitated to use it while walking with my children.  Without 
a stop sign, cars traveling down Mansfield often ignore the pedestrian right of way at the crosswalk in 
front of Mater Christi and I could not risk that happening while walking with multiple toddlers who were 
small and slow-moving. 

After the stop signs were installed, the Mansfield/Loomis intersection became a viable walking path for 
us that was much safer and more convenient - one which felt safer even than the Mansfield/Colchester 
intersection.  And, yes, there are occasions when I see rolling stops but as a pedestrian, the situation is 
vastly better than it was before.   

[On that note, I have seen some attempting to make the argument that because some people don't stop 
at the stop signs at this intersection, that is proof that they do not work or should not be there.  To me, 
that is a flawed argument.  In the past week, I saw two different cars run two different red lights on a 
short trip to the grocery store.  Does that mean that the stoplights should be taken out?  Of course not.  
There will always be people who don't obey the signage on streets but traffic functions as well as it does 
because most people do follow the rules of easily recognized signs.] 

Lastly, I would like to note that as a driver in the neighborhood, I also see the advantage of the stop 
signs at Mansfield/Loomis for automobiles.  First, the stop signs slow down traffic for those of us exiting 
our driveways - and although I admit this is only an advantage to the car and bike owners who live on 
Mansfield, it is helpful.  Second, and for me the larger advantage of the stop signs, is the ability to safely 
get on to the southern-bound lane of traffic on Mansfield Avenue from Loomis Street.  As it is, the 
Loomis Street stop is recessed rather far away from Mansfield Ave, making it difficult to see traffic 
heading southbound on Mansfield (from the direction of North St.).  Having the stop signs on Mansfield 
to slow and stop that traffic, allows drivers on Loomis the time to safely turn right on to Mansfield.  
Additionally, when cars park at the NW corner of the intersection, the sightline for a driver on Loomis is 
further hindered, making it even more difficult/dangerous to make a right onto Mansfield from Loomis 



because of the poor visibility to the Northern part of Mansfield.  Even in our Outback (not a small or 
particularly low to the ground vehicle), it can be difficult to see traffic heading south on Mansfield as a 
driver on Loomis.  The Mansfield Ave stop sign in that northwest corner of the intersection ensures I 
know someone is there, has stopped, and that I can then safely turn onto my street.  That there will not 
be a driver from Mansfield turning on to Loomis as I turn on to Mansfield through a part of the road that 
has little room for error as it has been narrowed by the planters at the intersection.  This is helpful at 
any time of the day, but I notice it most when Mater Christi traffic is at its peak. 

I am excited to see that the city is putting in raised crosswalks on our street.  I think that the planters at 
the Mansfield/Loomis intersection and along Loomis have been very effective and I look forward to 
additional traffic calming measures. However, I do believe the three existing stop signs at the 
Mansfield/Loomis intersection should be kept.  As I know from using the crosswalks at the 
Mansfield/Loomis intersection to cross both Loomis and Mansfield (WITH stop signs) and the Mater 
Christi crosswalk across Mansfield (without stop signs), stop signs are much more effective getting cars 
to stop for pedestrians and slowing traffic along our long avenue. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this lengthy email.  As a Mansfield Ave. resident who tries to 
walk as much as possible, and encourages her children to walk and enjoy the neighborhood as much as 
possible, I feel strongly that the stop signs at the Mansfield/Loomis intersection should remain. 

Irene Cervantes 

Tue 4/12/2022 12:05 PM 

Hi there,   

Our neighbors on Mansfield have forwarded several city communications regarding upcoming proposed 
traffic calming changes on Mansfield Avenue.  

We live around the corner on the upper block of North Street, with our two young children and dog.  

We have significant concern around the plan to remove the Mansfield Ave stop signs at Loomis. As you 
likely know, cars commuting through the area FLY down Mansfield Ave; stop at Loomis, stop again and 
North and then FLY down North Street. They pick up an incredible amount of speed in just a block. We 
have serious concern that all of Mansfield being without stop signs will seriously exacerbate this issue.  

We have looked at the proposal for the new traffic calming measures and are aware of the plan to put in 
raised sidewalks. We very much appreciate the sentiment - and hope that these are effective - but our 
experience with the raised speed tables on upper North is that they do create a very noisy traffic 
situation as trucks go over way to fast, but they do not slow them down enough that we haven't many 
times worried for the safety of our children as they attempt to cross the street to get to the sidewalk 
(we are on the side of upper North without a sidewalk.  

Thank you for seeking input from the neighborhood. I hope we can work together to confirm we have a 
plan in place which keeps our kids safe.  

Annika & Jens Hawkins-Hilke 

 



Tue 4/12/2022 1:21 PM 

We just got back from a week away and now joining the conversation. Both Sean and I work from home 
with a front row daily view of Mansfield. Prior to the stop signs it was shear insanity. Take them down 
and watch out. We watched cars/trucks flooring it right to Colchester Ave. Now we sometimes hear 
breaks screaming as a driver realizes there is a stop sign.  

The stop signs are not highly visible…like the one on Mansfield coming from Colchester Ave that is 
hidden from view due to a tree until you get right up to it…I assume PW has some logic in that 
placement. I do agree the stop sign on Loomis keeps the car far back and not easily visible from 
Mansfield. The planters don’t help. Flashing red stop signs warning it is a 3 way stop would work 
miracles. Glad we have rescue right up the road.  

Sandy Wynne 
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MEMORANDUM 
Date:  April 27, 2022  
To:  Public Works Commission 
From:  Phillip Peterson E.I., Public Works Engineer 
CC:  Corey Mims P.E., Senior Public Works Engineer 
Subject: CY22 Street Reconstruction Program Complete Streets    
   

 
Background:  
The City of Burlington has a longstanding commitment to provide a range of interconnected, safe, affordable, 
efficient and convenient transportation choices for residents, visitors and employees alike. Recently, this 
commitment has been formalized through state and local policies, but the real challenge is still ahead of us as 
we implement these policies -- making every Burlington street "complete." 
 
In June 2012, the DPW convened local stakeholders, decision makers, advocates and municipal staff for a full-
day workshop sponsored by the Environmental Protection Agency through their Sustainable Communities 
Building Blocks Program. Through collaboration at the workshop, an overarching vision was drafted to be a 
unifying guide for future planning studies that evaluate complete streets: 
 
Burlington streets will evolve into complete streets corridors that provide safe, inviting, and convenient 
travel for all users of all ages and abilities —including motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public 
transportation riders. 
 
Within each neighborhood, the need to move people through the corridor will be balanced with the need 
to provide access to homes, businesses, and local institutions within the corridor. The most effective use 
of finite public space will be determined through interdisciplinary collaboration with a wide range of 
community members considering economic, environmental, and equity concerns. 
 
The corridor will develop into an attractive public space through creative streetscape, signage, and other 
site design features. The corridor will become more livable and desirable by promoting social interaction 
and public health.  
 
DPW executes this vision through various construction projects throughout the City, with the annual Street 
Reconstruction contract contributing significantly. As part of this goal, each street paving is required to have an 
associated Complete Streets Form (Attachment A).  
 
 
 



 
Paving:  
Attached are the Complete Streets forms for the streets this construction season: CY22 Street Reconstruction 
Program contract: Allen Street, Birchcliff Parkway, Flynn Avenue, Franklin Square, North Ave, and Plattsburg 
Avenue.  Please note there are no exceptions being considered for this work under complete streets.  These 
forms will be placed on record with the Clerk/Treasurer’s Office and submitted to Vermont Agency of 
Transportation.  
 
If you have questions, please contact me by phone (802)598-8356 or email ppeterson@burlingtonvt.gov 



MUNICIPAL COMPLETE STREETS COMPLIANCE FORM 

Town:  
Road:  
Project Description: 
Name of Municipal Official: 
Position: 
Date: 

Act 34 became effective July 1, 2011 and requires that the needs of all transportation users, regardless of their age, ability, or preferred 
mode of transportation be considered in state and municipal transportation projects and project phases.  This project compliance form 
serves to document that Complete Streets practices and principles were considered and implemented where applicable for the project 
listed above.  This project compliance form should be submitted when the project has been finalized.  It should be retained in the 
Town’s files and a copy provided to VTrans via the Regional Planning Commission. 

Please complete only one of the three sections. 

1) Compliance – Please select all Complete Streets principles and practices that have been incorporated into the project.

Sidewalks: installation, repair, ramps, railing, etc. Pavement Improvements: replacement, repair, etc.

Crosswalks: installation, repair, markings, etc. Shoulder Improvements: widen with new pavement.

Lighting: street or pedestrian scale. Bike/Shared Use: paths, lanes, etc.

Signals: pedestrian features. Public Transit: bus stops, bus pullouts, kiosks, etc.

Streetscaping: benches, bulbouts, landscaping, etc. Other (please describe):

2) Exemption – Please select one.

A. The use of the transportation facility by pedestrians, bicyclists or other users is prohibited by law.

B. Incorporating complete streets principles is outside the scope of the subject project due to its very nature.
Indicate project scope below.

Crack sealing Culvert replacement

Emergency repairs Guardrail replacement

High risk rural road (HRRR) projects Ledge/slope projects

Pothole repair Preventative maintenance, bridge maintenance

Roadside mowing Road/shoulder sweeping

Shim/leveling projects Sign replacement

Traffic signal equipment upgrades Other miscellaneous maintenance activities

Projects with pre-approved scopes of work (Often funded through grant programs such as Transportation 
Alternatives, Scenic Byways, Public Lands Highways or earmarks with a specific purpose.)

C. The cost of incorporating complete streets principles is disproportionate to the need or probable use.

If 2)C is selected, please provide a short justification below: 

3) Non-Compliance – If none of the boxes under “Compliance” and “Exemption” are checked please draft and attach justification
for not incorporating Complete Streets principles and practices into the project.



MUNICIPAL COMPLETE STREETS COMPLIANCE FORM 

Town:  
Road:  
Project Description: 
Name of Municipal Official: 
Position: 
Date: 

Act 34 became effective July 1, 2011 and requires that the needs of all transportation users, regardless of their age, ability, or preferred 
mode of transportation be considered in state and municipal transportation projects and project phases.  This project compliance form 
serves to document that Complete Streets practices and principles were considered and implemented where applicable for the project 
listed above.  This project compliance form should be submitted when the project has been finalized.  It should be retained in the 
Town’s files and a copy provided to VTrans via the Regional Planning Commission. 

Please complete only one of the three sections. 

1) Compliance – Please select all Complete Streets principles and practices that have been incorporated into the project.
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Date:  April 27, 2022 
 
To:  Public Works Commission 
 
From:  Jeffrey A. Padgett, MBA 
  Division Director for Parking and Traffic 
 
C.C.  Chapin Spencer, Director of Public Works   
 
Subject: Ordinance Update 

Towing and Storage Rates 
   

 
Recommended Motion 
“To authorize and adopt the proposed changes to the Burlington Code of Ordinance, Chapter 20-74 Charges 
as detailed in Attachments A as follows: 

 
 Remove the rates from paragraph (a) and establish rates in a separate Towing and Storage 

Rate Table that is subject to Public Works Commission Approval. 
 Remove paragraph (b) to remove reference to separate fees for private property towing 

and remove duplicate reference to a rate table.  
 Update paragraph (c) to make notification of impoundment a requirement of the City, 

not the towing vendor, and to clarify that the vendor is enabled to request an abandoned vehicle 
title for an impounded vehicle as allow by state law. 

And: 
 Adopt the Towing and Storage Rate Table as referenced in the proposed update to 

Chapter 20-74(a).” 
 
  



Background 
As the Parking Services group continues to review and improve operations, it has become clear that 
significant updates are needed to governing Ordinance language to 
 

1) Ensure compliance with federal regulation and 
2) Provide flexibility in operations for the City and vendors. 

 
And also update the rates paid to vendors to 
  

3) Appropriately compensate vendors for this important service 
 

 
Federal Regulation Compliance 
The Parking Services office is regulated by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) with certification 
under the Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS) as delegated to the Vermont Criminal Information 
Commission (VCIC).  CJIS Certification is a critically important data security standard that Parking 
Services is required to comply with in order to access Department of Motor Vehicle (DMV) records and 
ensure that personal data is protected.  Fundamentally, this security requirement builds the wall between 
license plate numbers and home addresses of the public. 
 
Parking Services uses its access to this DMV data to: 
 

1) notify people of overdue tickets and 
2) manage scoff accounts. 

 
However, as Ordinance is currently written, paragraph (c) specifically requires the towing vendor to notify 
owners of impoundment of their vehicle.  Thus requiring Parking Services to divulge names and addresses 
obtained from the DMV to the vendor.  This connection of names with addresses is the specific connection 
that is intended to be protected by the CJIS data security requirements.  This violation could be resolved by 
requiring CJIS compliance by the vendor, however this would:  
 

 put the City in the role of auditing vendors for compliance for which the City does not have the staff 
or expertise to perform such an audit 

 increase requirements and liability for the vendor and therefore increase contract costs for the City 
 
For these reasons, DPW recommends changes to paragraph (c) in order to: 
 

1) remove the impoundment notification requirement from the vendor 
2) create an impoundment notification requirement for the City. 

 
This will ensure that CJIS protected information is properly handled in accordance with FBI requirements.  
The City and its towing vendor with necessarily have a very close working relationship and will develop 
workflows that allow the vendor to tow and store impounded vehicles such that the owner of the vehicle is 
anonymous.  
  



 
 
Operational Flexibility 
The rates for towing and storage of vehicles are currently codified in Ordinance.  To the best of our 
knowledge this Ordinance has not been addressed in over 10 years.  By having towing and storage rates 
detailed in ordinance, it is difficult to make timely and reasonable adjustments to rates and/or services 
provided by a towing vendor. 
 
The proposed changes to (a) and (b) explicitly move the Towing and Storage Rate table into a separate 
document outside of Ordinance, but still require approval of the Public Works Commission.  This allows 
for greater flexibility is exploring new services and/or pilot services in close coordination with the PWC 
(i.e. additional driver, minimum fees, on-call, etc.) but without the protracted timeline associated with the 
Ordinance change process. 
 
Additionally, the updated Ordinance language includes a provision allowing for rate increases tied to the 
consumer prices index.  This will allow for increases in rates in a more gradual fashion and avoid the 
relatively large jump in prices represented in the requested Towing and Storage Rate Table. 
 
Vendor Compensation 
DPW recently received a request from the City’s towing vendor to increase the towing rates. To the best of 
our knowledge, towing and storage rates have not been adjusted since around 2010. The vendor-proposed 
Towing and Storage Rate table (attached) presents updated rates for towing and storage; more explicitly 
defining existing services such as “additional driver,” and “hook-up”  and creates new types of fees that 
better secure the availability of service by establishing “stand-by” rates and a minimum dollar volume 
during Parking Ban events.  These updated services and rates help to ensure the vendor is properly staffed 
to provide safe and efficient towing services. They also begin to lay the groundwork for creating a more 
attractive rate structure that could enhance our ability to attract vendors in the future.  Staff has reviewed 
these rates and the information provided by Spillane’s Towing and Recovery (attached) and believe the 
proposed rates and services to be reasonable and fair. 
 
Based on data provided by Spillane’s Towing and Recovery (Attachment C), over the past 10 years costs 
associated with towing have increased by 40-70%.  The requested increase is 20% and maintains a tow rate 
lower than comparable cities in New England. Additionally, on an annualized basis this request represents 
only a 1.8% annual increase versus the average annual consumer price index increase of 1.97% over this 
period.  Similarly, the proposed storage rate is consistent with or significantly less than comparable cities. 
Comparable city rate claims were confirmed by DPW.  
 
 
   
Attachments: 
 

A. Requested Update to Burlington Code of Ordinance, Chapter 20-74 Charges 
B. Requested Towing and Storage Rate Table 
C. Supporting Documents from Spillane’s Towing and Salvage  



20-74 Charges. 

(a)    Charges made or incurred under this division are established in the Towing and Storage Rate 
Table as approved by the Public Works Commission. These rates are subject to adjustment based 
on the consumer price index upon request of the vendor. shall not exceed sixty-two dollars and fifty 
cents ($62.50). Parking or storing charges made or incurred under this division shall not exceed ten 
dollars ($10.00) for the first day and twenty dollars ($20.00) per day for each day thereafter. With the 
exception of towing done pursuant to Section 20-77, a charge for towing shall be assessed when the 
following actions to enforce the provisions of this division related to the moving or removal of 
vehicles have occurred: the officer requests a tow truck for purposes of moving or removing the 
vehicle, a tow truck is on site and the tow truck driver takes actions necessary for moving or removal 
of the vehicle, including, but not limited to, backing up to the vehicle, dropping the bed of the truck or 
hooking the vehicle to the tow truck. Charges made pursuant to Section 20-77 shall be incurred 
when the tow truck driver takes actions necessary to remove the vehicle, including, but not limited to, 
backing up to the vehicle, dropping the bed of the truck or hooking the vehicle to the tow truck. 
The tow truck driver or tow company shall provide a written receipt to the owner or operator of any 
vehicle moved or removed under this division showing all charges incurred, including, but not limited 
to, tow charges, parking or storage charges and any administrative fee. 

(b) Reserved    A vehicle towed at the request of any police officer or parking enforcement officer 
shall be charged according to the schedule adopted in the contract between the City of Burlington 
and tow company and approved by city council resolution. This schedule of charges does not apply 
to the towing of vehicles on private property under section 20-77 which may be assessed 
or charged not to exceed fifty dollars ($50.00). 

(c)    The owner of the towing service, or his/her designeeCity of Burlington Parking Services office, 
shall notify by registered mail the registered owner of the vehicle or the holder of a security interest 
therein, if his/her identity can be readily ascertained, withintherein within seven (7) days of the 
impoundment of the vehicle. If the owner of the towing service is unable to ascertain the identity of 
the registered owner or the holder of a security interest therein, he/she shall publish in a newspaper 
of general circulation in the State of Vermont for three (3) consecutive days the record of 
impoundment. Storing fees after seven (7) days shall not be allowed unless the towing service has 
provided notice, either by certified letter or publication, to the registered owner or holder of a security 
interest. As long as notice has been provided, the towing service may collect reimbursement of the 
actual cost of providing notice, including up to a fifteen-dollar administrative fee, from the registered 
owner or holder of a security interest. 

(d) If the registered owner or the holder of a security interest of an impounded vehicle is 
unresponsive to the registered notification, the vendor, at their discretion, may pursue an abandoned 
title in accordance with the regulation of the State of Vermont. 

 

 

 

 



 

Towing and Storage 
Rate Table 

 

 

Towing Rates 
The following rates shall be charged to the owner of the vehicles towed due to violation of City 
Ordinances or paid by the City of Burlington for other towing services. 

Tow to impound:  $75 per tow 

Tow to move vehicle:  $75 per tow 

Hookup but not towed:  $50 per hookup 

Standby:   $75/per hour 

Additional Personal  $20 per person per tow vehicle 

Impoundment Storage Rates 
These rates apply for vehicles towed to and stored at the impound lot: 

Upon Impoundment: $20 

Storage Rate:  $30/Day 

 

Minimum Transaction Volume during Parking Bans 
During Parking Ban events the City will guarantee the towing vendor a minimum fee volume of $400 or 
the City will pay the difference.  

 

 

 

Established 4/27/2022 

 

 



 
  
Hi Jeff,  
 
Thank you for giving me the time to follow-up with more details regarding the pricing change for 
towing and storage costs. Operating costs are continuing to trend upward with regards to truck 
cost, fuel cost, salaries, and insurance costs.  
 
The following depicts the 37.97% increase in truck cost from 2012 to 2019. This corresponds to 
an average yearly increase of 5.42%  
 
 

2012 2014 2015 2016 2018 2019 

HINO 258 ALP Truck $78,796 $88,627 $86,148 $90,955 $97,891 $108,719 

 
Fuel costs have increased 59.6% between 2010 and 2022. In 2010 the cost for a gallon of fuel 
in Vermont was $3.02 and in 2022 a gallon of fuel in Vermont costs $4.82. This corresponds to 
an average yearly increase of 4.96% in fuel costs.  
 
Average hourly wages of tow truck drivers have also increased 40% over this 12 year 
period. This 12 year 40% increase corresponds to a 3.33% average yearly increase in hourly 
wages of Spillane’s tow truck drivers.  
 
Insurance costs have increased 70.68% from 2010 to 2022 to insure the same fleet of vehicles. 
In 2010 the cost to insure the Spillane’s truck fleet was $58,000 and in 2022 this cost rose to 
$99,000. The average yearly increase in insurance costs is 5.89%  
 
The following information compares corresponding city towing and storage prices to the current 
(updated in 2010) Spillane’s towing prices.  
 
Corresponding City Comparison:  
Manchester, NH:  

  
  
 Tow (Regular Business Hours): $110 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web 
  
  
  
 Tow (After Business Hours M-F 9-5): $125 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web 
  
  
  
 Storage per day capped at $30 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web 
  

 
Portsmouth, NH:  



  
  
 Tow: $140 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web (dated 2015) 
  
  
  
  
 Storage per day $55 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web (dated 2015) 
  

 
Portland, ME:  

  
  
 Tow: $100 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web 
  
  
  
 Storage per day $30 – Confirmed by JP@DPW, web 
  

 
Price Breakdown of Corresponding Cities Compared to Spillane’s:  
Tows: 

  
  
 Portland, ME tow prices are 38% higher than Spillane’s  
  
  
  
 Manchester, NH regular hours tow prices are 52% higher than Spillane’s 
  
  
  
 Manchester, NH after hours tow prices are 72% higher than Spillane’s  
  
  
  
 Portsmouth, NH tow prices are 93% higher than Spillane’s 
  

 
Storage Fees:  

  
  
 Storage fees are anywhere between 50% ($30) and 175% ($55) higher than Spillane’s 

storage fees  



  

 
Please let me know if you have any questions or need any additional information from us. We 
appreciate your support throughout this process.  
 
 
Thank you.  
 
Kevin 
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Date:  April 27, 2022 
 
To:  Public Works Commission 
 
From:  Jeffrey A. Padgett, MBA 
  Division Director for Parking and Traffic 
 
  Samantha Dunn 
  Assistant Director for Community Works 
 
C.C.  Chapin Spencer, Director of Public Works   
 
Subject: Pearl Street Lot 
  Monthly Parking Permits 

 
Recommended Motion 
“To authorize and adopt the proposed changes outlined in Attachment A to the Burlington City Ordinances, 
Appendix C, Section 18 and Section 19.”  
 
The proposed changes are summarized as follows: 

 
 Update Burlington Code of Ordinance, Appendix C, Section 18 (b) Parking Facility 

Designation/Leased Lot Location to allow for the sale of up to 20 monthly parking 
permits at the Pearl Street Parking Lot and retitle subsection (b) as Permit Lot Locations 
to remove any confusion related to the term “lease.”  A lease is not the legal instrument 
used to offer said parking, it is offered via a Permit.  

 Update Burlington Code of Ordinance, Appendix C, Section 19 (c) Parking Rates / 
Locations to clarify that rates are for “Permits” not leases and include the Pearl Street lot 
with a rate of $55. 

 Amend the current Generic Parking Agreement to include parking at lots. 
 



Background 
The Public Works Commission (PWC) recently approved the temporary decommissioning of the Elmwood 
Parking lot for the purpose of supporting the installation of a temporary shelter community.  With this 
decommissioning, the PWC extended the $55 monthly rate to Elmwood parkers relocating to the 
Lakeview/College Street garage (typically $85). 
 
Concurrent with this action, DPW has been monitoring the occupancy of the Pearl Street lot, located behind 
the former Bove’s restaurant, for consideration as an additional alternative to accommodate the parking 
demand from Elmwood.  With data from March and April of 2022 it appears that there are typically around 
25 spaces available in this lot, which is consistent with the anecdotal evidence generally observed by 
Parking Service Agents. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Capacity 



With a total capacity of 35 spaces, this brief analysis shows that the lot has regularly services around 10 
transient parkers during mid-day (counts typically taken between 10 AM and 2 PM) over the past two 
months.  However, after review of revenues from this lot over the past two years, it appears that occupancy 
fluctuates by up to 50% from winter to mid-summer: 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Therefore, given the observed (winter) occupancy of approximately 10 transient parkers plus a 50% 
seasonal adjustment, this yields an expected 15 spaces needed for transient parking in the summer.  This 
leaves 20 spaces available for the requested monthly permits.  
 
Goals: 
There are 4 goals that this change is expected to address: 
 

1. Provide a more convenient parking location for some of the existing Elmwood parkers 
2. Better utilized the Pearl Street lot (currently underutilized) 
3. Lower the demand at the LVG/CSG for discounted Elmwood parking 
4. Ensure the maximum number of spaces are available at the LVG/CSG to accommodate the 

expected growth in occupancy 
 
Financial Impact 
This is not expected to have any negative financial impact on revenues.  Modest increases in revenue could 
be realized by moving these 20 parkers out of LVG/CSG and allowing for additional capacity for “full rate” 
parkers at LVG/CSG. 
 
   
 
 
 

~50% 

~50% 

Lot Revenue 



Attachments 
 

A. Requested Updates: 
o  Burlington Code of Ordinance, Appendix C, Section 18 (b) Parking Facility 

Designation  
o Update Burlington Code of Ordinance, Appendix C, Section 19 (c) Parking Rates 

B. Generic Parking Agreement Update  



18 Parking facility designations. 

(a)    Metered lot locations: 

(1)    The city-owned lot on the northeast corner of Main Street and South Winooski Avenue, 
known as the Jail Lot. 

(2)    The city-owned lot on the south side of College Street, east of the Fletcher Library, 
known as the College Street Lot. 

(3)    The city-owned lot on the north side of Pearl Street, near the intersection of Pine Street, 
known as the Pearl Street Lot. 

(4)    The city-owned lot on the west side of South Union Street, north of the YMCA, known as 
the South Union Street Lot. 

(5)    The city-owned lot more commonly understood to be Lake Street Extension located north 
of Penny Lane. 

(6)    The city-owned and department of public works managed lot more commonly understood 
to be the Northern Waterfront Lot located north of Penny Lane. 

(7)    Reserved. 

(8)—(10)    Reserved. 

(b)    Leased Monthly Permit lot locations: 

(1)    The city-owned lot on the west side of Elmwood Avenue near the intersection of Grant 
Street, known as the Elmwood Avenue Lot. 

(2)    The city-owned lot located on Main Street that is adjacent to the metered lot on the 
northeast corner of Main and Winooski. 

(3)    The city-owned lot at the intersection of College Street and Lake Street on the northwest 
corner, known as the Pease Grain lot. 

(4)    The city-leased and managed lot located on St. Paul Street between King Street and 
Maple Street known as 194 St. Paul Street lot. 

(5)    The city-leased and managed lot located on Pearl Street between Hungerford Terrace 
and North Union Street known as 247 Pearl Street. 

(6)    The city-owned lot on the north side of Pearl Street, near the intersection of Pine Street, 
known as the Pearl Street Lot, limited to 20 spaces. 

 



(c)    Parking structure locations: 

(1)    The city-owned parking garage located near the corner of South Winooski Avenue and 
Bank Street, known as Marketplace Parking Garage. 

(2)    The city-owned parking garage located north of College Street and east of Battery Street 
Hilton Hotel, known as College Street Parking Garage. 

(3)    The city-owned parking garage located at 45 Cherry Street, known as Lakeview Parking 
Garage. 

(d)    Rules for parking structures: 

(1)    Marketplace Parking Garage: The Marketplace Parking Garage is limited to short term 
parking of forty-eight (48) hours or less and the parking of vehicles whose owners have 
entered into a monthly parking agreement. Monthly parkers shall only park in the designated 
monthly parking area with its dedicated entry and exit from and to Bank Street. No daily parker 
shall park in the designated monthly parking area. Vehicles may only be parked in designated 
parking spaces. Vehicles shall not remain in the same parking space within the limits of the 
Marketplace Garage for a period longer than forty-eight (48) hours except for those allowed 
within the monthly parking area. The forty-eight (48) hour period shall begin when an official of 
the city, including parking attendants, parking enforcement officers, or police officers, observes 
a vehicle in a space or by any other evidence indicating that a vehicle has parked in the 
garage. The vehicle must be moved from the space within forty-eight (48) hours of that start 
time. For the purposes of this section, the term "moved from the space" means that the vehicle 
must leave the parking space, exit the garage, and if it returns to the garage must not park any 
nearer to three (3) parking spaces on either side of the parking space in which it was originally 
located. For the purposes of this section the term "daily parker" is defined as a parking 
customer whose license to park in the facility is granted on a day to day basis and is not the 
result of a longer term, prepaid agreement. 

(2)    Lakeview and College Street Parking Garages: The Lakeview and College Street 
Garages are limited for parking for up to two (2) weeks. Vehicles may not be parked in the 
same space longer than two (2) weeks. The two (2) week period shall begin when an official of 
the city, including parking attendants, parking enforcement officers or police officers, observes 
a vehicle in a space or by other evidence indicating that a vehicle has parked in the garage. 
The vehicle must be moved from the space within two (2) weeks of that start time. For the 
purposes of this section, the term "moved from this space" means that the vehicle must leave 
the parking space, exit the garage, and if it returns to the garage must not park any nearer to 
three (3) parking spaces on either side of the parking space in which it was originally located. 

(Rev. Ords. 1962, § 5401; 1969 Cum. Supp., 5401; Reg. of 9-21-71; Reg. of 8-11-75; Reg. of 9-29-92; Reg. of 2-24-
93; Reg. of 11-8-95; Reg. of 7-20-05; Reg. of 3-8-07, eff. 4-4-07; Reg. of 7-16-14(6), eff. 9-17-14; Reg. of 12-21-
16(1), eff. 4-26-17; Reg. of 6-21-17(1b), eff. 1-29-20; Reg. of 5-16-18(4), eff. 6-27-18; Reg. of 9-19-18(2), eff. 10-17-
18; Reg. of 7-18-18(4a), eff. 7-24-19; Reg. of 7-18-18(4b), eff. 7-24-19; Reg. of 9-18-19(7), eff. 10-30-19) 

19 Parking rates. 

(a)    Parking meter spaces may be occupied for periods indicated by depositing the following sums: 



(1)    For all one-hour meters: Five cents ($0.05) for three (3) minutes; ten cents ($0.10) for six 
(6) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for fifteen (15) minutes; fifty cents ($0.50) for thirty (30) 
minutes; one dollar ($1.00) for one (1) hour. 

(2)    Reserved. 

(3)    For all thirty-minute meters: Five cents ($0.05) for three (3) minutes; ten cents ($0.10) for 
six (6) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for fifteen (15) minutes; fifty cents ($0.50) for thirty 
(30) minutes. 

(4)    For all fifteen-minute meters: Five cents ($0.05) for three (3) minutes; ten cents ($0.10) 
for six (6) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for fifteen (15) minutes. 

(5)    For all three-hour meters: Five cents ($0.05) for three (3) minutes; ten cents ($0.10) for 
six (6) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for fifteen (15) minutes; one dollar ($1.00) for one (1) 
hour; three dollars ($3.00) for three (3) hours. 

(6)    For all ten-hour meters: Ten cents ($0.10) for fifteen (15) minutes, twenty-five cents 
($0.25) for thirty-seven and a half (37.5) minutes, one dollar ($1.00) for two and a half (2.5) 
hours, four dollars ($4.00) for ten (10) hours. 

(b)    The rate of charge for parking in metered city lots shall be as follows:  

Location Rate per Hour 

(1) Main Street and South 
Winooski Avenue     $1.50 

(2) College Street (Library):   

  One-hour meters     1.00 

  Ten-hour meters     0.40 

(3) Pearl Street and Pine 
Street       

  Three-hour meters     1.00 

  Ten-hour meters     0.40 

(4)    Lake Street Extension Lot: One dollar ($1.00) per hour for a maximum of three (3) hours 
from May 1 through October 31 and forty cents ($0.40) per hour for up to ten (10) hours from 
November 1 through April 30. 

(5)    Northern Waterfront Lot: One dollar ($1.00) per hour with a maximum daily rate of eight 
dollars ($8.00) from May 1 through October 31 and forty cents ($0.40) per hour from 
November 1 through April 30 with the exception of spaces designated as marina parking. From 
October 16 to May 14, marina employees shall have exclusive rights to park in any of the four 
(4) parking spaces designated for use of the marina, and located in the Northern Waterfront 
Lot, at no additional charge to the marina. From May 15 to October 15, marina guests shall 
have exclusive rights to park in any of the twenty-three (23) parking spaces designated for use 
of the marina, and located in the western section of the Northern Waterfront Lot (the "marina 
parking spaces"), at no additional charge to the marina. The general public shall be prohibited 
from parking in the marina parking spaces from May 15 to October 15. In addition, nineteen 
(19) of the remaining forty-five (45) spaces in the Northern Waterfront Lot shall be reserved for 
exclusive use by the marina on weekends and city holidays during the period from May 15 to 



October 15. A weekend period shall be deemed to commence at 6:00 p.m. on each Friday and 
terminate at 8:00 a.m. on each following Monday morning. A holiday shall be deemed to 
commence at 6:00 p.m. the day before the holiday, and terminate at 8:00 a.m. on the day 
following the holiday. In the event a holiday falls adjacent to a weekend the periods shall run 
sequentially as one (1) period. The Burlington Harbor Marina will pay the city for the use of the 
marina weekend spaces. The rate for the marina weekend spaces shall be established by 
calculation of the number of weekend days and holidays applicable annually multiplied by the 
Burlington department of public works daily parking rate as established for the applicable year 
multiplied by nineteen (19). The daily parking rate shall not exceed the rate charges at the 
Perkins Pier Lot. Burlington Harbor Marina may elect to reduce its number of weekend/holiday 
spaces upon delivery of thirty (30) days’ written notice to the city. 

(6)    Reserved. 

(7)    Reserved. 

(8)    College Street/Lakeview/Westlake Parking Garage Facility. 

a.    Hourly, Maximum Daily Rates. One dollar ($1.00) per hour; first two (2) hours free; 
maximum daily rate of eight dollars ($8.00). 

b.    Parking is free on Sundays. 

c.    Monthly Permit Rates. Eighty dollars ($80.00) for a five (5) day per week monthly 
permit; the five (5) days per week shall be Monday through Friday. Ninety-six dollars 
($96.00) for a seven (7) day per week monthly permit. Twenty dollars ($20.00) for a five 
(5) day per week monthly permit for city employees when paid for by a City of Burlington 
department. Zero dollars ($0.00) for a restaurant/retail/service worker seven (7) day per 
week monthly permit with eligibility determined by the department of public works within 
policy approved by the public works commission. The director of the department of public 
works or his or her designee may prorate monthly parking permit fees at times of sale 
and termination. 

(9)    Marketplace Parking Garage. 

a.    Hourly, Maximum Daily Rates. One dollar ($1.00) up to one (1) hour, two dollars 
($2.00) up to two (2) hours; three dollars ($3.00) up to two and one-half (2 1/2) hours; 
four dollars ($4.00) up to three (3) hours; five dollars ($5.00) up to three and one half 
hours (3 1/2) hours; six dollars ($6.00) up to four (4) hours; seven dollars ($7.00) up to 
five (5) hours; eight dollars ($8.00) up to six (6) hours; nine dollars ($9.00) up to seven (7) 
hours; maximum day rate of 10 dollars ($10.00) after seven (7) hours. 

b.    Parking is free on Sundays. 

c.    Monthly Permit Rates: Ninety-six dollars ($96.00) for a seven (7) day per week 
monthly permit in the Marketplace lower garage. No monthly permits available in the 
Marketplace upper garage, except maintenance of those in existence at the time of 
adoption of this language. The director of the department of public works or his or her 
designee may pro-rate monthly parking permit fees at times of sale and termination. 

(10)    Reserved. 



(11)    Reserved. 

(12)    Reserved. 

(13)    Reserved. 

(14)    Repealed. 

(15)    Reserved. 

(16)    Reserved. 

(c)    The rate of charge for parking in leased monthly permit lots shall be as follows, and those 
vehicles without a vehicle tag displayed in the proper position will be removed by wrecker at the 
owners expense: 

Location Rates  

(1) Elmwood Avenue and Grant Street: 

  Per month     $55.00 

(2) Main Street adjacent to the metered parking 
lot located on the N.E. corner Main and 
Winooski: 

  Per month     60.00 

(3) Pearl Street Lot: 
Per Month $55.00 

(d)     Special Rates for City-Owned or Managed Garages: 

(1)    Holidays: Hourly transient parking rates shall be suspended on city-recognized holidays, 
including: New Year’s Day, Martin Luther King Jr. Day, Presidents’ Day, Town Meeting Day, 
Memorial Day, Independence Day, Bennington Battle Day, Labor Day, Indigenous Peoples’ 
Day, Veterans Day, Thanksgiving Day, and Christmas Day. 

a.    The director of the department of public works may adjust the garage rates for 
parking on July 3rd to a flat rate(s) for the purpose of supporting the safe and efficient 
ingress and egress of vehicles from the garages. 

(2)    Special Events: The director of the department of public works may set temporary rates 
for special events or promotions for periods of up to one (1) month after providing the public 
works commission two (2) weeks’ notice, but then will bring the rate change to the next public 
works commission meeting. 

(3)    Bulk-rate Parking Product Packages: The director of the department of public works may 
create special bulk-rate parking product packages, subject to approval of the public works 
commission. 

(4)    Lost Ticket Rate: The "lost ticket" rate is twenty dollars ($20.00). Garage staff may apply 
this fee on a case-by-case basis. 



(5)    Parking Garage Fee Refunds, Rebates, and Waivers: Garage staff may refund, rebate, or 
otherwise waive parking fees on a case-by-case basis for purposes of public safety and/or 
good customer service. Garage staff shall provide adequate documentation of any refund, 
rebate, or waiver of parking fee, and the justification for doing so. 

(6)    Citywide Parking Restrictions, Fees: Overnight parking in city garages during declared 
citywide parking restrictions (such as parking bans for snow removal and "Operation Clean 
Sweep"), as declared by the director of the department of public works or their designee, will 
be free. 

(e)    Reserved. 

(f)    In the Downtown Core, which is bounded by South Winooski Avenue on the East, Pine Street 
on the West, Cherry Street on the North and Main Street on the South, and includes both sides of 
each of these boundary streets within the core: 

(1)    For all fifteen (15) minute meters: five cents ($0.05) for three (3) minutes; ten cents 
($0.10) for six (6) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for fifteen (15) minutes. 

(2)    For all designated no time limit parking meters: five cents ($0.05) for two (2) minutes; ten 
cents ($0.10) for four (4) minutes; twenty-five cents ($0.25) for ten (10) minutes; one dollar 
($1.00) for 40 minutes; and one dollar and fifty cents ($1.50) for one (1) hour. 
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PARKING PERMIT AGREEMENT 
City of Burlington 

  
This Parking Agreement (“Agreement”) is entered into by the City of Burlington (“City”), by and through 
its Department of Public Works (“DPW”) doing business as the ParkBurlington brand, and  
 
  _____________________________   a corporation registered to conduct business in the State of Vermont 
 
located at _________________________________________________________________(“Permittee”) 
 
OR 
 
______________________________ an individual 
 
with a mailing address: _______________________________________________________(“Permittee”). 
 
 
The Permittee and the City agree to the terms of this Agreement. 
 
1. EFFECTIVE DATE AND NOTICE OF NONLIABILITY 

 

This Agreement shall not be valid or enforceable until the Effective Date.  The City shall not be bound 
by any provision of this Agreement before the Effective Date and shall have no obligation to pay 
Permittee for any performance or expense incurred before the Effective Date or after the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement. 

 
2. RECITALS 

 

A. Authority.  Authority to enter into this Agreement exists in the City Charter.  Required approvals, 
clearance, and coordination have been accomplished from and within each Party. 
 

B. Consideration.  The Parties acknowledge that the mutual promises and covenants contained herein 
and other good and valuable consideration are sufficient and adequate to support this Agreement. 
 

C. Purpose.  Permittee seeks to utilize _____ parking permits at the College Street and Lakeview 
parking garagesspecific City- owned permit lot or garage by the Cityindicated in the 5.B for their 
use or users that they employ/manage.   

 
3. DEFINITIONS 

 

A. “Parking Structures” means the City-owned parking structures known as the College Street 
Parking Garage (located at located at 60 College Street) and the Lakeview Parking Garage (located 
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at 41 Cherry Street) that function as a single facility and as defined in Burlington Code of 
Ordinance, Appendix C. 

 
A.B. “Parking Lots” means City-owned parking lots located at Main Street, Pearl Street Lot 

and 194 St. Paul Street and as defined in Burlington Code of Ordinance, Appendix C 
 

B.C. “Effective Date” means the date on which this Agreement is approved and signed by the 
City, as shown on the signature page of this Agreement, whichever date is later. 
 

C.D. “Party” means the City or Permittee and “Parties” means both the City and Permittee. 
 

4. TERM AND EARLY TERMINATION 
 

A. Term.  This Agreement and the Parties’ respective performance shall commence on the first day 
of the month following on the Effective Date and shall continue subject to termination in 
accordance with §4.B. 
 
 

B. Termination.  Either Party may terminate this Agreement for any reason upon written notice to 
the other Party with 60 day notice.  The notice shall specify the date of the effective termination.  
Permits may be suspended for use pursuant to the provisions set forth in Section 6 (B) and Section 
7 below. 

 
5. GRANT OF PERMIT 

 

A. Use of Facilities.  The City shall provide Permittee with parking permits to be used by Permittee and 
its authorized permit users at the Parking Structures for the term of this Agreement as set forth in §4.A. 

 

B. Timing Restrictions.  The parking permits granted under this Agreement shall be as follows and 
defined by Appendix C of the City of Burlington Ordinance: 
 
Parking Permit Product 1:    _______________________ Fee Per Product $____________ 
 
Parking Permit Product 2:    _______________________ Fee Per Product $____________ 

 
Parking Permit Product 2:    _______________________ Fee Per Product $____________ 
 
Parking duration is limited to 2 weeks of continuous parking on all products. 
 

 

C. User Restrictions.  Only currently registered vehicles that are legally allowed to be operated on public 
streets may be issued a parking permit and utilize the Parking Structures privileges granted in this 
Agreement.  Motorcycles, scooters, electric or motorized bicycles, bicycles of any other kind, or other 
similar light-weight vehicles are not allowed. 

 

D. Permit Credentials.  All persons possessing parking permit granted under this Agreement must 
utilized the appropriate credentials via the automated entry/exit point to utilize the parking privileges 
granted herein.  Such credentials may include a card, decal, hangtag, entry on a license plate registry, 
bar code, or other means as provided by the city. 
 

6. PAYMENT 
 

A. Permit Fee.  Permit shall pay the City the fee(s) shown in 5.B per month as defined by Appendix 
C of the City of Burlington Ordinance for each parking permit product granted under this 
Agreement.  The City may change the fee for each parking permit by providing 60 days advanced 
notice to Permittee. 
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B. Billing.  The billable term of each issued permit shall begin on the day the permit is issued to 
Permittee, and no earlier than on the first day of the month following the Effective Date.  Permittee 
shall be issued an invoice on the last day of the month with payment due within a grace period of 
25 days of the invoice.  The City reserves the right to suspend use of any parking permit for non-
payment at any time after the grace period.  There is no proration of permit fees. 

 
7. PARKING CONDITIONS 

 

A. Use of Parking Structures.  The monthly parking permits issued under this Agreement authorize 
permit users designated by the Permittee to self-park (and lock) one vehicle for each permit in an 
available (i.e. not being used) parking space located within the Parking Structures.  If a permit user 
is unable to park in the Parking Structures due to full occupancy, the City may, at its sole discretion, 
offer parking to permit users at a different City-owned parking structure.  Notwithstanding the 
foregoing, the City does not guarantee the availability of parking spaces under this Agreement nor 
will it cover costs associated with obtaining alternative parking if the facility is full.   The City will 
operate in good faith to maintain available capacity in the structure.  
 

B. Management of Parking Structures.  The City reserves the right to manage parking in its facilities 
in the best interests of the City.  Permittee acknowledges and agrees that management of City 
facilities may require the users of the parking permits granted under this Agreement to use another 
parking structure or be relocated. 
 

C. Emergency Removal.  In the event of an emergency (a threat of imminent danger to life or property 
created by a problem with the Parking Structures or permit user’s vehicle), the City may move the 
vehicle to another space in the Parking Structures or remove the vehicle to a space outside the 
Parking Structures without notification to the permit user.  If the emergency derives from the 
condition of the Parking Structures, the City will notify the Permittee of the location of the removed 
vehicle after removal, and the City shall pay for removal expenses.  If the emergency derives from 
the permit user’s vehicle, the City will notify thereafter the Permittee of the location of the removed 
vehicle, and the Permittee/permit user may have to pay for removal expenses at the City’s 
discretion.  The City will determine what constitutes an emergency. 
   

D. Burlington Police Department Enforcement.  Permittee and permit users understand that the 
Burlington Police Department (“BPD”) polices the Parking Structures and enforces all traffic laws, 
posted signs, striping, gates and other directions and markings provided in the Parking Structures.  
Parking Structures staff may issue warnings to assist permit users with compliance or call BPD to 
ensure enforcement of compliance with said directions and markings. 
 

E. Acceptance of Risk.  Parking is at the Permittee and its designated permit users’ sole risk.  The 
City shall not guard, assume care, custody, or control of any vehicle or its contents.  The City shall 
not be responsible for any loss or damage caused to vehicles or their contents utilizing the City’s 
Parking Structures including fire, theft, damage, or loss directly resulting from the negligence of 
the City.  No bailment is created under this Agreement. 
 

F. Reporting.  Permittee shall require that as a condition of issuing a parking permit granted herein, 
the permit user shall report any damage to the Parking Structures caused by the permit user’s 
vehicle.  Such damage includes, but is not limited to, the leaking of any chemicals, oil, gas, or 
antifreeze.   
 

G. Leaks.  If a vehicle is discovered to be leaking any chemical, oil, gas, or antifreeze, the City may 
temporarily suspend the parking permit privileges of the permit user until the permit user provides 
the City with written proof that necessary repairs were made to prevent further leakage.  Any 
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suspension issued under this §7.F. shall not suspend Permittee’s obligation to pay the fee set forth 
in §6.A. 
 

H. Limitation on Use.  The parking permits granted herein are for the exclusive use of the Permittee 
and its authorized permit user(s).  Parking permits shall not be loaned, altered, transferred or sold.  
Permittee agrees that misuse of a permit may be deemed as theft of services and the permit user 
may be locked out and that parking privileges in the Parking Structures may be 
rescinded/suspended.  Permit users are limited to natural persons who can and will provide a legal 
name, a valid and active email address, and a license plate number to the City in order to create an 
account.  Permittee must provide the City with a legal name and a valid and active email address to 
create an account with the City.  Other information may be asked for by DPW to facilitate proper 
administration.  
 

I. Compliance.  Permittee shall inform its permit users that compliance with instructions for the use 
of a permit is a condition of its use.  If a permit user fails to properly comply with use instructions 
the permit user’s parking privileges in the Parking Structures may be rescinded/suspended.  
 

J. Insurance.  Permittee shall ensure that all permit users possess minimum levels of vehicle 
insurance as required by law.  If a permit user fails to properly comply with use instructions the 
permit user’s parking privileges in the Parking Structures may be rescinded/suspended. 

 
8. ENTIRE AGREEMENT 
 

This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement and understanding of the Parties with respect to the 
subject matter of this Agreement.  All prior representations and understandings of the Parties, oral or 
written, are merged into this Agreement.  Prior or contemporaneous additions, deletions, or other 
changes to this Agreement shall not have any force or effect whatsoever, unless embodied herein. 

 
9. THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES 
 

This Agreement does not and is not intended to confer any rights or remedies upon any person or entity 
other than the Parties.  Enforcement of this Agreement and all rights and obligations hereunder are 
reserved solely for the Parties.  Any services or benefits which third parties receive as a result of this 
Agreement are incidental to the Agreement and do not create any right for such third parties. 

  
10. WAIVER 
 

A Party’s failure or delay in exercising any right, power, or privilege under this Agreement, whether 
explicit or by lack of enforcement, shall not operate as a waiver, nor shall any single or partial exercise 
of any right, power, or privilege preclude any other or further exercise of such right, power, or privilege. 

 
11. CHOICE OF LAW 

 

Vermont law shall be applied in the interpretation, execution, and enforcement of this Agreement.  Any 
provision included or incorporated herein by reference which conflicts with Vermont law shall be null 
and void.  Any provision rendered null and void by operation of this provision shall not invalidate the 
remainder of this Agreement, to the extent capable of execution. 

 
12. JURISDICTION 

 

All suits or actions related to this Agreement shall be filed and proceedings held in the State of Vermont. 
 
13. ASSIGNMENT 
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Permittee’s rights and obligations under this Agreement are personal and may not be transferred or 
assigned without the prior written consent of the City.  Any attempt at assignment or transfer without 
such consent shall be void.  Any assignment or transfer of Permittee’s rights and obligations approved 
by the City shall be subject to the provisions of this Agreement. 

 
 

— Signature Page Follows — 
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SIGNATURE PAGE 
 

Persons signing for the Parties hereby swear and afform that they are authorized to act on behalf of their 
respective Party and acknowledge that the other Party is relying on their representations to that effect. 

 
The Parties hereto have executed this Parking Agreement 

 

 
PERMITTEE 
 
Permittee Name: ________________________________________ 
 
Address:  ________________________________________ 
 
Signature:  ________________________________________ 
 
Printed:  ________________________________________ 
 
Title:  ________________________________________ 
 
Date:   _____________________ 
 

 

 
CITY OF BURLINGTON 
Department of Public Works 
 
 
 
Signature:  ____________________________________ 
 
Printed:  ____________________________________ 
 
Title:  ____________________________________ 
 
Date:   ____________________________________ 
 
 

 
 



 
 

City of Burlington 
Department of Public Works 

Technical Services Engineering Division 
645 Pine Street, Suite A 

Burlington, VT 05402 
P 802-863-9094 / F 802-863-0466 / TTY 802-863-0450 

www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPW 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
  

Date:  April 27, 2022 

  

To:  DPW Commission 

 

From:  Laura Wheelock, P.E., Senior Public Works Engineer 

  Olivia Darisse, P.E., Public Works Engineer 

 

CC:  Chapin Spencer, Director of Public Works  

Norm Baldwin, P.E., City Engineer/Asst. Director – Technical Services 

Robert Goulding, Public Information Manager 

 

Subject: Great Streets - Main Street Project Update 

 

 

The City of Burlington is excited to bring forward the six-block Main Street Great Streets concept 

to transform the main artery into and out of our City and rebalance the streetscape for 

pedestrians, economic vitality and climate resiliency.  

 

Burlington is one of the great small cities in America. While we have excellent businesses and 

community institutions on our Main Street, it is not itself yet a ‘Great Street.’ The City, 

stakeholders, and business have already partnered to rebuild St. Paul Street and City Hall Park 

into holistic public spaces – planned as Great Streets concepts. Additionally, with upcoming 

milestones to meet to make use of Tax Increment Financing (TIF) obligations, the timing is right 

to begin the reintroduction of Main Street Great Streets with our community. The consensus is 

clear – cities need an integrated streetscape that serves everyone and helps protect our 

environment. This is the project that will further that goal. 

 

In October 2021, we procured a design consultant, Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) to help 

progress the concept design and begin re-engaging the community in the Great Streets 

conversation and its focus on Main Street. To date, the consulting team has completed survey 

collection and inspections of water and sewer infrastructure. Other preliminary engineering tasks 

in progress include traffic modeling, soil investigations, and right-of-way research.  

 

In November, the project obtained authorization to seek voter approval on the use of TIF to 

fund the project. The project team joined CEDO to present at NPAs throughout January to 

provide education on TIF funding for the project and the associated March ballot item.  

 

Memo 

http://www.dpw.ci.burlington.vt.us/


 

Over the last three months, the City has worked with the consultant to gather and respond to 

public feedback, as well as conduct engineering studies and investigations such as assessing the 

condition of underground utility infrastructure, collecting geotechnical data, and gathering 

traffic and parking data. Information and input collected to date has been used to influence and 

advance the concept design beyond the work completed in 2016 and develop refined concept 

alternatives. 

 

The City kicked off the public engagement process with a Neighborhood Meeting and a 

Business Owner Meeting in early February. These meetings gave the project team the 

opportunity to reintroduce the project to these communities and gather initial feedback on the 

initiative. The engagement process continued throughout February with presentations and 

discussions with the Transportation, Energy, and Utilities Committee, DPW Commission, Walk-

Bike Council, Burlington Business Association, Burlington Aging Council, Church Street 

Marketplace Commission, Parks Commission, Racial Equity, Inclusion and Belonging Committee, 

and Neighborhood Planning Assemblies.  

 

Throughout February and March, the project outreach team hosted a series of meetings with 

five focus groups: Immigrants & Refugees, Youth, Business Owners, BIPOC, and a Mobility 

Support group. These meetings sought feedback to determine how these groups currently use 

Main Street, and what they consider important for the future of Main Street. These intimate 

discussions led to valuable input for the design team to consider. The project has developed a 

series of flyers summarizing important takeaways from each meeting that have been included as 

attachments to this communication. Focus group meetings will continue throughout the 

preliminary design and early construction phases to ensure outreach and public engagement is 

reaching our entire community during this project. 

 

Input amongst community and business groups varies and includes the desire for affordable 

shops and dining options; the need for inclusive, accessible, and interactive spaces; creative 

approaches to aesthetics and public art; sustainability solutions; alternative transportation 

options; and concerns related to parking and safety. 

 

The project team continues to track public input and inquiries received and issue project 

updates to email contacts. The project website, www.greatstreetsbtv.com, provides up-to-date 

information regarding project concepts and upcoming project events, as well as the opportunity 

provide input through a project survey. The project team will hold a second Neighborhood 

Meeting on April 28th and a Business Owner Meeting on May 6th to present concept alternatives 

to the general public and collect feedback.  Please help us spread the word.  

 

During the April DPW Commission meeting, we will present concept alternatives, discuss the 

public engagement process and feedback received to date, and discuss next steps. The project 

team will return to the DPW Commission in May seeking your support of the concept. DPW will 

bring the concept design to the City Council for approval on May 23rd, 2022. 

 

Feel free to contact us with any questions or comments (Laura Wheelock, 

lwheelock@burlingtonvt.gov or Olivia Darisse, odarisse@burlingtonvt.gov).  Thank you. 

 

 

http://www.greatstreetsbtv.com/
mailto:lwheelock@burlingtonvt.gov
mailto:odarisse@burlingtonvt.gov
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To:  DPW Commissioners 
Fr:  Chapin Spencer, Director 
Re:  DPW Director’s Report  
Date:   April 21, 2022 
 
 
Contract Award for Initial Champlain Parkway Construction Phase 

After decades of work since the City took over the project in 1998 from State management, the City 
has worked hard under multiple Administrations to develop a Champlain Parkway project that better 
meets the current needs of the community.  Together, we’ve improved the project significantly with 
additional bike/pedestrian facilities, traffic calming elements, stormwater management, etc.  On April 
25, we will seek City Council approval to award the initial construction contract for the project.  Our 
memo will be posted on Board Docs by the end of this week.  For more info, contact Corey Mims, 
cmims@burlingtonvt.gov.   
 
North Winooski Avenue Parking Management Plan and Next Steps 

On March 21, the City Council approved a resolution to advance implementation of the Winooski 
Avenue Transportation Study bike lane recommendations between Union St and Riverside Avenue 
with a modified approach including delaying the installation a year, funding transportation demand 
management activities, funding the City Loop as a fare free service, and working with property 
owners to explore additional public off-street shared parking opportunities.  The materials and the 
approved amended resolution can be found here: 
http://go.boarddocs.com/vt/burlingtonvt/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CCKJYQ4F3D13.  For more info, 
contact Nicole Losch, nlosch@burlingtonvt.gov.   
 
Federal RAISE Grant Applications 

The City collaborated with VTrans and the City of Winooski to submit a large $25M RAISE grant 
application to reconstruct the US Route 2/7 bridge between our two communities.  This is one of the 
most heavily traveled structures in the State and it was constructed in 1928.  It also has suboptimal 
bike/pedestrian accommodations.  The preferred alternative proposes dedicated and protected 
bike/pedestrian facilities on both sides of the bridge.  Additionally, the City also provided a letter of 
support for a regional RAISE grant application to explore additional smart growth development 
opportunities along the western railroad corridor.  For more info, contact Norm Baldwin, 
nbaldwin@burlingtonvt.gov.   
 
FY’23 Budget Development 

We are putting the final touches on our department’s many FY’23 budgets.  We have three enterprise 
fund budgets (Water, Wastewater, Stormwater), two special revenue funds (Parking Facilities and 
Traffic), our general fund operating budget and a general fund capital budget.  It has been a 
challenging year given the pandemic’s lingering effects, the inflationary impacts, and the unsuccessful 
municipal tax increase on Town Meeting Day.  We will be presenting our budget to the City Council in 
the coming weeks and Commissioners are welcome to attend.  For more info, contact Chapin Spencer, 
cspencer@burlingtonvt.gov.     
 
 
 



BED Rental Charging Station Grant 

DPW is working with BED to figure out how to make charging infrastructure more available for 
renters.  BED is submitting a grant to the State government for installation of charging infrastructure 
in the City’s rights-of-way.  If funding, this grant would require certain spaces by these public 
charging stations to have some restriction – likely some overnight off-peak restriction for EV 
charging.  We wanted to inform the Commission before this gets underway and hear any questions or 
concerns you might have before we bring any regulatory change to you for your consideration.  
 
The State (specifically, the DHCD, DEC, and PSD) has issued a grant program for $1 million in funding 
to support electric vehicle charging in low-income, multifamily areas. As a municipality, we are 
eligible to submit a project proposal to install right-of-way charging in Burlington neighborhoods 
with a high density of low-income and multifamily properties. BED and DPW have worked together 
on public EV charging projects previously, what is new about this opportunity is the potential to 
locate charging in neighborhoods rather than parking garages, parking lots and downtown street 
parking and to focus on equitable access to EV charging.  For more info, contact Phillip Peterson, 
ppeterson@burlingtonvt.gov.   
 
 
Thank you all.  Please don’t hesitate to reach out with any questions.   
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