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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF DEBORAH ALMY LANDAUER 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Almy Landauer.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 161 Austin Drive, Unit 139, Burlington VT.  This is 1275 feet from the proposed project.  

See attached map. 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution. The additional noise and dust and potential hazardous contamination releases 

(asbestos, lead or PCB contaminates) that will be created from the 12-month stormwater 

management and parking lot construction project will affect my health.  I drive on Queen City 

Park Road normally several times a day both for commuting in the morning and evening, 

sometimes later in the evening if I have a work meeting that keeps me at work until 6 or 7 pm.  

I bicycle on Queen City Park road occasionally in the spring, summer and fall, at any time of day 

including in the evenings between 4 and 8 pm. I already have lung complications which are 

being treated by my primary care doctor. 

 

There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is reasonably 

likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for us to inhale them 

when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because those contaminations include 

Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that have been identified to 

be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants exist in the soils under the 
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existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction and the soils will be 

disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose the contaminants to 

the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become airborne exposing us 

to this contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of the building which will 

be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without proper handling 

asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard. 

Interruption of Sleep by Noise. Noise has numerous health effects including health effects 

related to sleep loss that will be produced by this development.  The nighttime noise associated 

with the rock music, traffic, and crowds near my residential neighborhood in the evening and in 

the middle of the night will awaken me.  I am a light sleeper and am particularly vulnerable 

because I am already under a doctor’s care for sleep issues.  The noise will impact my health, 

well-being, and performance.  I sleep with a window(s) open almost year-round for fresh air 

and to lower my electricity bill by avoiding use of air conditioning.  The nighttime noise from 

both the loud concerts and the traffic will keep me up.  I am an early to bed and early to rise 

person.  

The low frequency noise bursts created by many music performances will penetrate the night 

air and be disruptive.  I know that Higher Ground, in its present location, has created enough 

noise to generate noise complaints from residents who live farther from the site than I live from 

this site.   

The 2,300 sq. foot outdoor lounge including in the proposal and the outdoor restaurants will 

increase the noise and the length of time before concerts where there will be noise that will 

disturb me.  My home is uphill and to the west of the site, so prevailing winds will bring the 

noise to me.  

This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge which can 

accommodate in excess of 150 people.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock concert during the 

wee hours of the night, travel to and then start up their up to 680 vehicles cars, trucks, and 

motorcycles as they leave the event there will be significant noise disturbance, particularly 

when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue.  These disturbances will have a 

negative impact on my sleep patterns and health. 

The noise of the buses and tractor trailer trucks arriving and departing before and after 

concerts will also increase the amount and length of noise disturbance. 
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Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I like to swim 

and recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick and when detected has 

caused Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These potential exposures and 

closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming both of which 

impact my overall health.   

 

5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 161 Austin Drive. The Parking Management Plan submitted 

by Burton Corp. does not provide adequate onsite parking for the anticipated number of cars, 

will create overflow parking on my local streets causing congestion and unsafe conditions. I live 

at 161 Austin Drive, around the corner from the site via a small city street. In order to exit my 

home and neighborhood, I travel close to the Burton site for shopping, work, entertainment, 

etc. I travel by bicycle and car, and occasionally by foot. I travel at all different times of the day 

and evening.  

Burton’s traffic study is flawed and based on old data. I believe this project will cause undue 

congestion and unsafe conditions in a dense residential area that includes my home, and is 

accessible only by small residential streets, including a one lane bridge and a railroad track 

crossing. There is a narrow 90 degree curve to the west the one land bridge at which I have in 

the past narrowly missed accidents with other card and bicyclists. This project will cause unsafe 

conditions for me as a bicyclist on Queen City Park Road.  It will also cause unreasonable 

congestion at particular intersections which will impact my ability to come and go safely from 

my property.  

The Traffic Study did not address or provide mitigation measures to maintain safe and 

uncongested traffic conditions pre- and post-concert or provide multi-modal transportation 

plans.  There is a new large vehicle access point (curb cut) proposed, just west of the one lane 

bridge and east of Central Ave on the south east side of the project which will increase the 

hazardous conditions that already exist when I travel this road. Queen City Park is a narrow 
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road with no dedicated bike lanes or crosswalks, no sidewalks (except a short section near the 

bus depot). On the other end, I must cross an active railroad crossing. The route from my home 

to grocery and other shopping is already hazardous with narrow streets, no bikes lanes, the RR 

crossing, trail entrances, few sidewalks and a one lane bridge. It is an area that at times feels 

unsafe to travel on. 

I commute by car to and from work 5 days a week on Queen City Park (QCP) Rd. across a one 

lane bridge with no signal or signs, up to the 189 on ramp. Several times a week I come home in 

the evening at the time crowds would be incoming for concerts. My only alternate route is 

Home Ave. which will be severely impacted by concert traffic as well.  

Three seasons a year I use a bicycle for both pleasure and transportation and must pass 

through or by the site or the intersections involved in this project.  The current striping on QCP 

for car and bike traffic are confusing and inadequate both from my perspective as a driver and a 

rider. 

If this project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in short bursts 

pre- and post-concert, and buses and trucks for the bands and their crews and equipment. This 

traffic will make this already marginally safe road unmanageable and dangerous for me.  Queen 

City Park Road is the only road with direct access to this site and it is the main route that I rely 

on for my daily travel. 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking on My Safety and Quality of Life. The Parking Management 

Plan submitted by Burton Corp. does not provide adequate onsite parking for the anticipated 

number of cars, will create overflow parking on my local streets causing congestion and unsafe 

conditions.  

The proposed Rock Concert Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway 

Administration has found that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance 

events is between 2.2 and 2.8.  If the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on 

average, just for the performance events. Additionally, there will be a) vehicles bringing patrons 

to the Burton Campus for the proposed cafés, which will be open to all during performance 

events; b) customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of 

concerts; and c) buses, trucks and cars of the performers and their crews, and of the employees 

of Higher Ground, Burton, the Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to 

have 426 total parking spaces.  This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles 

looking for parking spaces “off campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots, no on-street 

parking on surrounding streets, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed 

venue.  My house is a few minutes’ walk from the event site.  These parked vehicles will cause 

congestion and dangerous conditions for me as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, 
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when events are over, will bring late-night noise to my house as attendees walk to their cars 

while talking (or singing), and then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. If I have 

visitors coming to my home, they will be impeded anytime there is a concert. 

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on Burlington’s ability to provide 

municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of Burlington’s recreational and 

public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect Burlington’s ability to provide 

safety and police services to me.  

 

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of COVID-

19).  There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue 

(intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The 

proposed venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely 

to have twice the need for police involvement.   

 

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 



7 
 

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 

in my home will be diminished.  

 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Redrock neighborhood under 

Criterion 8. 

I chose to live here because of the quiet, access to parks, and neighborhood character.  I moved 

here from Sheldon for this reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

Even if parking suffices for the volume of concertgoers, staff, bands and their retinue, the 

impacts will be severe.  I live about 1,275 feet away from the parking lot where 1,500 people 

will pour out of the building late at night. As the crow flies my home and neighborhood is quite 

close and situated ABOVE and downwind of this location which means noise rises to me.  The 

noise of the proposed rock music venue and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, 

talking, singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off 

at midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life 

and the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property. This project will 

negatively impact how I enjoy my back porch and yard where I often relax late into the evening.  

It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the 

walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.  In the summer, I open doors and 

windows for cross-ventilation day and night.  Their outdoor “lounge” and café area will 

generate a lot of noise.  

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   
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“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.” 

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 

enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas.” 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

My attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that this 

standard will also be violated. It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm that 

is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in the Redrock neighborhood and my own life, 

would be shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    
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8.  Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park Act 250 Criteria 8 

and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.   

I walk frequently in Red Rocks Park, on all the different trails and gain deep enjoyment and 

relaxation from the quiet of nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.  Red Rocks Park is 

my main and most frequent access to the outdoors.  I enjoy the quiet of living adjacent to the 

Park. In fact, it was on the very top of my list when I purchased my home. 

The loud disturbance of concert goers allowed to gather in the outdoor lounge will dramatically 

alter the soundscape of the park and make it much less a place of peace and solace for me. 

Concert attendees will no doubt use the park and likely when inebriated.  This fragile area will 

experience increased foot traffic by people who are in no condition to care for it responsibly. 

The safety issues and damage to the environment will negatively impact my ability to use this 

natural resource near my home.  

I can provide personal testimony concerning the soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse 

changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me (and others) from 

my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   
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Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city. 

The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 

enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas. 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake. 
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The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and man-made hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along Home 

Avenue or QCP Road during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 

vehicles entering or leaving the venue.   There is no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely 

while these vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public 

safety concerns from this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will 

undoubtedly spill into our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above.. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 
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where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction goals, by 

reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and by 

providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

 

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF Dana Walrath 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Dana Walrath.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this affidavit to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I will 

suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the injuries I 

will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur if the 

permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 42 Central Avenue.  This is 965 feet from the proposed project.  See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution.  I rely on walking, and bicycling for my primary means of transportation and for 

my mental and physical health.  In order to leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I 

have to travel past the Burton Campus.  I travel past this campus many times a day at all hours 

of the day and well into the evening/night.  There are known contaminants on the property, as 

identified in the ENSR Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during 

construction it is reasonably likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the 

potential for me to inhale them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because 

those contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other 

contaminants that have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of 

these contaminants exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be 

removed during construction and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  

This disturbance will expose the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause 

the contaminants to become airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, 

asbestos is present in the interior of the building which will be renovated.  There is currently 

no mitigation plan in place and without proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne 

and expose me to this hazard. 
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Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late night 

hours.  On warm nights I sleep with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable 

sleeping.  The sounds of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many 

music performances will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know that Higher Ground, 

in its present location, has created enough noise to generate noise complaints from residents 

who live as far from the site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 people.  That outdoor lounge is 

directly across the street from Central Ave where I live.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock 

concert during the wee hours of the night, travel to and then start up their up to 680 vehicles 

cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there will be significant noise disturbance, 

particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue.  These disturbances will 

have a negative impact on my sleep patterns and health. 

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 

recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused 

Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  These 

potential exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 

swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

 

Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  I and my community rely on a well for our drinking water 

that is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is 

under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  It is known 

that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during construction.  There is 

a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during 

construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate our drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now performing another 

study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to the Commission, it 

would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 42 Central Avenue.  Central Ave is a dead end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus.  In order for me 

to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving my 

property, I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  I take trips to 

and from my property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of the 

day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated 

bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low traffic volume and even so 

at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate. I do virtualy all my shopping and other 

business outside my neighborhood by bike or on foot.   Walking or bicycling north on QCP Road 

on the way to City Market, where I often shop in the evenings, I must cross QCP Road several 

times to avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of the road and then navigate the intersection 

of QCP Road, Home Ave and Austin Drive, then cross VT Rail tracks.  This route is hazardous 

with the current traffic levels.  I can’t imagine trying to travel this route with the proposed 

increase in traffic.  Additionally, traveling east on QCP Road requires navigating over a one lane 

bridge that has a metal grate catwalk for pedestrian travel. If this project is developed, there 

will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in concentrated bursts pre and post-concert.  This 

traffic will make this already marginally safe road unmanageable and dangerous for me.  Queen 

City Park Road is the only road with direct access to this site and it is the road that I rely on for 

all of my daily travel. 

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 

that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 

and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If 

the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 

performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 

Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 

customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 

and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 

Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  

This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.  

One of those residential streets is my street.  My house is a few minutes’ walk from the event 
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site.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my 

neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-

night noise in front of my house as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or singing), and 

then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. 

 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered. Additionally, fire and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in the 

evenings to aid the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed 

performing arts schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy 

because of the congestion caused by this proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to provide 

park and recreational services and police services to me.  

 

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road and 

the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher Ground 

events, with as many as 1,500 visitors, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  it will be 

impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to me.  

In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   

 

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   

 

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   
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The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 

 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident. 

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 

in my home will be diminished.  

 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 
under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 

no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The houses are close 

together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.    
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I chose to live here because of this character and the ability to use a bicycle as primary means 

of transportation.  I moved here from Underhill for this reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 

doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies very close to the 

street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about __965____ feet away from the 

parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 

proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 

singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 

midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and 

the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am  diagonally 

across from the Fire District #1 green and park that will certainly be used by pre and post-

concert attendee. Further the slope, narrowness and curve of Central Avenue at my house is 

already tight for vehicles to pass. Parked cars along this stretch of road would introduce new 

hazards. This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my back deck and yard where I often 

relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as the 

noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.  

Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of our QCP: community green, 

parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter and wear and tear, which will 

dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay to 

maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and 

enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 
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Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorneys’ review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  It exempts operations 

that obtain entertainment permits, as Burton’s experts have argued.  Burton’s experts 

apparently are unaware that the ordinance governing entertainment permits does not apply to 

event sites such as Burton proposes. 

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 
green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 
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Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

I walk almost nightly (for sunset viewing) in Red Rocks Park, and often on the Double Dog Leg 

trail, and gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of nature and beauty of the 

natural surroundings.  Many nights the predominant sounds are of the wind in the trees and 

the peepers and other wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, 

smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and 

deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 

As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 

visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a Park such as this that is adjacent to the venue. 

The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the Park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the Park 

has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and damage this 

natural area both before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon 

for recreation and reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 
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talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me (and others) from 

my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 
noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park once or twice nearly every single day and there are simply no 

enforceable components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red 

Rocks Park. It is important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that 

the park and those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing 

arts center, several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-

heavily-trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to 
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Higher Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to 

picnic and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause 

nighttime disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike, and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via QCP Road – 

either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no 

sidewalks, no dedicated bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely while these 

vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public safety 

concerns from this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will 

undoubtedly spill into our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 
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Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF Diane de Terra 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Diane de Terra.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 39 Central Ave.  This is fewer than 700 feet from the proposed project (map reads 840).  

See attached map. 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

1. Air pollution: For the past 35 years I have owned my home at 39 Central Ave, and it has been 

and still is essential to my physical and mental well-being to be able to safely walk, jog, and bike 

from my home to the bike path. In order to do so, I must travel past the Burton Campus. I travel 

past this campus frequently at all hours of the day and well into the evening. There are known 

contaminants on the property and during construction it is likely that those contaminants will 

become airborne creating the potential for me to inhale those contaminants when traveling 

past the site. Those contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other 

contaminants that have been potentially identified to be located on the site. The influx of 500 

vehicles plus on a regular basis will compromise air quality. 

2. Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late-

night hours, and potentially during the day. Previous events near that location, Burton’s 

summer sale, caused issues that will occur on a regular basis moving forward. During Burton’s 

summer event, even though parking was posted and parking attendants made sporadic efforts 

to control traffic, attendees filled the designated spots then filled Red Rocks Park parking, and 

then moved into Queen City Park. Sale goers illegally parked on Central Ave. and in my 
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driveway. The music played during the summer sale, further away from my home than the new 

Higher Ground location, could easily be heard from my home. Burton’s summer sale was a 

daytime, one weekend a year, event. Traffic and noise disruptions, attendees crowding the 

beach, hanging out on our green were just tolerable for two days a year. Given Burton’s failed 

attempts to control traffic during its annual sale, smaller crowds spread over two days, it is 

unlikely they will succeed at 2am with more people. At night, I sleep with my windows open to 

enjoy fresh air. The 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge and bar which can accommodate in excess of 

150 people is directly across the street from Central Ave, and fewer than 700 feet from where I 

sleep and have a home office. I can see it from my home.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock 

concert late at night (possibly till 2am for people still at their bar), walk to and then start up 

their 500+ vehicles (Loud trucks, Motorcycles, cars, etc.) as they leave the concert, bars, and 

restaurant there will be significant noise disturbance. Traffic, noise, air and light pollution and 

contamination associated with Burton/Higher Grounds events will be intolerable. These 

disturbances will have a negative impact on my mental and physical health due to deprivation 

of sleep over extended periods of time. 

3. Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,000 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property. The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.” These overflow events contaminate the lake where we swim and 

recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make us sick, and when detected have 

caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed. These closures 

directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming and kayaking, both of 

which impact my overall health and wellbeing.  

4. Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  I rely on a well for drinking water that is 780’ from the 

proposed development. It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is under the parking lot 

which will be exposed to the weather during construction. It is known that Lead is in the soils 

outside the building that will be disturbed during construction. There is a high likelihood that 

PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during construction. When 

exposed to the environment, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards the well and contaminate my drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

1. The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 39 Central Avenue. It has been my home for 35 years. Less 

than 700 feet away, Burton is visible from my house. Central Ave is a dead-end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus. In order for me 

to leave my home and neighborhood for any reason (food shopping, post office, social events, 

emergencies, etc.), I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road. This 

road is narrow with no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, very limited sidewalks, a 

stop sign that is frequently not observed, and a single lane bridge. This road currently has a low 

traffic volume and even so at times feels unsafe to navigate. Walking or bicycling north on QCP 

road on the way to Oakledge and the bike path, I must cross QCP Road several times to avoid 

walking or biking in the travel lane of the road. This route is hazardous with the current traffic 

levels, let alone with 1,500 concert attendees and people going to the bar/restaurant. Burton 

has consistently had the above-mentioned issues during their summer sale with far fewer 

people at one given time and for only two days. I fear that these issues will be exacerbated 

during regular events if those issues are not addressed and resolved. If this project is 

developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in surges pre- and post-concert. 

This drastic increase in traffic will make this already marginally safe road unmanageable and 

dangerous for myself, other residents of Queen City Park, Talent Skate Park attendees, and for 

concertgoers. Queen City Park Road is the only road with direct access to this site and it is the 

road that we rely on for all of our daily travel. 

2. The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock 

Concert Venue that includes multiple bars will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons. There will be in 

excess of 500 cars bringing these patrons to performances. Additionally, there will be vehicles 

bringing patrons to the Burton Campus for the proposed bar/restaurant that can be open as 

late as 2am, as well as to the Talent Skate Park which will be operating until 11PM on 

weekends, food and beverage delivery trucks, and there will be vehicles for the employees of 

these businesses as well as the vehicles for the performers. The Burton site has 426 total 

parking spaces. This means that there will at times be well over 100 vehicles looking for parking 

spaces “off campus”. As mentioned above, during previous events at Burton, attendees have 

used parking designated for Red Rocks Park, parking illegally along Queen City Park road, as 

well as blocking residents’ driveways. There are no municipal parking lots, no on street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue. 

These additional vehicles will cause further congestion on streets not designed for this, further 

endangering me when I am trying to navigate by foot, bike or car to and from my house.  
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Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered.  Lake related emergency events often happen in the late 

afternoon/evening during the summer months and involve up to a dozen or more rescue 

vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in the evenings to aid 

the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed performing arts 

schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the 

congestion caused by this proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019. There were 137 calls for service 

where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accident, 

drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault). The proposed venue is almost 100% larger than 

the existing venue and is likely to have significantly more need for police involvement.  

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%. The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

This reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards in direct eyesight of my home, less than 700 feet away. If 

this situation develops at a time with no police presence, I may find myself and my family in a 

dangerous situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions as described in the SBPD 

incident reports. 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond. Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on myself as a South Burlington resident. 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police. Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. This being the case, the safety of event attendees, residents of the 

surrounding neighborhood(s) and South Burlington's Red Rocks Park will largely be left in the 
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hands of Burton/Higher Ground personnel. This personnel has in the past stated that they have 

a good record dealing with intoxication, drug use, violence inside Higher Ground because they 

kick out those that violate rules. Now those same people will be intoxicated, upset at being 

kicked out, late at night, will be less than 700 feet from my home.  

Burton/Higher Ground personnel and South Burlington Police records identify intoxication, 

drugs, sex offence, assault, trespassing, disturbance of the peace. Burton/Higher Ground fail to 

address or offer mitigation for theses contaminations of social environment, security, and 

intrusions to our physical property. 

Excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that some large events 

at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources during times when 

those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”. Specific concerns 

include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at the narrow bridge 

over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, …potential for 

disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific artists whose 

followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the SBPD, after-

hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”. The BPD letters 

were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force reduction 

which has already started makes these letters stale. 

“Bar closing” is at 2am which is when people will be leaving the bar/restaurant at the proposed 

venue. Considering that the owner(s) of Higher Ground describes their business as “a bar, but 

we focus on the music”. I anticipate peak departures at two times: post-concert and bar closing. 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 
under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 

no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The houses are close 

together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.   

This project as proposed threatens the character of my neighborhood and will have a severely 

harmful impact on my quality of life.  
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Even if the parking lot suffices and there are no cars parked on my streets and no attendees 

talking and singing to each other in front of my houses at midnight or 1:00 am as they walk to 

their cars, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 700 feet away from the parking lot where 

1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the proposed rock music 

venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, singing, entering their 

cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at midnight or 1:00 in the 

morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and the character of my 

residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am within 700 

feet, Burton is visible from my home. I can see it and hear it. The site of the 2,500 square foot 

outdoor lounge is visible from my home. Its location will cause maximum noise impact on my 

peaceful enjoyment of my home and property. Pre and post-concert attendees heading to the 

beach and green will pass under my windows.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy 

my back porch and yard where I often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how 

I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade 

my bedroom and living spaces.  Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of 

our QCP: community green, parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter, dog 

waste, and wear and tear, which will dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I 

use on a daily basis and pay to maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which 

will impact my use and enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 
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entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 
green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Increased use by non-residents concert goers of my community green, parking areas, and beach 

access will result in increased litter and wear and tear, which will dramatically degrade the 

aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay to maintain. This increased use 

will also cause congestion which will impact my use and enjoyment of these assets. 

The noise from the proposed music venue/bar will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  Attendees to this venue will overburden Red Rocks Park, surrounding green spaces, 

and damage this natural area both before and after concerts. This will degrade the natural area 

that I rely upon for recreation and reflection:   

1. Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed rock venue 

1. The 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks 

Park. 

2. The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while 

drinking and smoking will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and will 

negatively impact the wildlife within. 

3. Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and 

illicit purposes. This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural flora 

and fauna and potentially create safety issues and hazards, both of which will impact my 

ability to enjoy this natural resource. 
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4. Artificial lighting at night will disrupt the circadian rhythms of wildlife with consequent 

negative impact. 

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide our personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of the neighborhood and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

The venue and related noise, often but not always evening and nighttime noise, is clearly 

adverse to my use and enjoyment of Fire District green spaces and Red Rocks Park. Moreover, it 

fails each of the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited to the 

Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Noise Ordinance.   

The late-night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly 

diminishes the character of, the residential neighborhood and park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take mitigating steps which a reasonable person would take to 

improve the harmony of the Project with its surrounding residential neighborhood such as 

limiting the size/scale of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur.   

Based partly on the applicant’s own noise assessment, partly on expert evidence to be 

produced at the hearing, and other evidence, the project will have an undue adverse effect on 

aesthetics by reason of the production of excessive noise late at night.  These impacts will all 

impact my quality of life and ability to get uninterrupted sleep. 

I also will be harmed by the concert attendees who park in Fire District parking lots or use the 

Fire District #1 green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

1. My home, 39 Central Ave, is near the Fire District green, basketball court, and play 

structures. 

2. The green is 1,100 feet from the proposed venue. 

3. Pre and post-concert goers will find their way to these assets and create disturbances 

that will impact peace and quiet. 

4. The proposed venue has 426 parking spaces for shows that will have 500+ patron 

vehicles, staff vehicles, and show crew vehicles.   

5. Talent Skate Park which operates in the same building will also have patrons and staff 

parking during venue hours. 

6. There is no on street parking on Queen City Park Road, Austin Drive, or Home Avenue 

to Pine St. All other roads adjacent to the venue are residential streets. 
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7. There are no accommodations in the project application for dealing with the 100++ 

vehicles that will need parking during shows and will filter down into our 

neighborhood, as they have during Burton events in the past. 

8. These impacts will increase the costs of maintaining these assets and will cause our 

taxes to increase. 

 

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 
noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a regular basis and am very concerned that there are simply no 

enforceable components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red 

Rocks Park. It is important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure 

that the park and those who use the park are protected. With the approval of the 

“performing arts center”, several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to 

the currently not-heavily-trafficked area. This will potentially result in an increase of park 

users attributable to Higher Ground events. Red Rocks Park has fragile ecosystems that are 

put at risk through heavy usage and off-trail use. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by 

event patrons who elect to picnic and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events. 

We are also concerned that after-events could cause nighttime disturbances and present a 
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safety and security risk. Light Pollution from artificial lighting Burton/Higher Ground parking 

lots, outdoor patios for the bar/restaurant/music venue, and from vehicles will disturb the 

circadian rhythm of Red Rocks Park wildlife with harmful impact. 

An influx of 500-1000 vehicles to Burton/Higher Ground on a regular basis will have a 

negative impact on air quality in the vicinity. 

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

I am concerned about safety for myself and family when we walk, ride bikes, and drive along 

Queen City Park Road and Central Ave during the pre- and post-concert periods when there 

will be up to 500 vehicles, if not more, entering or leaving the venue. The only way to travel 

out of my neighborhood is via QCP Road – either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the 

north toward Home Ave. There are no sidewalks, bike lanes, or safe infrastructure to travel 

safely while these vehicles are entering or leaving. In addition, there are already documented 

public safety concerns from this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as 

intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and 

assault, which will now be on my doorstep, less that 700 feet away. 

Red Rocks cliffs entice thrill seekers to jump off them, despite signs indicating no trespassing 

and danger. Burton/Higher Ground attendees may be enticed to Red Rocks cliffs. Those that 

ignore these warnings have been severely injured or died. These tragic events happen every 

summer and fall, but during daylight hours when rescue crews and first responders can 

recover injured people/bodies. Should these accidents occur at night, emergency service 

response will be further complicated and put at increased risk.  

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no realistic way for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates 

the impacts that I have noted above. There are currently no accessible, safe, efficient, 

interconnected, secure, equitable and sustainable mobility choices for attendees which 

impacts my ability to safely travel from our home. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 

2020, during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the 



12 
 

dumping of over 9,000 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the 

combined sewer and storm water system that serves this property. These overflow events 

contaminate the lake where I swim and kayak. This contamination has the potential to make 

me and my family sick, and when detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and 

Red Rocks Beach to be closed. These closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and 

get exercise. 

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

The fact that this venue can only be accessed by motor vehicle does not meet the greenhouse 

gas reduction goals of these plans. 

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 

 

Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 

PREFILED TESTIMONY OF DOUG GOODMAN 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Doug Goodman. 

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this affidavit to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I will 

suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the injuries I 

will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur if the 

permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live and the property you own that abuts Burton. 

I live at 66 Central Avenue, South Burlington, VT 05403.  This is 1500 feet from the proposed 

project.   

I also own residential property at 364 Queen City Park Road, Burlington, VT 05401. This 

property is immediately to the east of Burton’s property; all that separates it from the Burton 

property is the rail line.   

See attached map. 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

Air pollution.   

The residential property that I own on Queen City Park Road, and that I rent to tenants, abuts 

the Burton property and is 125 feet from the proposed project.  It is immediately downwind 

from the site.  I believe it is one of the closest residences to the project site, if not the closest.  

The principal bedroom is on the west side of the house, facing the Burton property.  There are 

two bedroom windows which face the Burton property. 
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There are known contaminants on the Burton property, as identified in the ENSR Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is reasonably 

likely that those contaminants will become airborne and cross the line onto my property.  This 

will affect both me as property owner and landlord, and my tenants.  Anyone on the property 

may inhale them while sitting on the deck or sleeping in their bedroom -- which has windows 

facing upon the site.   This is reasonably likely because those contaminations include Asbestos, 

Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that have been identified to be located 

on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants exist in the soils under the existing 

blacktop and at the east side of the property which is what my yard abuts.  The blacktop will be 

removed during construction and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  

This disturbance will expose the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause 

the contaminants to become airborne, exposing my property and my tenants to this 

contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of the building which will be 

renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without proper handling asbestos 

fibers may become airborne and expose my property and my tenants to this hazard. 

The release of these contaminants would not only affect the residential property I rent out and 

my ability to safely rent that property, it would also affect my daily life.  I personally rely on 

walking, and bicycling for transportation and for my mental and physical health.  In order to 

leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I have to travel past the Burton Campus.  I 

travel past this campus many times a day at all hours of the day and well into the evening/night.  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 

paddle. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has required 

the closure of Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach, which I otherwise would 

use.  These potential exposures and closures impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 

swimming and paddling which is detrimental to our overall health.   

Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  Our community in Queen City Park relies on a well for our 

drinking water; it is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a 

trench that is under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  

It is known that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during 

construction.  There is a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that 
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will be disturbed during construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others 

which may exist on the property have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate 

our drinking water which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now 

performing another study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to 

the Commission, it would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue. 

Noise as a Health Issue.  While I can’t speak for any particular tenant, as the owner of the 

property next to Burton’s property, with its principal bedroom facing the Burton property, and 

knowing that Burton plans to have as many as 1500 people exiting the event site late at night, I 

am very concerned about the health issues and how they affect my property.  What will happen 

to my tenants’ health if they are woken up at midnight, 1 am or 2 am on a regular basis?  Will 

this affect my ability to rent the property?  

5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

The Impact of Increased Traffic.  My properties are located at 364 Queen City Park Road, 

Burlington, VT 05401 and 66 Central Avenue, South Burlington, VT 05403. 

364 Queen City Park Road is the last property before the single lane bridge. 

Central Ave is a dead end road that intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from 

the Burton Campus. 

In order for me and my tenants to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any 

reason that requires leaving our homes, we must enter or cross Queen City Park Road, and, to 

go east or south, navigate traffic approaching the single lane bridge.  

I take trips to and from our property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at 

all hours of the day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, 

crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low 

traffic volume and even so at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate.   

This Burton/Higher Ground traffic will make an already marginally safe road unmanageable and 

dangerous for us.   

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 

that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 and 

2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If the 

FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 

performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 
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Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 

customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 

and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 

Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  

This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.  

One of those quiet residential streets is Arthur Court, which my rental property driveway 

connects to.  Arthur Court is a quiet cul-d-sac with about 12 homes. It is difficult to imagine how 

many of the cars looking for parking will turn across traffic onto Arthur Court looking for a spot 

and how many others will continue their quest onto Central Avenue.  My house is a few 

minutes’ walk down Central Avenue from the event site.  These parked vehicles will cause 

congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, 

and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-night noise in front of my house as 

attendees walk to their cars while talking (or singing), and then the noise of car door locks 

chirping, doors closing and engines starting. 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered.  I often swim and paddle on the lake in the summer and rely on the ability 

of rescue services in the event of accident or emergency.  Lake related emergency events often 

happen in the late afternoon/evening during the summer months and involve up to a dozen or 

more rescue vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles enter Central Ave. in the evenings to 

aid the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed performing arts 

schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the 

congestion caused by this proposed development. 

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on Burlington and South Burlington’s ability 

to provide municipal services to you and your tenants as residents and users of South 

Burlington’s recreational and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to provide 

park and recreational services and police services to me. 

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road and 

the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher Ground 

events, with as many as 1,500 visitors, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  it will be 
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impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to me.  

In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from the 

hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect my tenants and myself as people who 

walk, bike and drive in our own neighborhoods and as we enjoy Red Rocks Park. We may find 

ourselves in a dangerous situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a 

timely law enforcement response. 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident. 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. The safety of my tenants on our streets, and on the adjoining public 

roads, and even in our homes will be diminished. 
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7. Please describe the impact on your rental property on Queen City Park Road and you 

as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood under Criterion 8 

Arthur Court, the small cul-de-sac which my rental home driveway exits upon is a tiny quiet 

street with a development of 11 condominiums in addition to the home I own, which was 

owned by the family which originally owned the land where the condos are. All of the houses 

have back yard decks as well as front porches. During the summer neighbors are always out 

enjoying their yards. The location is very quiet as it is nestled between an area of light industrial 

facilities and the green bike path buffer zone next to the proposed southern connector. My 

tenants spend many pleasant hours daily on the deck and in the backyard. Their yard looks 

directly at the back of the proposed site   

Queen City Park, where I live, is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between 

Lake Champlain, Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow 

residential street with no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of 

South Burlington and has its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach 

access points.  Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community 

members) are constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The 

houses are close together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected 

residential neighborhood.    

I chose to live here because of this character.   

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of both Arthur Court and Queen 

City Park, with a harmful impact on my quality of life and what I can offer to tenants. 

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street as well as my 

tenant's, there will be attendees talking and singing to each other, chirping to unlock, entering 

their cars, slamming their car doors closed and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my 

house and my rental house, both of which are located very close to the street. This will happen 

on a regular basis at midnight or 2 am. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 1500 feet away from the parking 

lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the proposed 

rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, singing, 

chirping to unlock and entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and 

driving off at midnight or 2:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will 

degrade my life and the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am directly across 

from the Fire District #1 south green parking lot which will certainly be used by pre and post-
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concert attendees.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my  porch and yard where I 

often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as 

the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.  

Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of our QCP: community green, 

parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter and wear and tear, which will 

dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay to 

maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and 

enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit for 

that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful.  

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

In terms of the impact on my rental house, which is 125 feet from the proposed project, my 

review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, it applies, and it too 

prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm 

that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  It exempts operations that obtain 

entertainment permits, as Burton’s experts have argued.  Burton’s experts apparently are 
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unaware that the ordinance governing entertainment permits does not apply to event sites such 

as Burton proposes, according to what our lawyer has found.  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, bet-

ter connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current develop-

ment pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.” 

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature predomi-

nantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing density (sin-

gle-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and scale (height 

or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to nearby civic, 

commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to maintain the 

primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which enable these 

neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the influences of 

nearby growth areas.” 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect adja-

cent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, and 

that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses and 

amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

My attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that this 

standard will also be violated. It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm that 

is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  
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These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 

green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft outdoor 

lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park. 

My tenants and I walk almost daily in Red Rocks Park, sometimes in the evenings, often on the 

Double Dog Leg trail, and gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of nature and 

beauty of the natural surroundings.  Many nights the predominant sounds are of the wind in the 

trees and the peepers and other wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, 

smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and 

deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will cause additional wear and tear on the fragile natural 

environment and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy 

this natural resource. 

As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 
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visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a Park such as this immediately adjacent to the 

venue. The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the Park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the Park 

has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and damage this 

natural area both before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that we rely 

upon for recreation and reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue. 

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to my tenants and me 

from our bedrooms and living rooms, decks, yards, and our streets. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as planned 

residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and appropriate, and 
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that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some 

modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more 

resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent with the 

existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details which are unique to 

various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, where it is important to preserve 

and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates 

that these areas will see some small and subtle changes over time that support their ability to meet the 

evolving needs of current and future families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends 

on their current development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city. 

The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature predominantly 

residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing density (single-family or 

multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and scale (height or intensity of 

development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to nearby civic, commercial, and 

recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to maintain the primarily residential 

character, while allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be 

vital, better connected, and more resilient to the influences of nearby growth areas. 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds this: 

Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect adjacent 

neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, and that will 

improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses and amenities, and 

increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake. 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

 

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP 

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences. 
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Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals 

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities. 

My tenants and I walk in Red Rocks Park on a daily basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger the safety of my tenant's and myself as we walk, bicycle and 

drive along QCP Road during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 

vehicles entering or leaving the venue.  The only way for us to travel out of our neighborhood is 

via QCP Road – for my tenants, entering QCP Road into heavy traffic jockeying for access to the 

one lane bridge which is a defacto unmarked intersection, or for me either over the one lane 

railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe 

infrastructure for us to travel safely while these vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, 

there are already documented public safety concerns from this venue in its current location in 

South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, 

sex offense, and assault, these concerns will undoubtedly multiply with a much larger venue 

and spill into our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors. 

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above.. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources. 
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As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where we swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make my tenant's and 

myself sick, and when detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks 

Beach to be closed.  These exposures and closures directly impact our ability to enjoy the lake 

and get exercise swimming both of which impact our overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service. It is also a perfect location to promote bike and pedestrian access. 

With very dangerous pinchpoints on the one lane bridge and the lack of sidewalk and crosswalk 

infrastructure on QCP Road, Home Avenue and Austin Drive for bicycle and pedestrian access to 

the proposed project, and no firm plan or funding for better access,    

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF JANICE ELLIS 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Janice Ellis. 

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at Redrock Condominiums, 161 Austin Drive, Unit 83.  This is 770 feet from the proposed 

project.  See attached map. 

4. Please describe the Safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution.   

When leaving the Redrock development by car, I frequently travel past the Burton campus on 

my way to and from work, and in order to access area businesses for routine & daily needs 

(grocery shopping, banking, appointments, etc.) 

 

I rely on walking and bicycling for exercise and recreation to maintain my mental and physical 

health, traveling on Queen City Park Road and Austin Drive in order to access bike paths in both 

Burlington and South Burlington. 

 

There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is reasonably 

likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for me to inhale 

them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because those contaminations 

include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that have been 

identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants exist in the 
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soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction and the 

soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose the 

contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become 

airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of 

the building which will be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without 

proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard. 

 

Interruption of Sleep by Noise. 

This development will produce loud noises during the late-night hours.  On warm nights I sleep 

with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable sleeping.  The sounds of loud music as 

well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many music performances will penetrate the 

night air and be disruptive.  This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft outdoor 

lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 people.  That outdoor lounge is directly across 

the street from the Edlund building on QCP Road.  The Edlund property shares a property line 

with my Redrock Condominium development.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock concert 

during the wee hours of the night, travel to and then start up their up to 680 vehicles cars, 

trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event, there will be significant noise disturbance, 

particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue.  These disturbances will 

have a negative impact on my sleep patterns and health. 

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff. 

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval 

letter that this “letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or 

wet weather collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where 

I swim and recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected 

has caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These potential 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and swimming, both of 

which impact my overall health.   
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist. 

My property is located at 161 Austin Drive.  In order for me to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to 

go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving my property, I frequently travel directly 

past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  I take trips to and from my property daily 

and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of the day and night.  Queen City 

Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, and very 

limited sidewalks.  With current traffic levels, making a turn (in either direction) at the 

intersection of Austin Drive and QCP Road often requires a wait for several cars before turning. 

I can’t imagine trying to negotiate this intersection with the proposed increase in traffic.  If this 

project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in concentrated bursts 

pre and post-concert.  This traffic will make this already marginally safe road unmanageable 

and dangerous for me.   

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. 

The proposed Rock Concert Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway 

Administration has found that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance 

events is between 2.2 and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for 

Planned Special Events.”  If the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on 

average, just for full capacity performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles 

bringing patrons to the Burton Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all before 

and during performance events; b) customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating 

past the starting time of concerts; and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the 

employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is 

planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  This means that there will at times be hundreds of 

vehicles looking for parking spaces “off campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available 

to concert goers, no on-street parking on the quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed 

venue.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my 

neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-

night noise close to the Redrock development as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or 

singing), and then the noise of doors closing and engines starting.  If Austin Drive becomes 

congested with concert vehicles traveling to and from the proposed venue, the ability of safety 

vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood will be severely 

hampered and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the 

congestion caused by this proposed development.  
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6. Please describe the impacts of the project on Burlington’s ability to provide municipal 

services to you as a resident and as a user of Burlington’s recreational and public 

safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect Burlington’s ability to provide park 

and recreational services and police services to me.  

 

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   

 

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 



6 
 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, will be 

diminished.  

 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Redrock Condominium 

neighborhood under Criterion 8 

The Redrock development is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood, uniquely located 

between Red Rocks Park and Oakledge Park.  I chose to own property and live here because of 

its quiet and scenic character.  I moved here from Winooski for this reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on QCP Road and Austin 

Drive, there will be attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, 

slamming closed their car doors and driving off – all of which will occur near the Redrock 

Condominium development - which lies within 770 feet of the proposed venue. This will 

happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live 770 feet away from the parking lot 

where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  Buildings in the Redrock 

Condominium development are visible from the Burton parking lot.  The noise of the proposed 

rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, singing, 

entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at midnight or 

1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and the 

character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property due to the proximity of 

my building to the proposed music venue. Noise and disturbance by pre and post-concert 

attendees will negatively impact how I enjoy my deck where I often relax late into the evening.  

It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the 

walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces. Increased litter and wear and tear, 

which will dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and 

pay to maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and 

enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for my neighborhood.  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 
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appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.” 

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 

enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas.” 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

My attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that this 

standard will also be violated. It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm that 

is plainly audible at other properties or from the road. 

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in my Redrock Condominium neighborhood, 

and my own life, would be shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    
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8.  Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park Act 250 Criteria 8 and 

9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces both Red Rocks Park and buildings in 

the Redrock Condominium development. 

I gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of nature and beauty of Red Rocks Park 

and the occasional wildlife sighting.  Many nights the predominant sounds are of the wind in 

the trees and the peepers and other wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, 

smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and 

deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 

visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a Park such as this that is adjacent to the venue. 

The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the Park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the Park 

has closed, is likely to overburden Red Rocks Park and damage this natural area both before 

and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon for recreation and 

reflection. 

I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the soundscape of Red Rocks Park and 

the adverse changes caused by the venue.  
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This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me and my neighbors.  

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city. 

The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 
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enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas. 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake. 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

The Redrock Condominium development shares a border with Red Rocks Park.  My neighbors 

and I walk in Red Rocks Park on a regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

and Austin Drive during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles 

entering or leaving the venue.  There are no sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure on 

QCP Road for me to travel safely while these vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, there 

are already documented public safety concerns from this venue in its current location in South 

Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex 

offense, and assault, which will undoubtedly spill into my neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  
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There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and swimming both of which 

impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction goals, by 

reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and by 

providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF LAURA WATERS 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Laura Waters.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this affidavit to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I will 

suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the injuries I 

will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur if the 

permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 50 Central Ave, South Burlington, VT 05403.  This is 1,170 feet from the proposed 

project.  See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

Air pollution.  I rely on walking, and bicycling for transportation and for my mental and physical 

health.  In order to leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I have to travel past the 

Burton Campus.  I travel past this campus many times a day at all hours of the day and well into 

the evening/night.  There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR 

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is 

reasonably likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for me to 

inhale them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because those 

contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that 

have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants 

exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction 

and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose 

the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become 

airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of 

the building which will be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without 

proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard. 
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Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late night 

hours.  On warm nights I sleep with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable 

sleeping.  The sounds of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many 

music performances will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know that Higher Ground, 

in its present location, has created enough noise to generate noise complaints from residents 

who live as far from the site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 people.  That outdoor lounge is 

directly across the street from Central Ave where I live.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock 

concert during the wee hours of the night, travel to and then start up their up to 680 vehicles 

cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there will be significant noise disturbance, 

particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue.  These disturbances will 

have a negative impact on my sleep patterns and health as a breast cancer survivor.  Studies 

have shown that women who slept 6 hours or fewer per night had higher cancer Recurrence 

Scores compared to women who slept more hours per night. 

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 

recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused 

Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  These 

potential exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 

swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

 

Water Pollution -- Drinking Water.  I and my community rely on a well for our drinking water 

that is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is 

under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  It is known 

that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during construction.  There is 

a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during 

construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate our drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now performing another 

study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to the Commission, it 

would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  Our property is located at 50 Central Avenue.  Central Ave is a dead end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus.  In order for me 

to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving our 

property, I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  I take trips to 

and from our property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of 

the day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, 

dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low traffic volume 

and even so at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate.  I have had several very scary 

experiences walking in the recently marked “Advisory bike lane” which narrows the road to 

essentially a one lane street.  Trucks and buses coming from different directions drive into the 

Advisory Lane where as a pedestrian, there is no way to escape.  In the experiences that I had, I 

just had to stand my ground as they figured out how to navigate around each other without 

hitting me.  This route is hazardous with the current traffic levels.  I can’t imagine trying to 

travel this route with the proposed increase in traffic.   

 

Walking or bicycling north on QCP Road on the way to City Market, where I often shop in the 

evenings, I must cross QCP Road several times to avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of 

the road and then navigate the intersection of QCP Road, Home Ave and Austin Drive, then 

cross VT Rail tracks.  Additionally, traveling east on QCP Road requires navigating over a one 

lane bridge that has a metal grate catwalk for pedestrian travel.  I often walk this route with my 

dog and the catwalk is not suitable for dogs which require me to walk in the travel lane of the 

one lane bridge.  If this project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road 

in concentrated bursts pre and post-concert.  This traffic will make this already marginally safe 

road unmanageable and dangerous for me.  Queen City Park Road is the only road with direct 

access to this site and it is the road that I rely on for all of my daily travel. 

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 

that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 

and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If 

the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 

performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 

Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 
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customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 

and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 

Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  

This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.  

One of those residential streets is my street.  My house is a few minutes’ walk from the event 

site.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my 

neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-

night noise in front of my house as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or singing), and 

then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. 

 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for Coast Guard water rescue operations in South 

Burlington, will be severely hampered.  I often boat on the lake in the summer and rely on the 

ability of rescue services in the event of accident or emergency.  Lake related emergency events 

often happen in the late afternoon/evening during the summer months and involve up to a 

dozen or more rescue vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in 

the evenings to aid the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed 

performing arts schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy 

because of the congestion caused by this proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to provide 

park and recreational services and police services to me.  

 

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road and 

the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher Ground 

events, with as many as 1,500 patrons, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  It will be 

impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to me.  

In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   
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The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   

 

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 

 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident. 

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 

in my home will be diminished.  
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7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 

under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 

no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the green.  The houses are close 

together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.    

I chose to live here because of this character.  I moved here from Atlanta, Georgia for this 

reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 

doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies very close to the 

street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 1,100 feet away from the 

parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 

proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 

singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 

midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and 

the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am directly across 

from the Fire District #1 green and park that will certainly be used by pre and post-concert 

attendees.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my back porch and yard where I 

often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as 

the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.  

Additionally, increased use by non-resident concert goers of our QCP community green, parking 

areas, and beach access will result in increased litter and wear and tear, which will dramatically 

degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay to maintain.  This 

increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and enjoyment of these 

assets. 



8 
 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    
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8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 

green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

I walk almost nightly in Red Rocks Park, and often on the Double Dog Leg trail, and gain deep 

enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.  

Many nights the predominant sounds are of the wind in the trees and the peepers and other 

wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, 

smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and 

deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 

As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1,500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 

visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a park such as this that is adjacent to the venue. 

The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the park 

has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and damage this 
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natural area both before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon 

for recreation and reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people existing a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me (and others) from 

my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

 

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  
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Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via QCP Road – 

either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no 

sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely while these vehicles are 

entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public safety concerns from this 

venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, 

accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will undoubtedly spill into 

our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 
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and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF LAWRENCE SMITH 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Lawrence Smith.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this affidavit to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I will 

suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the injuries I 

will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur if the 

permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 50 Central Ave, South Burlington, VT 05403.  This is 1,170 feet from the proposed 

project.  See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

Air pollution.  I rely on walking, and bicycling for transportation and for my mental and physical 

health.  In order to leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I have to travel past the 

Burton Campus.  I travel past this campus many times a day at all hours of the day and well into 

the evening/night.  There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR 

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is 

reasonably likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for me to 

inhale them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because those 

contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that 

have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants 

exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction 

and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose 

the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become 

airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of 

the building which will be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without 

proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard. 
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Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late night 

hours.  On warm nights I sleep with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable 

sleeping.  The sounds of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many 

music performances will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know that Higher Ground, 

in its present location, has created enough noise to generate noise complaints from residents 

who live as far from the site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 people.  That outdoor lounge is 

directly across the street from Central Ave where I live.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock 

concert during the wee hours of the night, travel to and then start up their up to 680 vehicles 

cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there will be significant noise disturbance, 

particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue.  These disturbances will 

have a negative impact on my sleep patterns and health. 

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 

recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused 

Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  These 

potential exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 

swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  I and my community rely on a well for our drinking water 

that is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is 

under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  It is known 

that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during construction.  There is 

a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during 

construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate our drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now performing another 

study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to the Commission, it 

would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  Our property is located at 50 Central Avenue.  Central Ave is a dead end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus.  In order for me 

to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving our 

property, I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  I take trips to 

and from our property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of 

the day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, 

dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low traffic volume 

and even so at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate.  Walking or bicycling north on 

QCP Road on the way to City Market, where I often shop in the evenings, I must cross QCP Road 

several times to avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of the road and then navigate the 

intersection of QCP Road, Home Ave and Austin Drive, then cross VT Rail tracks.  This route is 

hazardous with the current traffic levels.  I can’t imagine trying to travel this route with the 

proposed increase in traffic.  Additionally, traveling east on QCP Road requires navigating over a 

one lane bridge that has a metal grate catwalk for pedestrian travel.  I often walk this route 

with my dog and the catwalk is not suitable for dogs which require me to walk in the travel lane 

of the one lane bridge.  If this project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating 

this road in concentrated bursts pre and post-concert.  This traffic will make this already 

marginally safe road unmanageable and dangerous for me.  Queen City Park Road is the only 

road with direct access to this site and it is the road that I rely on for all of my daily travel. 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 

that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 

and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If 

the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 

performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 

Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 

customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 

and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 

Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  

This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.  

One of those residential streets is my street.  My house is a few minutes’ walk from the event 
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site.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my 

neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-

night noise in front of my house as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or singing), and 

then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered.  I often boat on the lake in the summer and rely on the ability of rescue 

services in the event of accident or emergency.  Lake related emergency events often happen in 

the late afternoon/evening during the summer months and involve up to a dozen or more 

rescue vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in the evenings to 

aid the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed performing arts 

schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the 

congestion caused by this proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to provide 

park and recreational services and police services to me.  

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road and 

the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher Ground 

events, with as many as 1500 visitors, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  it will be 

impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to me.  

In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   
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The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident. 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 

in my home will be diminished.  

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 
under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 

no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The houses are close 
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together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.    

I chose to live here because of this character.  I moved here from Shelburne for this reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 

doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies very close to the 

street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 1100 feet away from the 

parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 

proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 

singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 

midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and 

the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am directly across 

from the Fire District #1 green and park that will certainly be used by pre and post-concert 

attendees.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my back porch and yard where I 

often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as 

the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.  

Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of our QCP: community green, 

parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter and wear and tear, which will 

dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay to 

maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and 

enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 
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neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 
green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

I walk almost nightly in Red Rocks Park, and often on the Double Dog Leg trail, and gain deep 

enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.  
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Many nights the predominant sounds are of the wind in the trees and the peepers and other 

wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, 

smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and 

deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 

As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 

visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a Park such as this that is adjacent to the venue. 

The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the Park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the Park 

has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and damage this 

natural area both before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon 

for recreation and reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people existing a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me (and others) from 

my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   
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Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 
noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

 

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances.   
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6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via QCP Road – 

either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no 

sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely while these vehicles are 

entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public safety concerns from this 

venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, 

accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will undoubtedly spill into 

our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above.. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 
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This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF Luc Logan 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Luc Logan  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 39 Central Ave.  This is fewer than 700 feet from the proposed project (map reads 840).  

See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution.  For the past 35 years I have owned my home at 39 Central Ave, it has been and 

still is essential to my physical and mental well-being to be able to safely walk, jog, and bike 

from my home to the bike path. In order to do so, I must travel past the Burton Campus. I travel 

past this campus frequently at all hours of the day and well into the evening. There are known 

contaminants on the property and during construction it is likely that those contaminants will 

become airborne creating the potential for me to inhale those contaminants when traveling 

past the site. Those contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other 

contaminants that have been potentially identified to be located on the site. The influx of 500 

vehicles plus on a regular basis will compromise air quality. 

 

Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late-night 

hours, and potentially during the day. Previous events near that location, Burton’s summer sale, 

caused issues that will occur on a regular basis moving forward. During Burton’s summer event, 

even though parking was posted and parking attendants made sporadic efforts to control 

traffic, attendees filled the designated spots then filled Red Rocks Park parking, and then 
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moved into Queen City Park. Sale goers illegally parked on Central Ave. and in my driveway. The 

music played during the summer sale, further away from the new Higher Ground location, 

could easily be heard from my home. Burton’s summer sale was a daytime, one weekend a 

year, event Given Burton’s failed attempts to control traffic during its annual sale, smaller 

crowds spread over two days, it is unlikely they will succeed at 2am with more people. At night, 

I sleep with my windows open to enjoy fresh air. The 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge and bar which 

can accommodate in excess of 150 people is directly across the street from Central Ave, and 

fewer than 700 feet from where I sleep and have a home office. I can see it from my home.  

When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock concert late at night (possibly till 2am for people still at 

their bar), walk to and then start up their 500+ vehicles (Loud trucks, Motorcycles, cars, etc.) as 

they leave the concert, bars, and restaurant there will be significant noise disturbance. These 

disturbances will have a negative impact on my mental and physical health due to deprivation 

of sleep over extended periods of time. 

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,000 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property. The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.” These overflow events contaminate the lake where we swim and 

recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make us sick, and when detected have 

caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed. These closures 

directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming and kayaking, both of 

which impact my overall health and wellbeing.      

 

Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  I rely on a well for drinking water that is 780’ from the 

proposed development. It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is under the parking lot 

which will be exposed to the weather during construction. It is known that Lead is in the soils 

outside the building that will be disturbed during construction. There is a high likelihood that 

PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during construction. When 

exposed to the environment, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards the well and contaminate my drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 39 Central Avenue. I grew up here and it has been my 

home for 35 years. Less than 700 feet away, Burton is visible from house. Central Ave is a dead-

end road that intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus. In 

order for me to leave my home and neighborhood for any reason (food shopping, post office, 

social events, emergencies, etc.), I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City 

Park Road. This road is narrow with no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, very limited 

sidewalks, a stop sign that is frequently not observed, and a single lane bridge. This road 

currently has a low traffic volume and even so at times feels unsafe to navigate. Walking or 

bicycling north on QCP road on the way to Oakledge and the bike path, I must cross QCP Road 

several times to avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of the road. This route is hazardous 

with the current traffic levels, let alone with 1,500 concert attendees and people going to the 

bar/restaurant. Burton has consistently had the above-mentioned issues during their summer 

sale with far fewer people at one given time and for only two days. I fear that these issues will 

be exacerbated during regular events if those issues are not addressed and resolved. If this 

project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in surges pre- and post-

concert. This drastic increase in traffic will make this already marginally safe road 

unmanageable and dangerous for myself, other residents of Queen City Park, Talent Skate Park 

attendees, and for concertgoers. Queen City Park Road is the only road with direct access to 

this site and it is the road that we rely on for all of our daily travel. 

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue that includes multiple bars will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons. There will be in excess 

of 500 cars bringing these patrons to performances. Additionally, there will be vehicles bringing 

patrons to the Burton Campus for the proposed bar/restaurant that can be open as late as 2am, 

as well as to the Talent Skate Park which will be operating until 11PM on weekends, food and 

beverage delivery trucks, and there will be vehicles for the employees of these businesses as 

well as the vehicles for the performers. The Burton site has 426 total parking spaces. This 

means that there will at times be well over 100 vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”. As mentioned above, during previous events at Burton, attendees have used parking 

designated for Red Rocks Park, parking illegally along Queen City Park road, as well as blocking 

residents’ driveways. There are no municipal parking lots, no on street parking on Queen City 

Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue. These additional 

vehicles will cause further congestion on streets not designed for this, further endangering me 

when I am trying to navigate by foot, bike or car to and from my house.  
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Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered. Lake related emergency events often happen in the late afternoon/evening 

during the summer months and involve up to a dozen or more rescue vehicles.  Additionally fire 

and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in the evenings to aid the residents of Queen City 

Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed performing arts schedule and there is a real risk 

that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the congestion caused by this 

proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019. There were 137 calls for service 

where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accident, 

drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault). The proposed venue is almost 100% larger than 

the existing venue and is likely to have significantly more need for police involvement.  

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%. The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

This reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards in direct eyesight of my home, less than 700 feet away. If 

this situation develops at a time with no police presence, I may find myself and my family in a 

dangerous situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions as described in the SBPD 

incident reports. 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond. Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on myself as a South Burlington resident. 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police. Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. This being the case, the safety of event attendees, residents of the 

surrounding neighborhood(s) and South Burlington's Red Rocks Park will largely be left in the 
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hands of Burton/Higher Ground personnel. This personnel has in the past stated that they have 

a good record dealing with intoxication, drug use, violence inside Higher Ground because they 

kick out those that violate rules. Now those same people will be intoxicated, upset at being 

kicked out, late at night, will be less than 700 feet from my home.  

Burton/Higher Ground personnel and South Burlington Police records identify intoxication, 

drugs, sex offence, assault, trespassing, disturbance of the peace. Burton/Higher Ground fail to 

address or offer mitigation for theses contaminations of social environment, security, and 

intrusions to our physical property. 

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   

“Bar closing” is at 2am which is when people will be leaving the bar/restaurant at the proposed 

venue. Considering that the owner(s) of Higher Ground describes their business as “a bar, but 

we focus on the music”. I anticipate peak departures at two times: post-concert and bar closing. 

  

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 

under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 

no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The houses are close 

together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.   

This project as proposed threatens the character of my neighborhood and will have a severely 

harmful impact on my quality of life.  
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Even if the parking lot suffices and there are no cars parked on my streets and no attendees 

talking and singing to each other in front of my houses at midnight or 1:00 am as they walk to 

their cars, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 700 feet away from the parking lot where 

1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the proposed rock music 

venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, singing, entering their 

cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at midnight or 1:00 in the 

morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and the character of my 

residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am within 700 

feet, Burton is visible from my home. I can see it and hear it. The site of the 2,500 square foot 

outdoor lounge is visible from my home. Its location will cause maximum noise impact on my 

peaceful enjoyment of my home and property. Pre and post-concert attendees heading to the 

beach and green will pass under my windows.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy 

my back porch and yard where I often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how 

I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade 

my bedroom and living spaces.  Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of 

our QCP: community green, parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter, dog 

waste, and wear and tear, which will dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I 

use on a daily basis and pay to maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which 

will impact my use and enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 
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entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person.  

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures. 

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 

green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

The noise from proposed rock music venue and bar/restaurant will change the character and 

soundscape of our residential neighborhood.   

1. Noise and disturbance will change how I enjoy our property since I live less than 700 

feet from the proposed venue that will certainly increase foot and vehicle traffic by pre 

and post-concert attendees.    

2. It will change how my family and I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass 

through the walls and windows to invade my bedrooms, office, and living spaces.  

3. Increased use by non-residents concert goers of my community green, parking areas, 

and beach access will result in increased litter, dog waste, wear and tear, which will 

dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis and pay 

to maintain. This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use and 

enjoyment of these assets. 

The noise from the proposed music venue/bar will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park. I am concerned that attendees to this venue will overburden Red Rocks Park, 

surrounding green spaces, and damage this natural area both before and after concerts. This 

will degrade the natural area that I rely upon for recreation and reflection:   

1. Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed rock venue 
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2. The 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks 

Park. 

3. The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while 

drinking and smoking will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and will 

negatively impact the wildlife within. 

4. Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and 

illicit purposes. This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural flora 

and fauna and potentially create safety issues and hazards, both of which will impact my 

ability to enjoy this natural resource. 

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide our personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of the neighborhood and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

The venue and related noise, often but not always evening and nighttime noise, is clearly 

adverse to my residential neighborhood and Red Rocks Park.  Moreover, it fails each of the 

three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

1. The noise will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited to 

the Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Noise Ordinance.   

2. The late-night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly 

diminishes the character of, the residential neighborhood and park.   

3. Finally, the applicant fails to take mitigating steps which a reasonable person would take 

to improve the harmony of the Project with its surrounding residential neighborhood 

such as limiting the size/scale of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will 

occur.   

Based partly on the applicant’s own noise assessment, partly on expert evidence to be 

produced at the hearing, and other evidence, the project will have an undue adverse effect on 

aesthetics by reason of the production of excessive noise late at night.  These impacts will all 

impact my quality of life and ability to get uninterrupted sleep. 

I am concerned that concert attendees will either park in Fire District parking lots or use the 

Fire District #1 green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

1. My home, 39 Central Ave, is near the Fire District green, basketball court, and play 

structures. 

2. The green is 1,100 feet from the proposed venue. 

3. Pre- and post-concert goers will find their way to these assets and create disturbances 

that will impact peace and quiet. 

4. The proposed venue has 426 parking spaces for shows that will have 500+ patron 

vehicles, staff vehicles, and show crew vehicles.   
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5. Talent Skate Park which operates in the same building will also have patrons and staff 

parking during venue hours. 

6. There is no on street parking on Queen City Park Road, Austin Drive, or Home Avenue 

to Pine St. All other roads adjacent to the venue are residential streets. 

7. There are no accommodations in the project application for dealing with the 100++ 

vehicles that will need parking during shows and will filter down into our 

neighborhood, as they have during Burton events in the past. 

These impacts will increase the costs of maintaining these assets and will cause our taxes to 

increase. 

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  I walk in Red Rocks Park on a regular 

basis and am very concerned that there are simply no enforceable components of 

Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is important to 

see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and those who use 

the park are protected. With the approval of the “performing arts center”, several hundred 

event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-trafficked area. This 

will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher Ground events. Red 

Rocks Park has fragile ecosystems that are put at risk through heavy usage and off-trail use. The 
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park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic and/or tailgate in the 

park either before or after events. We are also concerned that after-events could cause 

nighttime disturbances and present a safety and security risk. 

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.  I am concerned about safety for myself and 

family when we walk, ride bikes, and drive along Queen City Park Road and Central Ave during 

the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 500 vehicles, if not more, entering 

or leaving the venue. The only way to travel out of my neighborhood is via QCP Road – either 

over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave. There are no sidewalks, 

bike lanes, or safe infrastructure to travel safely while these vehicles are entering or leaving. In 

addition, there are already documented public safety concerns from this venue in its current 

location in South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, 

suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will now be on my doorstep, less that 700 

feet away. 

Red Rocks cliffs entice thrill seekers to jump off them, despite signs indicating no trespassing 

and danger. Burton/Higher Ground attendees may be enticed to Red Rocks cliffs. Those that 

ignore these warnings have been severely injured or died. These tragic events happen every 

summer and fall, but during daylight hours when rescue crews and first responders can recover 

injured people/bodies. Should these accidents occur at night, emergency service response will 

be further complicated and put at increased risk.  

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors. There is no 

realistic way for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above. There are currently no accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, 

secure, equitable and sustainable mobility choices for attendees which impacts my ability to 

safely travel from our home. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources. As stated in 

the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet 

weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,000 

gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm 

water system that serves this property. These overflow events contaminate the lake where I 

swim and kayak. This contamination has the potential to make me and my family sick, and 

when detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed. 

These closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise. 
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17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

The fact that this venue can only be accessed by motor vehicle does not meet the greenhouse 

gas reduction goals of these plans. 

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF Michael Turner  

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Michael Turner.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 110 Central Ave, South Burlington, VT 05403.  This is 2500 feet from the proposed 

project.  See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution.  I rely on walking, and bicycling for transportation and for my mental and physical 

health.  In order to leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I have to travel past the 

Burton Campus.  I travel past this campus many times a day at all hours of the day and well into 

the evening/night.  There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR 

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is 

reasonably likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for me to 

inhale them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because those 

contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that 

have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants 

exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction 

and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose 

the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become 

airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of 

the building which will be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without 

proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard. 
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Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late night 

hours.  On warm nights I sleep with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable 

sleeping. I also have a screened sleeping porch where I often sleep in the summer.  The sounds 

of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many music performances 

will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know that Higher Ground, in its present location, 

has created enough noise to generate noise complaints from residents who live as far from the 

site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge which 

can accommodate in excess of 150 people.  That outdoor lounge is directly across the street 

from Central Ave where I live.  When 1,500 patrons exit a loud rock concert during the late PM 

hours of the night and first few AM hours of the next day, travel to and then start up to 680 

vehicles cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there will be significant noise 

disturbance, particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction of the venue and carrying 

that noise south within the Potash Brook valley corridor directly to my house. These 

disturbances will have a negative impact on my sleep patterns and health. 

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 

recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused 

Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  These 

potential exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 

swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

 

Water Pollution --  Drinking Water.  I and my community rely on a well for our drinking water 

that is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a trench that is 

under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  It is known 

that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during construction.  There is 

a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed during 

construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others which may exist on the 

property have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate our drinking water 

which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now performing another 

study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to the Commission, it 

would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue.  
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5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 110 Central Avenue.  Central Ave is a dead end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus.  In order for me 

to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving my 

property, I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  I take trips to 

and from our property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of 

the day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, 

dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low traffic volume 

and even so at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate.  Walking or bicycling north on 

QCP Road on the way to City Market, where I often shop in the evenings, I must cross QCP Road 

several times to avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of the road and then navigate the 

intersection of QCP Road, Home Ave and Austin Drive, then cross VT Rail tracks.  This route is 

hazardous with the current traffic levels.  I can’t imagine trying to travel this route with the 

proposed increase in traffic.  Additionally, traveling east on QCP Road requires navigating over a 

one lane bridge that has a metal grate catwalk for pedestrian travel. If this project is developed, 

there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in concentrated bursts prior to and post-

concert.  This traffic will make this already marginally safe road unmanageable and dangerous 

for me.  Queen City Park Road is the only road with direct access to this site and it is the road 

that I rely on for all of my daily travel. 

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 

Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 

that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 

and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If 

the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 

performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 

Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 

customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 

and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 

Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  

This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 

campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 

on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.  

One of those residential streets is my street.  My house is a few minutes’ walk from the event 
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site.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and dangerous conditions for me and my 

neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at night, when events are over, will bring late-

night noise in front of my house as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or singing), and 

then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. 

 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access Queen 

City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles the ability 

of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my neighborhood and 

the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South Burlington, will be 

severely hampered.  I often use my motor boats, sail boat, and kayaks on the lake in the 

summer and rely on the ability of rescue services in the event of accident or emergency.  Lake 

related emergency events often happen in the late afternoon/evening during the summer 

months and involve up to a dozen or more rescue vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles 

often enter Central Ave. in the evenings to aid the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing 

coincides with the proposed performing arts schedule and there is a real risk that my health or 

life could be put in jeopardy because of the congestion caused by this proposed development.  

  

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s recreational 
and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to provide 

park and recreational services and police services to me.  

 

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road and 

the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher Ground 

events, with as many as 1,500 visitors, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  it will be 

impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to me.  

In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   

 

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.   
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The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow one-lane one-way bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the 

intersection with Home Ave, …potential for disorder inside the venue during large events 

and/or performances by specific artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of 

disruptive elements, and for the SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks 

Park and down Central Ave”.  The BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD 

force reduction of 30%.  This force reduction which has already started makes these letters 

stale.   

The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as a person who walks, bikes and 

drives in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from venue attendee’s behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely 

law enforcement response. 

 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident due to increased tax generated 

revenue required to fund additional South Burlington law enforcement services to the venue 

region.  

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 

in my home will be diminished.  

 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park neighborhood 

under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake Champlain, 

Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow residential street with 
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no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of South Burlington and has 

its own “Park Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and beach access points.  

Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are 

constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the Green.  The houses are close 

together and close to the street creating a dense and closely connected residential 

neighborhood.    

I chose to live here because of this character.  I moved here from upstate New York in 1992 for 

this reason.  

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 

severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 

doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies very close to the 

street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. My home is at the very southern 

end of Central Ave where concert attendee vehicles who are parked or looking for parking, lost 

or just curious must reverse direction to exit north on Central Ave. This will create a negative 

impact on my residential quality of life and create potentially hazardous high volume vehicular 

maneuvering by likely impaired drivers. 

Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 2500 feet away from the 

parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 

proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 

singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 

midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and 

the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I live in the Potash 

Brook stream corridor which funnels sound from the north and south to my house from both 

Queen City Park Road and Shelburne Road. This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my 

front porch and front yard where I often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact 

how I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the walls and windows to 

invade my bedroom and living spaces.  Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert 

goers of our QCP: community green, parking areas, and beach access will result in increased 

litter and wear and tear, which will dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I 

use on a daily basis and pay to maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which 

will impact my use and enjoyment of these assets. 
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Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 pm 

at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment permit 

for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License Ordinance, 

section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are permitted.  A 

permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of the permitted 

activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third clear written 

community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land Development 

Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, or comfort of 

neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the building from 

which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary of 

the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 

Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if it 

applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise 

after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 

green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 
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in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

My wife and I frequently walk to and then through RR Park in the evenings to unwind after busy 

days. The experience of walking in nature has a profoundly positive effect on my wellbeing and 

is something I cherish. The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor 

lounge while drinking, smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the 

soundscape of the park and deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 

As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, will 

visit, hang out at, drink or smoke at a Park such as this that is adjacent to the venue. The limited 

parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a source of parking.  

There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the Park.  Adding one 

hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the Park has closed, is 

likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and damage this natural area both 

before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon for recreation and 

reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   
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The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be audible to me (and others) from my 

bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and on my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park area, 

“residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of smaller 

lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal homes to 

year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 
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important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-

trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 

and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 

disturbances. The Laker Champlain private neighborhood access across the street from my 

house will attract concert goers wishing to observe sunsets and use the beaches which are 

private on either side of the QCP Right of Way access. This will create a negative impact on my 

use of and access to my property.  

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via QCP Road – 

either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no 

sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely while these vehicles are 

entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public safety concerns from this 

venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, trespass, 

accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will undoubtedly spill into 

my neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 
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exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF SHARON O’NEILL 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Sharon O’Neill.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 

if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 20 Arthur Court in Burlington.  This is 150’ feet from the proposed project.  I am a direct 

abutter to the proposed project.  See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

Air pollution.  

I am a direct abutter to the proposed project site (only the railroad tracks separate Burton from 

my property).   I live 150 feet away from the site.  

There are known contaminants on the property, as identified in the ENSR Phase 1 

Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during construction it is reasonably 

likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the potential for me and my dog 

to inhale them while enjoying time in my yard year-round or in my home when my windows are 

open in the warmer months.  I could also be affected when walking past the site.  Those 

contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other contaminants that 

have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of these contaminants 

exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be removed during construction 

and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  This disturbance will expose 

the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause the contaminants to become 

airborne exposing me to this hazard.  Additionally, asbestos is present in the interior of the 
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building which will be renovated.  There is currently no mitigation plan in place and without 

proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne and expose me to this hazard.  While 

these contaminants are dangerous for all people and animals, I also have asthma which leaves 

me more susceptible to airborne irritants.   

Heath Effect of Noise on Me 

I live on Arthur Court, which is a quiet cul-de-sac neighborhood with 11 households. On warm 

nights I go to bed with windows open to provide fresh air and comfortable sleeping.   

This development will produce loud noises during the evening and late-night hours.  Noise will 

come from the music and then from the up to 1,500 people and potentially 680 cars multiple 

times during each week at midnight, 1 in the morning or 2 in the morning – 150 feet away from 

where I sleep.  Even if I close my windows, living that close means the noise will affect me. 

The sounds of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts created by many music 

performances will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know that Higher Ground, in its 

present location, has created enough noise to generate noise complaints from residents who 

live as close to the site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing Higher Ground, will feature a 2,300 

sq ft outdoor lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 people. When up to 1,500 

patrons exit a loud rock concert late at night and during the wee hours of the morning, travel to 

and then start up their cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there will be 

significant noise disturbance.  As described under #6 below, sirens related to police and 

emergency response to the Higher Ground venue will also cause noise disturbance in an 

otherwise quiet area of Burlington.  Each of these disturbances will have a negative impact on 

the enjoyment of my home, my sleep patterns and health. 

I cannot imagine how I will be able to sleep.  Lack of sleep, on a regular basis, week after week, 

will affect my health.  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.   

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval 

letter that this “letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or 

wet weather collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where 

I swim, kayak and hike, often with my dog and my grandson.   This contamination has the 

potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused Texaco Beach, Blanchard Beach, 

Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  The resultant blue green 
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algae blooms would be fatal to my dog.  These potential exposures and closures directly impact 

my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

 

5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.   

My property is located at 20 Arthur Court, off of Queen City Park Road just before the one lane 

bridge.  This is a quiet cul-de-sac neighborhood that has one entrance/exit.  In order for me to 

travel by foot, bicycle, or car requires that I use this entrance/exit.  Currently, this is already a 

challenge because Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, 

dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  This area currently has a low traffic volume 

and even so at times feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate, with the proposed increase in 

traffic safety will be compromised. Using the one lane bridge is challenging because it has a 

metal grate walk for pedestrian travel.  I often walk this route with my dog and this grated walk 

is not suitable for dogs which require me to walk in the travel lane of the one lane bridge.  If 

this project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in concentrated 

bursts pre and post-concert.  This traffic will make this already marginally safe road 

unmanageable and dangerous for me and my dog.  Queen City Park Road is one of only two 

roads with direct access to this site and it is the road that I rely on for all of my daily travel. 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life.  

The proposed Higher Ground Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway 

Administration has found that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance 

events is between 2.2 and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for 

Planned Special Events.”  If the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on 

average, just for full capacity performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles 

bringing patrons to the Burton Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during 

performance events; b) customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the 

starting time of concerts; and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of 

Higher Ground, Burton, the Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 

426 total parking spaces.  This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking 

for parking spaces “off campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, 

no on-street parking on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding 

the proposed venue.  One of those residential streets is Arthur Court which is a narrow road.  

When people park on the side of our road, they potentially limit access of larger emergency 
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vehicles.  I live at the end of the cul-de-sac so this is a particular safty concern for me.    

Additionally, this will bring late-night noise as attendees walk to their cars while talking (or 

singing), and then the noise of doors closing and engines starting. 

 

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington and Burlington’s ability 
to provide municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of Burlington’s 
recreational and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 

my standing, the question is whether this project will affect Burlington’s ability to provide park 

and recreational services and police services to me.  

The Arthur Court neighborhood is where Burlington and South Burlington meet.  So even 

though I am a Burlington resident, the responsiveness of both Burlington and South Burlington 

impacts me.   

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid).  

There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 

disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  The proposed 

venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 

twice the need for police involvement.  This is police activity that is currently almost non-

existent in this area where I live.   

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 

Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 

the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 

some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 

during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  

Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 

the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 

…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 

artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 

SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 

BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 

reduction which has already started makes these letters less relevant to the current situation.   
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The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 

in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 

situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 

response. 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled by 

police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 

Burlington Police Station. Additionally, a rail road track crosses one of the only two roads 

providing access to the proposed venue.  My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public 

roads, and even in my home will be diminished.  

7.  Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Arthur Court neighborhood 

under Criterion 8 

Arthur Court is a quiet, cul-de-sac neighborhood of 11 households.  Residents are frequently 

outside enjoying gardening, decks and porches and time with their dogs.  The neighborhood is 

on the bike path, close to services and near two recreational parks making it a very desirable 

neighborhood.   

I chose to live here because of this character.  I moved to Arthur Court 6 years ago from Fairfax, 

Vermont.  This property have me the quiet and privacy that I enjoyed at my previous home and 

is much closer to where I work and where I like to spend my free time.  I feel very fortunate to 

have found this neighborhood.   

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood, the 

enjoyment that I have at my home and will have a severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  

The noise related to traffic, parking lot and ambient noise surrounding this large music venue, 

associated outdoor lounge and food cafes would certainly change the quiet environment that I 

currently enjoy.  Burton and Higher Ground have said that there would be no live music 

outdoors, but did not say whether there would be pre-recorded music playing from speakers.  

Again, I will reiterate that I am a direct abutter to this project.  I can see the venue clearly from 

my property and my property is clearly visible to the venue.   

Impacts will be severe, consistent and long lived.  I live about 150 feet away from the parking 

lot where up to 1,500 people will leave the building late at night.  The noise of the proposed 

rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, singing, 

entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at midnight or 

1:00 in the morning.  This will be happening multiple times per week, week after week and 
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through all seasons.  This will certainly degrade my life and the character of my residential 

neighborhood.   

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 

doors and driving off.  This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am often outdoors 

gardening, visiting with neighbors or relaxing on my back deck. It will negatively impact how I 

enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my 

bedroom and living spaces.   

I also like to enjoy the local parks which are in very close proximity to my home.  There will be 

increased traffic at the parks leading to higher environmental impacts than the parks would 

typically see.   

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.”  

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 
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enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas.” 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

My attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that this 

standard will also be violated. It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm that 

is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Arthur Court, and my own life, would be 

shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park Act 250 Criteria 8 and 

9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 

in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-

growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 

as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 

Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 

this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

I walk almost daily with my dog in Red Rocks Park.  As noted earlier, the beauty and proximity 

of this park drew me to want to live in the area.  I gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from the 

quiet of nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.   
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The noise of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, smoking, and 

reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and deprive me of 

the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre- and post-concert because of the 

proximity to the venue.  This increased use will prompt wear and tear on the fragile natural 

environment and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy 

this natural resource.  The noise of the proposed music venue will change the character and 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park. 

The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park as a 

source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the park.  

Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after the park 

has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and damage this natural area both 

before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area that I rely upon for recreation and 

well-being.    

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 

to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 

Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will be a 

violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a performance, 

talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me (and others) from 

my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 

the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 

would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 

of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 

accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 

prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   
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9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as planned 

residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and appropriate, and 

that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some 

modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more 

resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent with the 

existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details which are unique to 

various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, where it is important to preserve 

and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates 

that these areas will see some small and subtle changes over time that support their ability to meet the 

evolving needs of current and future families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends 

on their current development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.” 

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature predominantly 

residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing density (single-family or 

multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and scale (height or intensity of 

development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to nearby civic, commercial, and 

recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to maintain the primarily residential 

character, while allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be 

vital, better connected, and more resilient to the influences of nearby growth areas.” 

Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect adjacent 

neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, and that will 

improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses and amenities, and 

increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 

important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 

those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 

several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-
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trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 

Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic in 

the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime disturbances if 

concert goes head into the park.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 

and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via Queen City 

Park Road.  There are little or no sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel 

safely while these vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented 

public safety concerns from this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as 

intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, 

which will undoubtedly spill into our neighborhood.  This is all activity that currently does not 

exist in the Arthur Court neighborhood.   

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 

that I have noted above in this document. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 

and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 

during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 

over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 

and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 

where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 

detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  These 

exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming 

both of which impact my overall health and well-being.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 
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Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and 

by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 
 

PREFILED TESTIMONY OF STEPHANIE HERRICK 
 

1. Please state your name. 
 

My name is Stephanie Herrick. 
  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 
 
I submit this testimony to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 
will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 
injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not occur 
if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 
 
I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this project.  
 

3. Please describe where you live.  
 
I live at 161 AUSTIN DRIVE, UNIT 151.  This is 1,225 feet from the proposed project. See 
attached map 
 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 
Criteria 1 and 1B 

 
Interruption of Sleep by Noise.  In the summer, my windows are open and my bedroom faces 
the Burton facility.  I am 1,225 ft. from it (Please see accompanying map.)   The Burton plan is to 
have an outdoor patio where guests can smoke, talk, and perhaps eat and drink.  There will be 
plenty of noise coming from this patio.  Supposedly there will be a double door to prevent noise 
from inside escaping when persons exit and enter.  I doubt that this will be an effective method 
for keeping the music from being heard outside.  Loud bass sounds pass through walls and floor 
and send reverberations for long distances.  The permit would allow for several concerts a 
week.  There is practically no down time.  It seems to me the Burlington Ordinance Sec. 21-13 
(b) (2) requires noise not to be plainly audible after 10 p. m.  This obviously contrary use will 
harm my ability to sleep. 
 
Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 
Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 
likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 
wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 
system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 
“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 
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collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim and 
recreate. This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused 
Blanchard Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim. These 
potential exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 
swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

 
5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 5.5(A) 

& 5(B) 
 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 
Motorist.   The site is approached either down Home Avenue across the railroad tracks or down 
Queen City Park Road over the one lane bridge.  These are the same routes I take to approach 
or leave my home.  I take trips to and from my property daily and often multiple times a day.  I 
travel this route at all hours of the day and night.  Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with 
no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, and very limited sidewalks.  These are also the 
routes an emergency vehicle would need to take to come to my home if needed.  They are 
residential roads, not designed for heavy traffic that would be created when concerts begin and 
end and would make traveling during these times dangerous for me. 
 
The Impact of Insufficient Parking On Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock Concert 
Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has found 
that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is between 2.2 
and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned Special Events.”  If 
the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just for full capacity 
performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons to the Burton 
Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance events; b) 
customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time of concerts; 
and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, Burton, the 
Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total parking spaces.  
This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for parking spaces “off 
campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, no on-street parking 
on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding the proposed venue.   
 

6. Please describe the impacts of the project on Burlington’s ability to provide municipal 
services to you as a resident and as a user of Burlington’s recreational and public 
safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard to 
my standing, the question is whether this project will affect Burlington’s ability to provide 
police services to me.  
 
The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 
Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of Covid). 
There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue (intoxication, 
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disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault). The proposed 
venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is likely to have 
twice the need for police involvement.   
 
The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The Burlington 
Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police patrols from 
the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime hours.   
 
The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be that 
some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD resources 
during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar closing”.  
Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, particularly at 
the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection with Home Ave, 
…potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or performances by specific 
artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of disruptive elements, and for the 
SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks Park and down Central Ave”.  The 
BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD force reduction of 30%.  This force 
reduction which has already started makes these letters stale.   
 
The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 
may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and drives 
in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a dangerous 
situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law enforcement 
response. 
 
The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare nor in an area customarily patrolled by 
police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the South 
Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, and even 
in my home will be diminished.  

 
7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Redrock neighborhood under 

Criterion 8 
 
Redrocks is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood of 156 condominiums.  Neighbors, 
(individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly community members) are constantly 
walking, biking, and socializing in the street.  The units are close together and close to the street 
creating a dense and closely connected residential neighborhood. 
 
I chose to live here because of this character.  I moved here from Greensboro for this reason. 
This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have a 
severely harmful impact on my quality of life.  
 
If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 
attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their car 
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doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies very close to the 
street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 a.m. 
 
Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 1,225 feet away from the 
parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 
proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 
singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 
midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life and 
the character of my residential neighborhood.   
 
Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property.  This project will 
negatively impact how I enjoy my deck where I often relax late into the evening.  It will 
negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of my home, as the noise will pass through the walls 
and windows to invade my bedroom and living spaces.   
 
Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community  

The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 

planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 

appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 

allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 

better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   

“In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 

with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 

which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 

where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 

aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 

changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 

families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 

development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city.”  

“The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 

predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 

density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 

scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 

nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 

maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 

enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 

influences of nearby growth areas.” 
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Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 

this: 

“Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 

adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 

and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 

and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake.” 

The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 

My attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that this 

standard will also be violated. It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring noise after 10 pm that 

is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.  

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Redrock/Burlington, and my own life, would 
be shocking to a reasonable person. 
 
These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 
measures.    

 
8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park Act 250 Criteria 8 and 

9(k) 
 
Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 
round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 
Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach access 
in South Burlington. The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in the fast-
growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local residents 
as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, and the South 
Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving and preserving 
this “gem of the lakeshore”. 
 
Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 
outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  
 
I walk almost daily in Red Rocks Park and gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from the quiet of 
nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.  Many nights the predominant sounds are of 
the wind in the trees and the peepers and other wildlife sounds. The loud and rowdy ruckus of 
concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while drinking, smoking, and reveling about 
the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the park and deprive me of the use and 
enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 
 
Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 
purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 
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and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 
area. The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of 
Red Rocks Park.  There are paths to the park from our Redrock condominiums, and these are 
the routes that I walk almost daily.  Some of our Redrock property is indistinguishable from the 
Park property. 
 
This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   
 
The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not limited 
to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment Permit 
Ordinance.  See the discussion above..  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event 
is held, there will be a violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people 
exiting a performance, talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible 
to me (and others) from my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 
 
The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly diminishes 
the character of Red Rocks Park.   
 
Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable person 
would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the size/scale 
of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate parking to 
accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate measures to 
prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding neighborhoods.   
 

9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 
noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

 
The Burlington Comprehensive Plan, on pp. 89-91, classifies Arthur Court and Austin Drive as 
planned residential areas.  It states that “small and subtle changes over time” are expected and 
appropriate, and that “we are planning to maintain the primarily residential character, while 
allowing for some modifications which enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, 
better connected, and more resilient to the influence of nearby growth areas.”   
 
In these parts of the community, we anticipate small and incremental change that is consistent 
with the existing development pattern, building scale, and neighborhood character—details 
which are unique to various parts of the city. These include our residential neighborhoods, 
where it is important to preserve and enhance what makes them great. However, these areas 
aren’t locked in time. This plan anticipates that these areas will see some small and subtle 
changes over time that support their ability to meet the evolving needs of current and future 
families and households. How these neighborhoods evolve depends on their current 
development pattern and unique influences and threats relative to the rest of the city. 
 
The purpose of these areas is to strengthen existing neighborhoods which feature 
predominantly residential uses. Throughout the city, there is great diversity in the housing 
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density (single-family or multi-family), pattern (buildings’ features and layout of streets), and 
scale (height or intensity of development) of these neighborhoods and their relationship to 
nearby civic, commercial, and recreational resources. Within these areas, we are planning to 
maintain the primarily residential character, while allowing for some modifications which 
enable these neighborhoods to continue to be vital, better connected, and more resilient to the 
influences of nearby growth areas. 
 
Pages 98-99 discuss further commercial/industrial growth in this part of Burlington but adds 
this: 
 
Further, this plan anticipates the implementation of projects and policies that will protect 
adjacent neighborhoods from impacts such as traffic, air quality, and noise from nearby uses, 
and that will improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, expand neighborhood-serving businesses 
and amenities, and increase connectivity to nearby parks and the lake. 
 
The noise, traffic and parking impacts of the project will violate these standards and harm me. 
 
Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  
 
2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 
recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  
 
I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 
components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It is 
important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park and 
those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts center, 
several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-heavily-
trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to Higher 
Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to picnic 
and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause nighttime 
disturbances.   
 
6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of life 
and property from natural and man-made hazards.   
 
The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along Home 
Avenue or QCP Road during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 
vehicles entering or leaving the venue.   There is no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely 
while these vehicles are entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public 
safety concerns from this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, 
disturbance, trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will 
undoubtedly spill into our neighborhood. 
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15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 
sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  
 
There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the impacts 
that I have noted above. 
 
16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste recovery 
and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  
 
As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, 
during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of 
over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer 
and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events contaminate the lake 
where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to make me sick, and when 
detected have caused Blanchard Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks Beach to be closed.  
These exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise 
swimming both of which impact my overall health.   
 
17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 
renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 
by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 
 
Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction goals, by 
reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 
 
Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development and by 
providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

 
This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 
overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 
garages and shuttle service.   
 
This concludes my testimony. 
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District 4 Environmental Commission 
 
Re: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 

 
PREFILED TESTIMONY OF Wendy Bratt 

1. Please state your name. 

My name is Wendy Bratt.  

2. Please summarize your testimony. 

I submit this affidavit to support my Petition for Party Status.  My purpose is to show that I 

will suffer injury from the proposed project, that there is a causal connection between the 

injuries I will suffer and the proposed project, and that the injury I would suffer would not 

occur if the permits were to be denied or conditioned to prevent the injuries. 

I have read all or almost all the application documents that were filed in relation to this 

project. 

3. Please describe where you live.  

I live at 52 Central Avenue, South Burlington, VT.  This is 1200 feet from the proposed project.  

See attached map 

4. Please describe the safety and Health Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 

Criteria 1 and 1B 

 

Air pollution.  I rely on walking, and bicycling for transportation and for my mental and 

physical health.  In order to leave our neighborhood by car, on foot or bicycle I have to travel 

past the Burton Campus.  I travel past this campus many times a day at all hours of the day 

and well into the evening/night.  There are known contaminants on the property, as 

identified in the ENSR Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment dated January 2001, and during 

construction it is reasonably likely that those contaminants will become airborne creating the 

potential for me to inhale them when traveling past the site.  This is reasonably likely because 

those contaminations include Asbestos, Lead, Chromates, PFAS, Arsenic and other 

contaminants that have been identified to be located on the site.  It is known that some of 

these contaminants exist in the soils under the existing blacktop.  The blacktop will be 

removed during construction and the soils will be disturbed during regrading and excavation.  

This disturbance will expose the contaminants to the elements and has the potential to cause 

the contaminants to become airborne exposing me to this contamination.  Additionally, 

asbestos is present in the interior of the building which will be renovated.  There is currently 
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no mitigation plan in place and without proper handling asbestos fibers may become airborne 

and expose me to this hazard. 

 

Interruption of Sleep by Noise. This development will produce loud noises during the late 

night hours.  Our family sleeps with windows as we do not have the benefit of air conditioning 

and prefer not to have it. The sounds of loud music as well as the low frequency noise bursts 

created by many music performances will penetrate the night air and be disruptive. I know 

that Higher Ground, in its present location, has created enough noise to generate noise 

complaints from residents who live as far from the site as I do.  This site, unlike the existing 

one, will feature a 2,300 sq ft outdoor lounge which can accommodate in excess of 150 

people.  That outdoor lounge is directly across the street from Central Ave where I live.  When 

1,500 patrons exit a loud rock concert during the wee hours of the night, travel to and then 

start up their up to 680 vehicles cars, trucks, and motorcycles as they leave the event there 

will be significant noise disturbance, particularly when the wind is blowing from the direction 

of the venue.  These disturbances will have a negative impact on my sleep patterns, health, 

and the quality of my work day on the following day.  

  

Water Pollution – Combined Sewer and Stormwater Runoff.  As stated in the letter from the 

Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 2020, during wet weather there is a 

likelihood that this project will be responsible for the dumping of over 9,600 gallons of 

wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the combined sewer and storm water 

system that serves this property.  The Burlington DPW states in their approval letter that this 

“letter only addresses dry weather treatment plant and not organic loading or wet weather 

collection system capacities.”  These overflow events contaminate the lake where I swim at 

our beach and often canoe from up to Red Rocks point for a swim. This contamination has the 

potential to make me sick, and when detected has caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, 

and Red Rocks Beach to be closed where I swim.  These potential exposures and closures 

directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake and get exercise swimming and paddling, I moved 

here for these opportunities to easily recreate on the water with my neighbors, and water 

pollution would significantly impact my health.  

 

Water Pollution -- Drinking Water.  I and my community rely on a well for our drinking water 

that is 780’ from the proposed development.  It is known that Chromates are in a trench that 

is under the parking lot which will be exposed to the weather during construction.  It is known 

that Lead is in the soils outside the building that will be disturbed during construction.  There 

is a high likelihood that PFAS are in the soils surrounding the building that will be disturbed 

during construction.  When disturbed, these contaminants, and any others which may exist 

on the property, have the potential to travel towards our well and contaminate our drinking 



4 
 

water which would have a direct negative impact on my health.   Burton is now performing 

another study of the site.  Until Burton’s studies are completed and submitted to the 

Commission, it would be premature to grant or deny party status on this issue.  

 

5. Please describe the traffic Impacts of the Project on you under Act 250 Criteria 

5.5(A) & 5(B) 

 

The Impact of Increased Traffic On My Safety and Quality of Life as Pedestrian, Bicyclist and 

Motorist.  My property is located at 52 Central Avenue.  Central Ave is a dead end road that 

intersects with Queen City Park Road directly across from the Burton Campus.  In order for 

me to travel by foot, bicycle, or car to go shopping, or for any reason that requires leaving our 

property, I must travel directly past the Burton Campus on Queen City Park Road.  

 

I am an avid bicyclist, riding to and from work, errands, and for pleasure.  I take trips to and 

from our property daily and often multiple times a day.  I travel this route at all hours of the 

day and night, including arriving home at 7 PM two nights per week.   

 

Queen City Park Road is a narrow road with no shoulders, crosswalks, dedicated bike lanes, 

and very limited sidewalks.  This road currently has a low traffic volume and even so at times 

feels uncomfortable/unsafe to navigate.  Walking or bicycling north on QCP Road on the way 

to City Market, where I often shop in the evenings, I must cross QCP Road several times to 

avoid walking or biking in the travel lane of the road and then navigate the intersection of 

QCP Road, Home Ave and Austin Drive, then cross VT Rail tracks. This route is hazardous with 

the current traffic levels.  I can’t imagine trying to travel this route with the proposed increase 

in traffic.  

 

Trying to get home after one of my late work nights when concert traffic is coming in would 

force me to share the road with literally hundreds of cars after a long day.   

 

Additionally, traveling east on QCP Road requires navigating over a one lane bridge that has a 

metal grate catwalk for pedestrian travel.  I walk this route with my dog and the catwalk is not 

suitable for dogs which require me to walk in the travel lane of the one lane bridge.  

 

In my experience, in the winter the bridge sidewalk can be unreachable by foot.  Pedestrians 

have to walk in the traveled portion of the bridge.    

If this project is developed, there will be hundreds of cars navigating this road in concentrated 

bursts pre and post-concert.  This traffic will make this already marginally safe road 
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unmanageable and dangerous for me.  Queen City Park Road is the only road with direct 

access to this site and it is the road that I rely on for all of my daily travel. 

 

The Impact of Insufficient Parking on Our Safety and Quality of Life. The proposed Rock 

Concert Venue will have a capacity of 1,500 patrons.  The Federal Highway Administration has 

found that a reliable average number of persons per vehicle at performance events is 

between 2.2 and 2.8.  See the attached FHWA document “Managing Traffic for Planned 

Special Events.”  If the FHWA is correct, up to 680 parking spaces are needed, on average, just 

for full capacity performance events. Additionally, there will be: a) vehicles bringing patrons 

to the Burton Campus for the proposed Cafés, which will be open to all during performance 

events; b) customers of the Talent Skate Park, which will be operating past the starting time 

of concerts; and c) buses and cars of the performers and of the employees of Higher Ground, 

Burton, the Talent Skate Park and the Cafés. The Burton site is planned to have 426 total 

parking spaces.  This means that there will at times be hundreds of vehicles looking for 

parking spaces “off campus”.  There are no municipal parking lots available to concert goers, 

no on-street parking on Queen City Park Road, and only quiet residential streets surrounding 

the proposed venue.  One of those residential streets is my street.  My house is a few 

minutes’ walk from the event site.  These parked vehicles will cause congestion and 

dangerous conditions for me and my neighbors as pedestrians and bicyclists, and, late at 

night, when events are over, will bring late-night noise in front of my house as attendees walk 

to their cars while talking (or singing), and then the noise of doors closing and engines 

starting. 

 

Central Avenue is a very narrow dead end residential street and the only road to access 

Queen City Park and Red Rocks Beach.  If this road becomes congested with concert vehicles 

the ability of safety vehicles (fire, ambulance, rescue, law enforcement) to access my 

neighborhood and the beach, which is the access point for water rescue operations in South 

Burlington, will be severely hampered.  I enjoy both canoe and motor boating on this portion 

of the lake in the spring, summer and fall, and rely on the ability of rescue services in the 

event of accident or emergency.  Lake related emergency events often happen in the late 

afternoon/evening during the summer months and involve up to a dozen or more rescue 

vehicles.  Additionally fire and rescue vehicles often enter Central Ave. in the evenings to aid 

the residents of Queen City Park.  This timing coincides with the proposed performing arts 

schedule and there is a real risk that my health or life could be put in jeopardy because of the 

congestion caused by this proposed development.  
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6. Please describe the impacts of the project on South Burlington’s ability to provide 
municipal services to you as a resident and as a user of South Burlington’s 
recreational and public safety services under Act 250 Criterion 7. 
 

Criterion 7 focuses on a local government’s ability to provide municipal services.  With regard 

to my standing, the question is whether this project will affect South Burlington’s ability to 

provide park and recreational services and police services to me.  

 

The main entrance to Red Rocks Park is on Central Ave just south of Queen City Park Road 

and the entrance to Burton and the Higher Ground site.  I use it nearly daily.  During Higher 

Ground events, with as many as 1,500 visitors, the Park will be flooded with visitors.  it will be 

impossible for the City to continue to provide high-quality park and recreational services to 

me.  In this context, Criterion 7 overlaps with Criterion 9(K).   

 

The South Burlington Police Department has provided incident reports for the existing Higher 

Ground venue for the period June 1, 2018 – May 31, 2019 (no data for 2020 because of 

Covid).  There were 137 calls for service where the police had to respond to that venue 

(intoxication, disturbance, trespass, accident, drugs, suspicious event, sex offense, assault).  

The proposed venue is almost 100% larger than the existing venue for a sold out concert; it is 

likely to have twice the need for police involvement.   

 

The City of Burlington has passed a resolution to reduce its police force by 30%.  The 

Burlington Police Department has recently stated that it will likely have to eliminate police 

patrols from the hours of 3am to 7am and that their patrols will be limited at other nighttime 

hours.   

The following is an excerpt from BPD letter dated April 2020 to DRB: “The challenge will be 

that some large events at the new HG/Mixed Use Hub have the potential to divert BPD 

resources during times when those resources are normally focused on downtown BTV “bar 

closing”.  Specific concerns include: managing traffic flow in either direction on QCP Road, 

particularly at the narrow bridge over the railroad tracks…, but also north to the intersection 

with Home Ave, …potential for disorder inside the venue during large events and/or 

performances by specific artists whose followings include disproportionate numbers of 

disruptive elements, and for the SBPD, after-hours activity potentially leaking into Red Rocks 

Park and down Central Ave”.  The BPD letters were written prior to the announcement of BPD 

force reduction of 30%.  This force reduction which has already started makes these letters 

stale.   
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The reduction of force, in conjunction with the increased size of this venue, will create what 

may at times be uncontrolled hazards that will affect me as person who walks, bikes and 

drives in my own neighborhood and as I enjoy Red Rocks Park. I may find myself in a 

dangerous situation resulting from behaviors and unsafe conditions, without a timely law 

enforcement response. 

 

Because the proposed development is directly on the border of South Burlington, if the City of 

Burlington is unable to respond to an incidence, the SB Police will have to respond.  Given the 

shortage within the Burlington police force this will likely be a recurring condition which will 

place a financial burden on me as a South Burlington resident. 

 

The proposed location is neither on a main thoroughfare or in an area customarily patrolled 

by police.  Further, the location is far away from both the Burlington Police Station and the 

South Burlington Police Station. My safety on my street, and on the adjoining public roads, 

and even in my home will be diminished.  

 

7. Please describe the impact on you as a resident of the Queen City Park 

neighborhood under Criterion 8 

Queen City Park is a quiet, compact residential neighborhood nestled between Lake 

Champlain, Red Rocks Park, and the Potash Brook corridor.  Central Ave is a narrow 

residential street with no shoulder or sidewalk.  This neighborhood is a sub-municipality of 

South Burlington and has its own “Green”, basketball court, playground, parking lots, and 

beach access points.  Neighbors, (individuals, groups, parents with strollers, and elderly 

community members) are constantly walking, biking, and socializing in the street and on the 

Green.  The houses are close together and close to the street creating a dense and closely 

connected residential neighborhood.    

Two years ago, we chose to move to Queen City Park from our home on 32 acres of land in 

Charlotte, VT because of the quiet, neighborly character of this close knit neighborhood. 

This project as proposed threatens to destroy the character of my neighborhood and will have 

a severely harmful impact on my quality of life. 

If the project parking lot does not suffice and there are cars parked on my street, there will be 

attendees talking and singing to each other, then entering their cars, slamming closed their 

car doors and driving off – all of which will occur in front of my house, which lies 20 feet to 

the street. This will happen on a regular basis at midnight or 1 am. 
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Even if parking suffices, the impacts will be severe.  I live about 1,200 feet away from the 

parking lot where 1,500 people will pour out of the building late at night.  The noise of the 

proposed rock music venue, and the noise of 1,500 attendees leaving the building, talking, 

singing, entering their cars, closing their car doors, starting their engines and driving off at 

midnight or 1:00 in the morning, week after week, winter and summer, will degrade my life 

and the character of my residential neighborhood.   

Noise and disturbance will negatively impact how I enjoy my property since I am directly 

across from the Fire District #1 green and park that will certainly be used by pre and post-

concert attendees.  This project will negatively impact how I enjoy my back porch and yard 

where I often relax late into the evening.  It will negatively impact how I enjoy the inside of 

my home, as the noise will pass through the walls and windows to invade my bedroom and 

living spaces.  Additionally, increased use by non-residents concert goers of our QCP: 

community green, parking areas, and beach access will result in increased litter and wear and 

tear, which will dramatically degrade the aesthetics of these areas which I use on a daily basis 

and pay to maintain.  This increased use will also cause congestion which will impact my use 

and enjoyment of these assets. 

Under Act 250, applying the “Quechee test,” the harm to the area and to me will be adverse 

and severe.  It will violate clear written community standards for our community.  One such 

standard is the South Burlington Noise Ordinance, which bars publicly audible noise after 10 

pm at our property line unless the City of South Burlington has granted an entertainment 

permit for that noise source.  Another source is the South Burlington Entertainment License 

Ordinance, section 5 of which contains similar standards for entertainment events that are 

permitted.  A permitted event cannot create noise that “extends beyond the boundary” of 

the permitted activity and interferes with neighboring uses – such as sleeping at night. A third 

clear written community standard is the performance standards of the South Burlington Land 

Development Regulations, Appendix A.  These state that noise that disturbs peace and quiet, 

or comfort of neighbors, is unlawful, and that noise that is "plainly audible" 50 feet from the 

building from which it emanates is presumptively unlawful. 

While some Burlington residents will be harmed by the project, the clear written community 

standards that apply to me, and the rest of Queen City Park, are South Burlington’s written 

standards.  Those standards bar publicly audible noise after 10 pm unless and until the South 

Burlington City Manager has granted an entertainment permit, and all activities subject to 

entertainment permits are prohibited from creating noise that extends beyond the boundary 

of the emitting parcel and interfering with neighboring uses. 

Another clear written community standard is the purpose statement for the Queen City Park 

zoning district in the zoning ordinance and the planned future of Queen City Park in the South 
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Burlington Comprehensive Plan.  The principal uses are intended to be residential and open 

space.   

Our attorney’s review of the Burlington City noise standard leads me to conclude that, even if 

it applies, it too prohibits the proposed impacts.  It sets a “plainly audible” standard, barring 

noise after 10 pm that is plainly audible at other properties or from the road.   

These expected impacts on the aesthetics of life in Queen City Park, and my own life, would 

be shocking to a reasonable person. 

These changes also will result from the failure to consider and adopt reasonable mitigation 

measures.    

8. Please describe the impacts on you as a user of Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 

green spaces and beach under Act 250 Criteria 8 and 9(k) 

Red Rocks Park is a beautiful 100-acre park on the bank of Lake Champlain that is open year 

round. It is the product of enormous investment of time and money by the people of South 

Burlington. The park has 3.3 miles of wooded trails, and is home to the only public beach 

access in South Burlington.  The park has the potential to remain a haven of natural beauty in 

the fast-growing urban area for generations to come provided it is properly protected.  Local 

residents as well as conservationists from groups, such as the South Burlington Land Trust, 

and the South Burlington Recreation and Parks Department, are concerned about conserving 

and preserving this “gem of the lakeshore”. 

Red Rocks Park is directly adjacent to the proposed performance venue. The 2,300 sq ft 

outdoor lounge is directly across the street from and faces Red Rocks Park.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park a few nights per week and gain deep enjoyment and relaxation from 

the quiet of nature and beauty of the natural surroundings.  Many nights the predominant 

sounds are of the wind in the trees and the peepers and other wildlife sounds. 

The loud and rowdy ruckus of concert goers congregating in the outdoor lounge while 

drinking, smoking, and reveling about the music will dramatically alter the soundscape of the 

park and deprive me of the use and enjoyment of a valuable municipal asset. 

Undoubtedly, concert goers will filter into the park pre and post-concert for licit and illicit 

purposes.  This increased use will increase wear and tear on the fragile natural environment 

and potentially create safety issues, both of which will impact my ability to enjoy this natural 

resource. 
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As a South Burlington and Fire District #1 taxpayer and as a user of Red Rocks Park, I will be 

harmed by the impacts of Higher Ground events, with 1500 attendees, right next to RRP.  

Concert attendees will likely either park in Fire District parking lots or use the Fire District #1 

green spaces, equipment and beach access before, during or after the concerts. 

The noise of the proposed rock music venue will change the character and soundscape of Red 

Rocks Park.  It is reasonable to expect that attendees to events, before or after the events, 

will visit, hang out at, drink or smoke or worse, at a Park such as this that is adjacent to the 

venue. The limited parking available at the venue also is likely to send attendees to the Park 

as a source of parking.  There is no way to prevent attendees to this venue from entering the 

Park.  Adding one hundred or two hundred visitors on warm summer nights, before or after 

the Park has closed, is likely to overburden both Red Rocks Park and Fire District #1 and 

damage this natural area both before and after concerts.  This will degrade the natural area 

that I rely upon for recreation and reflection:   

My neighbors, my family, and I will provide personal and expert testimony concerning the 

soundscape of Red Rocks Park and the adverse changes caused by the venue.  

This impacts the three tests of the second part of the Quechee Analysis.   

The noise at the Park will violate clear, written community standards, including but not 

limited to the South Burlington Noise Ordinance and the South Burlington Entertainment 

Permit Ordinance.  See the discussion above.  Every night that a large event is held, there will 

be a violation of the ordinances because the noises of hundreds of people exiting a 

performance, talking, yelling, singing, slamming car doors, etc. will be plainly audible to me 

(and others) from my bedroom and living room, from my front yard, and my street. 

The late night noise is shocking and offensive, out of character with, and significantly 

diminishes the character of Red Rocks Park.   

Finally, the applicant fails to take generally available mitigating steps which a reasonable 

person would take to improve the harmony of the Project with the Park, such as limiting the 

size/scale of the venue and time of night that noise intrusions will occur, providing adequate 

parking to accommodate all of the vehicles coming to the venue, and providing adequate 

measures to prevent concert patrons from parking in and disturbing the surrounding 

neighborhoods.   
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9. Please describe the applicable municipal and regional plan sections, and how 

noncompliance will affect you, under Act 250 Criterion 10. 

South Burlington’s Comprehensive Plan, at page 3-27, states that in the Queen City Park 

area, “residential and open space uses should continue to predominate." 

Noncompliance with this plan will affect me by allowing non-residential and non-open space 

uses to predominate on a regular basis during some of the currently and historically, quietest 

times of each week – when I and my neighbors sit on our porches, walk around our narrow 

streets, walk through our parks, and then get our sleep.  

4.08 QUEEN CITY PARK DISTRICT QCP  

A. Purpose. A Queen City Park District (QCP) is hereby formed in order to encourage residential 

use at densities and setbacks that are compatible with the existing character of the Queen City 

Park neighborhood. It is designed to promote the area's historic development pattern of 

smaller lots and reduced setbacks. This district also encourages the conversion of seasonal 

homes to year round residences.  

Applicable CCRPC ECOS Plan Goals  

2. Scenic and Recreational Resources - Conserve, protect and improve valued scenic, 

recreational, and historic resources and opportunities.  

I walk in Red Rocks Park on a very regular basis and there are simply no enforceable 

components of Burton/Higher Ground's plan that ensure the protection of Red Rocks Park. It 

is important to see every effort be made by Burton/Higher Ground to ensure that the park 

and those of us who use the park are protected.  With the approval of the performing arts 

center, several hundred event attendees will regularly be introduced to the currently not-

heavily-trafficked area.  This will potentially result in an increase of park users attributable to 

Higher Ground events. The park could quickly be overwhelmed by event patrons who elect to 

picnic and/or tailgate in the park either before or after events.  After-events also will cause 

nighttime disturbances.   

6. Public Safety and Criminal Justice - Improve the safety of the public including the loss of 

life and property from natural and manmade hazards.   

The proposed project will endanger my safety as I walk, ride a bike and drive along QCP Road 

during the pre- and post-concert periods when there will be up to 680 vehicles entering or 

leaving the venue.  The only way for me to travel out of our neighborhood is via QCP Road – 

either over the one lane railroad bridge or to the north toward Home Ave.  There are no 

sidewalks, no bike lanes, no safe infrastructure for me to travel safely while these vehicles are 
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entering or leaving.  In addition, there are already documented public safety concerns from 

this venue in its current location in South Burlington such as intoxication, disturbance, 

trespass, accidents, drugs, suspicious events, sex offense, and assault, which will undoubtedly 

spill into our neighborhood. 

15. Transportation - Provide accessible, safe, efficient, interconnected, secure, equitable and 

sustainable mobility choices for our region’s businesses, residents and visitors.  

There is no plan for attendees to access this venue other than by car which creates the 

impacts that I have noted above. 

16. Infrastructure - Ensure adequate infrastructure and facilities (i.e. water supply, 

wastewater treatment, stormwater treatment, broadband coverage and solid waste 

recovery and recycling) to support areas planned for growth while conserving resources.  

As stated in the letter from the Burlington Public Works Department dated October 30th 

2020, during wet weather there is a likelihood that this project will be responsible for the 

dumping of over 9,600 gallons of wastewater directly into Lake Champlain because of the 

combined sewer and storm water system that serves this property.  These overflow events 

contaminate the lake where I swim and recreate.  This contamination has the potential to 

make me sick, and when detected have caused Texaco Beach, Oakledge Beach, and Red Rocks 

Beach to be closed.  These exposures and closures directly impact my ability to enjoy the lake 

and get exercise swimming both of which impact my overall health.   

17. Energy - Move Chittenden County’s energy system toward a cleaner more efficient and 

renewable system that benefits health, economic development, and the local/global climate 

by working towards the State’s Comprehensive Energy Plan goals which include: 

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with the state’s emission-reduction 

goals, by reducing fossil fuel use and efficiently using renewable energy sources; 

Encourage active lifestyles and reduced energy use through compact development 

and by providing safe opportunities for walking, biking, and using public transit; 

This project cries out for public transit access because of the limited parking, the certain 

overflow of parking into neighborhood streets, and the availability of downtown parking 

garages and shuttle service.   

This concludes my testimony. 
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exhibits for the March 10 hearing in the above-referenced proceeding on behalf of the Burton 
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Burton Hub – Performing Arts Center (PAC) Operational Management Plan 

April 23, 2020 

Revised: September 1, 2020 

 

This Operational Management Plan (OMP) dated 4/23/20 was developed by Burton and presented to the 
Burlington Development Review Board (DRB) which imposed additional conditions to the OMP as part of 
its Conditional Use approval dated 9/1/20 (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU).   

Initial Six Months of PAC Operation 

- Within the first 6 months of operation, the Applicant shall perform a noise assessment (DRB Permit 
20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 3): 

1. Within this timeframe, the applicant shall coordinate a schedule with their noise 
consultant to conduct monitoring for three (3) events that are expected to be at full 
capacity;  

2. Sound monitoring shall be conducted within the same geographic area covered by the 
Project Noise Assessment prepared by RSG dated 4/20/20; and,  

3. If monitored sound levels from the performing arts center exceed 45dBA Leq (1-hour) at 
night (10:00 PM – 7:00 AM) at residential areas, additional sound mitigation measures 
will be required to bring noise levels into compliance (at or below 45dBA Leq).  

- Within the first 6 months of operation, the Applicant shall perform a traffic assessment of how the 
OMP is addressing traffic impacts. The Applicant will summarize its findings in a presentation to the 
DRB, including the opportunity for public comment, to determine if traffic conditions require 
modification (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 5) 

Pre-event Management: 

- No tailgating is permitted. 
- Organized queueing in advance of doors opening will occur indoors in the shared Hub lobby, as 

supervised by HG security staff. This indoor lobby space is significantly larger that the indoor queue 
space at Higher Ground’s current Williston Road venue, and based on experience the significantly 
larger indoor lobby area is expected to accommodate guests for most shows. Based on experience, a 
few shows per year are expected to overflow to the exterior of the building, with security staff 
supervision. Any outdoor queue will clear as soon as doors open, typically by/before 7 pm. 

- Security will coordinate with Cities of Burlington and South Burlington to ensure applicable on-street 
parking rules are followed. 

- Event staff in the lots will direct traffic, ensure orderly parking, direct pedestrians into the Hub lobby, 
and oversee the arrival of bicyclists and rideshares. 



- Prior to large events, Higher Ground will coordinate with BPD and SBPD as needed. 
- Contact information for on-duty Higher Ground event management staff will be made available to any 

interested business and residential neighbors to facilitate contact before, during or after any concert 
event with questions or concerns. 

- Prior to large events (750 patrons or more), Higher Ground will place a partial barrier at the end of 
Central Avenue that indicates Dead End No Event Parking (pending approval and coordination with 
the City of South Burlington). 

Event Management: 

- Daytime use of the PAC shall be limited to 300 attendees. Doors shall not open for daytime uses 
of the PAC before 9:00 AM, and exiting times shall not occur between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 
Evening use of the performing arts center shall be limited to 1,500 attendees. Doors shall not 
open for weekday evening uses of the PAC before 6:30 PM (6:00 PM for weekends and holidays). 
In no case shall any use of the PAC have an exiting time past 2:00 AM (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU 

dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 6). 
- Doors shall remain closed during events (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-

Condition 11). 
- No tailgating is permitted (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 12). 
- No music or amplified sound is permitted outdoors, including the patio area (DRB Permit 20-

0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 13). 
- Ingress security screening policies will be followed based on industry standards followed at HG’s 

Williston Road venue and other comparable venues (State Theater in Portland, ME). 
- Higher Ground will comply with all applicable Vermont Liquor Control laws and licenses.  HG will 

coordinate with the Vermont Department of Liquor Control (DLC) and local law enforcement 
regarding enforcement of state laws and regulations, as well as expected use of the facility for DLC 
agent training (DLC currently uses the HG Williston Road location as a staff training site, due to a 
strong track record of HG meeting DLC requirements). 

- Once admitted, customers will not be allowed to exit and reenter the PAC venue for any reason. 
- A minimum of three security guards will monitor the lobby and parking areas during the show. 
- Inside the PAC venue, security staff will monitor customer behavior continuously and intervene as 

necessary following long-established security policies and procedures. Key HG staff have completed 
ALICE training and certification. 

Post-event Management: 

- No tailgating is permitted (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 12). 
- Traffic control measures shall be used to empty the parking lots within 30 minutes of the end of any 

event (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 14). 

The post-event management objectives are to:  
1. Prevent any alcoholic beverages, or cups of any kind (water included) from leaving the licensed 

premise; 
2. Supervise the crowd to deter any visibly intoxicated individuals from attempting to operate a 

motor vehicle; and 
3. Ensure all guests exit the site as efficiently, rapidly, and quietly as possible, minimizing any 

disruption to residential neighbors. 

 



At the conclusion of the show, available 'float' security guards will re-deploy to the primary egress route 
from the building. The doors to the lobby are opened, lights come on, and all ingress staff along with floats 
form a two-tiered ring to supervise guests as they exit - one group (lobby staff) inside the PAC lobby, and 
one group (patio egress staff) covering the shared Hub lobby and outdoor patio. Depending on the size of 
the crowd, there should be more staff focused on the external perimeter ring outside – see deployment 
details below. All egress happens through the lobby to ensure that all exiting guests must pass through 
this heavily supervised area. Here are specific staffing protocols based on the size of the show: 

Capacity  Protocol 

Up to 
750 

Lobby staff (3-4 guards - IDer, Ticketing, Pat Down staff) will greet guests as they exit 
through the lobby, scanning for drinks, handing out fliers (if applicable) and thanking 
guests for coming to the show. Staff inside the lobby should be scanning for drinks and 
scanning for visibly intoxicated guests. Any guests that clearly should not drive should be 
described (via radio) to patio egress staff for deterrence techniques to be applied. Patio 
egress staff (3-4 guards - Floats, Patio, Parking/Lot Patrol) will form a ring around the 
parking lot side of the front patio in the fire line, doing a second wave of checks for drinks 
and intoxicated guests, and supervising any groups of people waiting for taxis or 
rideshares.  

750 to 
1,000 

Same as above. 
And add additional floats, security lead(s), and Managers on Duty (MOD). Lobby staff can 
include the back of house MOD, and patio egress staff can include the front of house 
MOD, bringing headcounts for each team to 5+ (10-12 total). Second ring staff will place a 
temporary bollard with a sign at the end of Central Avenue indicating Dead End No Event 
Parking. This will be taken down once the majority of guests have exited the site.   

1,000 + Same as above. 
And add additional staff to form a third, wider perimeter ring extending out into the 
parking lots to ensure complete and thorough coverage. All available floats, plus 
production staff (with security training/background), and MODs to support - bringing total 
headcount for large scale event egress to 14-15. Third ring staff will direct/assist with any 
issues (e.g. excessive intoxication, excessive noise, etc.) in the parking lots as the site is 
emptied. This staffing would include a dedicated position that would be posted near the 
parking lot exit in the southwest corner of the 266 QCPR property, to monitor and direct 
vehicle and pedestrian traffic to exit the area smoothly, including discouraging 
pedestrians from leaving the venue to go into Red Rocks Park. 

Provide event traffic control at the following locations: 1. Intersection of Home Avenue & 
Pine Street; 2. Intersection of Central Avenue & Queen City Park Road; 3. Nearby “one-
way” bridge on Queen City Park Road (BTV DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; 
Section III-Condition 7): 

 

Additional Traffic Flow and Safety Considerations: 

- Bike and pedestrian traffic to and from the site will be encouraged/directed to come/go from the 

north on Queen City Park Road to avoid use of the one-way bridge. 

- Signage will be developed and installed on site to support the egress process. Specific sign wording 

and locations to be determined based on identifying any issues by venue operators and/or cities of 

Burlington and South Burlington, pinch points experienced during the egress process, feedback from 

guests/neighbors, etc. This may include signage to clearly mark drop off/pick up locations for 

rideshare and taxi services, directly in front of the 266 building.  



- Pending discussions with the City of South Burlington, assist in the installation of MUTCD W14-1a or 

W14-2a signage (Dead End, No Outlet) on Central Ave. if desired/required by South Burlington. 

- The approved OMP may otherwise be altered only upon review and approval by the DRB following a 

public hearing (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 7).  
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Burlington Development Review Board (DRB) which imposed additional conditions to the OMP as part of 
its Conditional Use approval dated 9/1/20 (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU).   
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- Within the first 6 months of operation, the Applicant shall perform a noise assessment (DRB Permit 
20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 3): 

1. Within this timeframe, the applicant shall coordinate a schedule with their noise 
consultant to conduct monitoring for three (3) events that are expected to be at full 
capacity;  

2. Sound monitoring shall be conducted within the same geographic area covered by the 
Project Noise Assessment prepared by RSG dated 4/20/20; and,  

3. If monitored sound levels from the performing arts center exceed 45dBA Leq (1-hour) at 
night (10:00 PM – 7:00 AM) at residential areas, additional sound mitigation measures 
will be required to bring noise levels into compliance (at or below 45dBA Leq).  

- Within the first 6 months of operation, the Applicant shall perform a traffic assessment of how the 
OMP is addressing traffic impacts. The Applicant will summarize its findings in a presentation to the 
DRB, including the opportunity for public comment, to determine if traffic conditions require 
modification (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 5) 

Pre-event Management: 

- No tailgating is permitted. 
- Organized queueing in advance of doors opening will occur indoors in the shared Hub lobby, as 

supervised by HG security staff. This indoor lobby space is significantly larger that the indoor queue 
space at Higher Ground’s current Williston Road venue, and based on experience the significantly 
larger indoor lobby area is expected to accommodate guests for most shows. Based on experience, a 
few shows per year are expected to overflow to the exterior of the building, with security staff 
supervision. Any outdoor queue will clear as soon as doors open, typically by/before 7 pm. 

- Security will coordinate with Cities of Burlington and South Burlington to ensure applicable on-street 
parking rules are followed. 

- Event staff in the lots will direct traffic, ensure orderly parking, direct pedestrians into the Hub lobby, 
and oversee the arrival of bicyclists and rideshares. 



- Prior to large events, Higher Ground will coordinate with BPD and SBPD as needed. 
- Contact information for on-duty Higher Ground event management staff will be made available to any 

interested business and residential neighbors to facilitate contact before, during or after any concert 
event with questions or concerns. 

- Prior to large events (750 patrons or more), Higher Ground will place a partial barrier at the end of 
Central Avenue that indicates Dead End No Event Parking (pending approval and coordination with 
the City of South Burlington). 

Event Management: 

- Daytime use of the PAC shall be limited to 300 attendees. Doors shall not open for daytime uses 
of the PAC before 9:00 AM, and exiting times shall not occur between 4:00 PM and 6:00 PM. 
Evening use of the performing arts center shall be limited to 1,500 attendees. Doors shall not 
open for weekday evening uses of the PAC before 6:30 PM (6:00 PM for weekends and holidays). 
In no case shall any use of the PAC have an exiting time past 2:00 AM (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU 
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coordinate with the Vermont Department of Liquor Control (DLC) and local law enforcement 
regarding enforcement of state laws and regulations, as well as expected use of the facility for DLC 
agent training (DLC currently uses the HG Williston Road location as a staff training site, due to a 
strong track record of HG meeting DLC requirements). 

- Once admitted, customers will not be allowed to exit and reenter the PAC venue for any reason. 
- A minimum of three security guards will monitor the lobby and parking areas during the show. 
- Inside the PAC venue, security staff will monitor customer behavior continuously and intervene as 

necessary following long-established security policies and procedures. Key HG staff have completed 
ALICE training and certification. 

Post-event Management: 

- No tailgating is permitted (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 12). 
- Traffic control measures shall be used to empty the parking lots within 30 minutes of the end of any 

event (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 14). 

The post-event management objectives are to:  
1. Prevent any alcoholic beverages, or cups of any kind (water included) from leaving the licensed 

premise; 
2. Supervise the crowd to deter any visibly intoxicated individuals from attempting to operate a 

motor vehicle; and 
3. Ensure all guests exit the site as efficiently, rapidly, and quietly as possible, minimizing any 

disruption to residential neighbors. 

 



At the conclusion of the show, available 'float' security guards will re-deploy to the primary egress route 
from the building. The doors to the lobby are opened, lights come on, and all ingress staff along with floats 
form a two-tiered ring to supervise guests as they exit - one group (lobby staff) inside the PAC lobby, and 
one group (patio egress staff) covering the shared Hub lobby and outdoor patio. Depending on the size of 
the crowd, there should be more staff focused on the external perimeter ring outside – see deployment 
details below. All egress happens through the lobby to ensure that all exiting guests must pass through 
this heavily supervised area. Here are specific staffing protocols based on the size of the show: 

Capacity  Protocol 

Up to 
750 

Lobby staff (3-4 guards - IDer, Ticketing, Pat Down staff) will greet guests as they exit 
through the lobby, scanning for drinks, handing out fliers (if applicable) and thanking 
guests for coming to the show. Staff inside the lobby should be scanning for drinks and 
scanning for visibly intoxicated guests. Any guests that clearly should not drive should be 
described (via radio) to patio egress staff for deterrence techniques to be applied. Patio 
egress staff (3-4 guards - Floats, Patio, Parking/Lot Patrol) will form a ring around the 
parking lot side of the front patio in the fire line, doing a second wave of checks for drinks 
and intoxicated guests, and supervising any groups of people waiting for taxis or 
rideshares.  

750 to 
1,000 

Same as above. 
And add additional floats, security lead(s), and Managers on Duty (MOD). Lobby staff can 
include the back of house MOD, and patio egress staff can include the front of house 
MOD, bringing headcounts for each team to 5+ (10-12 total). Second ring staff will place a 
temporary bollard with a sign at the end of Central Avenue indicating Dead End No Event 
Parking. This will be taken down once the majority of guests have exited the site.   

1,000 + Same as above. 
And add additional staff to form a third, wider perimeter ring extending out into the 
parking lots to ensure complete and thorough coverage. All available floats, plus 
production staff (with security training/background), and MODs to support - bringing total 
headcount for large scale event egress to 14-15. Third ring staff will direct/assist with any 
issues (e.g. excessive intoxication, excessive noise, etc.) in the parking lots as the site is 
emptied. This staffing would include a dedicated position that would be posted near the 
parking lot exit in the southwest corner of the 266 QCPR property, to monitor and direct 
vehicle and pedestrian traffic to exit the area smoothly, including discouraging 
pedestrians from leaving the venue to go into Red Rocks Park. 

Provide event traffic control at the following locations: 1. Intersection of Home Avenue & 
Pine Street; 2. Intersection of Central Avenue & Queen City Park Road; 3. Nearby “one-
way” bridge on Queen City Park Road (BTV DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; 
Section III-Condition 7): 

 

Additional Traffic Flow and Safety Considerations: 

- Bike and pedestrian traffic to and from the site will be encouraged/directed to come/go from the 

north on Queen City Park Road to avoid use of the one-way bridge. 

- Signage will be developed and installed on site to support the egress process. Specific sign wording 

and locations to be determined based on identifying any issues by venue operators and/or cities of 

Burlington and South Burlington, pinch points experienced during the egress process, feedback from 

guests/neighbors, etc. This may include signage to clearly mark drop off/pick up locations for 

rideshare and taxi services, directly in front of the 266 building.  



- Pending discussions with the City of South Burlington, assist in the installation of MUTCD W14-1a or 

W14-2a signage (Dead End, No Outlet) on Central Ave. if desired/required by South Burlington. 

- The approved OMP may otherwise be altered only upon review and approval by the DRB following a 

public hearing (DRB Permit 20-0854CA/CU dated 9/1/20; Section III-Condition 7).  
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Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, Waste Management and Prevention Division 
Construction Site Waste Reduction Plan 

Revised May 2017 
 

We have found through experience that planning for waste reduction is crucial to its success.  A written, well thought out, job-specific 
plan, particularly if supplemented by contract specifications, will reduce the amount of waste that needs to be disposed of, and can save 
money. A valid waste reduction plan should list each waste material of consequence and the estimated quantity, and outline what is to 
become of that waste material once it is generated.  In keeping with the priorities set out in Vermont law, our expectation is that the 
applicant will make a good faith attempt to avoid generation of waste in the first place, as wastes that are not generated do not need to 
be managed.  For wastes that are unavoidably generated, the applicant should make a reasonable attempt to reuse, salvage, or recycle - 
in that order of preference. And if none of those options are feasible, the material will need to be disposed of responsibly.  As the 
marketability of a material is dependent on a number of factors, such as quantity, condition, and location of the project, acceptable waste 
reduction efforts will vary somewhat by application. 
 
Note: As of January 1, 2015, Vermont law requires “architectural waste” to be recycled in certain circumstances, depending on 
the quantity generated and distance to a recycling facility.  Before submitting a plan or contract specifications, applicants are 
urged to review information regarding the law at:   
http://dec.vermont.gov/waste-management/solid/materials-mgmt/construction-waste  
 
Please call the Solid Waste Management Program at 828-1138 for planning and waste reduction assistance.  We would be happy to help. 
 

Company Name Burton Corporation – Hub Project 
Contact Person Mike Fialko-Casey 
Contact Address 180 Queen City Park Road 

Contact Telephone Number (802)881-2632 
Contact Email Address MikeF@burton.com 

Project Location 266 Queen City Park Road, 180 Queen City Park Road 
Act 250 Application Project Number 4C0174, 4C0368 

 
 
 
 
Waste Reduction Plans and/or Contract Specifications in support of an Act 250 application should be submitted to: james.surwilo@vermont.gov  

 
 
  

http://dec.vermont.gov/waste-management/solid/materials-mgmt/construction-waste
mailto:james.surwilo@vermont.gov
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Project Description: 
(Demolition/renovation/new construction, square footage, commercial/residential/industrial, timeframe, etc.) 

 
The Hub project includes two distinct components as outlined below: 

1. Reconfiguration and reconstruction of existing parking lots to improve surface conditions and allow construction of modern stormwater 
treatment systems. 

2. Re-purpose existing 83K SF manufacturing building at 266 QCPR into a Mixed-Use Facility ("Hub") to include the following: 
a. Burton Flagship Retail Store 
b. Chill Foundation, a nonprofit that inspires youth to overcome challenges through boardsports. 
c. Burton Museum and tour 
d. Prototype/R&D/Manufacturing (existing) 
e. Other "back of the house" Burton uses such as storage, warranty/repair shop, and photographic studios 
f. Skatepark (existing) 
g. Food Court: One or more cafes are proposed to be operated by local eateries providing on-campus food for Burton employees, 

guests and the general public. 
h. Performing Arts Center (11,560 sf) 

Proposed work includes full depth reconstruction of the parking lots with new curbing and stormwater improvements, along with 
demolition of interior walls, along with window replacement, entry vestibule construction, and interior renovations to convert 
warehouse space into a dynamic multi-use activity hub. Construction work is expected to be completed over a 12-month period. 

 
Job-site Planning Worksheet 

Attach any extra sheets as needed 
 
Waste Prevention Planning - What steps have been taken to prevent waste from being generated during the project?  This could include using 
designs that favor standard sizes or specifying building techniques that incorporate fewer materials.  It could also include asking suppliers to take 
back excess materials.  It could include contacting deconstruction firms to remove salvageable materials before renovation or demolition.  Note: 
2012 Vermont Law (10 VSA 6602 et al) will mandate the collection of recyclables, food waste, and yard waste over the next several years.  
New construction should account for these requirements, e.g., providing additional dumpster areas, ample recycling space, food waste 
storage areas, and the like. 
 

Education Plan - Describe how the Construction Site Waste Reduction Plan will be communicated to the general contractor, subcontractors, and all 
those working on the project.  Describe any incentives or disincentives. 
 
Waste reduction requirements will be part of all construction contracts. 
 
Contract specifications –ANR strongly encourages the inclusion of waste management specifications in contract documents.  In this way, contractors 
and subcontractors are obligated to manage jobsite waste appropriately.  Will contract specifications include waste management?  If yes, please 
attach. 
  YES, copy attached. 
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Reuse & Recycling Worksheet 
 

Material 
 

Estimated 
Quantity 
 

Management - For markets assistance, contact 
the ANR at 828-1138, or your local Solid Waste 
District.  When researching recycling options, ask 
the hauler what will be done with the materials. 

Handling Procedure - How materials are to be removed, 
separated, stored, and hauled for reuse or recycling. 

Sample listing: 

Cardboard 
one 3 cy 

dumpster 
Recycled thru ABC Hauling. Cardboard dumpster will be placed as located on plan 

sheet. Will call hauler when full. 
Asphalt roofing shingles 
 
 

NA  
None anticipated 
 

 

Asphalt  
 
 
 
 

  
Asphalt pavement to be recycled at Pike, 
Whitcomb, Myers, or Ranger Asphalt Recycling 
to the maximum practical extent 
 

Materials to be peeled up and either placed in temporary 
stockpiles or direct loaded into trucks for delivery 

Brick 
 
 

NA  
None anticipated 
 

 

Cardboard 
 
 
 

  
Cardboard construction waste to be managed by 
General Contractor 
 

Separated and stored in covered dumpsters for recycling. 
The contractor is responsible for keeping this material dry 

“Clean” Wood  
 
 
 

 Any untreated, unpainted wood will be brought to 
the McNeil Wood Depot or Myers Recycling 
Center 

Collected in 30-yard dumpsters for recycling 

OSB and Plywood  Collected and brought to a certified facility 
 

Collected in a 20-yard dumpster for recycling if needed 

Concrete 
 
 
 

 Collected and brought to a certified facility. 
Concrete that cannot be accepted there will go to 
landfill 

Collected in 30-yard dumpsters for recycling 
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Reuse & Recycling Worksheet page 2 
 

Material Estimated 
Quantity 

Management - For markets assistance, contact 
the ANR at 828-1138, or your local Solid Waste 
District.  When researching recycling options, ask 
the hauler what will be done with the materials. 

Handling Procedure - How materials are to be removed, 
separated, stored and hauled for reuse or recycling. 

Metal 
 
 
 
 

 Structural steel, steam piping, air ducts, etc. 
collected and brought to a metal recycling facility 
to the maximum extent practical 

A metal recycling dumpster will be on site during any 
significant demolition work. Metal waste generated at other 
times will go to Burton’s metal recycling dumpster 

Plaster/Drywall 
 
 
 
 

 Collected and brought to a certified Recycling 
Center to the maximum extent practical 

Collected in a covered 20-30 cubic yard dumpster 
(depending on volumes) without mixing with other waste 
materials and kept dry 

“Treated/Painted” Wood 
 
 
  

 Collected and brought to a certified Recycling 
Center to the maximum extent practical 

Collected in 30-yard dumpsters for recycling 

Other (e.g., “blue bin” 
recyclables) 
 
 

 Collected for recycling at the CSWD Materials 
Recovery Facility 

Collected in 30-yard dumpsters for recycling along with 
totes and/or bins at locations convenient for use by 
construction workers 

Salvageable Items/Used 
Building Materials such 
as windows, doors, 
moldings, fixtures, 
bathroom fixtures, etc. 
(Please list items 
separately) 
 

 HVAC units – reused where possible 
Showroom lighting – offered for sale 
Overhead crane – offered for sale if removed 
Kitchen fixtures and appliances – offered for sale 
Office furniture – offered for sale or reused 
Televisions, electronics – sold or donated 
Windows, doors, glazing sections – sold or     
donated 
 
Other salvageable materials will be offered or 
sold by Burton to employees and the public or 
offered to ReStore and/or Habitat for Humanity. 

Collected and stored under cover for loading and delivery or 
for pick up. 

Materials banned from 
landfills 

 Batteries (lead-acid and rechargeable), paints & 
stains, gasoline, propane cylinders, tires, 
electronics, products containing mercury, 
appliances, explosives, chemicals, liquid waste  

Collected by contractor and disposed of at an approved 
facility 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify on this 5th day of March, 2021, a copy of the foregoing letters from Susan Molzon and David White of the City of Burlington concerning Act 250 

Land Use Permit Application 4C0174-6,4C0368-3, was sent by U.S. mail, postage prepaid to the following individuals without email addresses and by email to 

the individuals with email addresses listed. 

 

 

The Burton Corporation 
c/o Justin Worthley, Mike Fialko-Casey, Eric Bergstrom 
180 Queen City Park Road 
Burlington, VT 05401 
justinw@burton.com; MikeF@burton.com; ericb@burton.com  
 
John Caulo 
LandPlan Development Services, LLC 
61 Central Avenue 
Burlington, VT  05401 
John.caulo@gmail.com  
 
Tyler Barnard 
Engineering Ventures 
208 Flynn Ave, Suite 2A 
Burlington, VT 05401 
tylerb@engineeringventures.com  
 
Brian Dunkiel, Jonathan Rose, Malachi Brennan 
Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand, PLLC 
91 College Street, P.O. Box 545 
Burlington, Vermont 05402-0545 
bdunkiel@dunkielsaunders.com; jrose@dunkielsaunders.com; 
mbrennan@dunkielsaunders.com  
 
Katherine Schad, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning Commission 
City of Burlington 
149 Church Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
burlingtontownclerk@burlingtonvt.gov; lolberg@burlingtonvt.gov; 
jshannon@burlingtonvt.gov  
 
Susan Molzon, Senior Engineer 
Burlington Department of Public Works 
645 Pine Street 
Burlington, VT  05401 
smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov  
 
Colin McNeil 
McNeil, Leddy & Sheahan, P.C. 
271 South Union Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
cmcneil@mcneilvt.com  
 
Donna Kinville, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning Commission 
City of South Burlington 
575 Dorset Street 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
dkinville@sburl.com; abolduc@sburl.com; pconner@sburl.com; 
memery@sburl.com 
 
Stephen Crowley, Asst. Water Operator 
South Burlington Fire District #1 
12 Pleasant Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
steve.crowley1@gmail.com  
 
Taylor Newton 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT  05404 
permitting@ccrpcvt.org; TNewton@ccrpcvt.org 
 
Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT  05602-3901 
ANR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
 
 

 
Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 
barry.murphy@vermont.gov; PSD.VTDPS@vermont.gov 
 
VTrans Policy, Planning & Research Bureau 
Barre City Place 
219 N. Main Street 
Barre, VT 05641 
AOT.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
116 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2901 
AGR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Division for Historic Preservation 
National Life Building, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620 
ACCD.ProjectReview@vermont.gov 
 
FOR YOUR INFORMATION 

 
District 4 Environmental Commission 
  Thomas Little, Chair,  
  Monique Gilbert, Pam Loranger  
  111 West Street 
  Essex Junction, VT 05452 
nrb.act250essex@vermont.gov  
 
Luc Logan 
39 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
LALogan@hotmail.com  
 
Diane de Terra 
39 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
deterrafirma@gmail.com  
 
Lawrence Smith & Laura Waters 
50 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
wlbsmithvt@gmail.com; waterslj@gmail.com  
 
Almy Landauer 
161 Austin Drive, Unit 139 
Burlington, VT 05401 
almy.landauer@gmail.com 
 
Wendy Bratt 
52 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
wbratt@gmavt.net  
 
Doug Goodman/364 QCP Road LLC 
66 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
douggoodmanphoto@gmail.com  
 
Wendy Copp 
11 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
WendyCopp@msn.com 
 
Sabrinajoy Milbury 
8 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
sabrinajoymilbury@gmail.com  
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Sharon O’Neill 
20 Arthur Court 
Burlington, VT 05401 
grayoak2@msn.com 
 
 
Dana Walrath 
42 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
dana.walrath@gmail.com  
 
Stephanie Herrick 
161 Austin Drive, Unit #151 
Burlington, VT 05401 
stephherrick@myfairpoint.net 
 
Michael Turner 
110 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
comittina@comcast.net  
 
Janice Ellis 
161 Austin Drive #83 
Burlington, VT  05401 
redosier@comcast.net  
 
Kerry Anderson 
3 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT  05403 
28sabre@comcast.net  
 
Lori Hayes 
3 Lyons Ave 
South Burlington, VT  05403 
lorihayes151515@gmail.com  
 
Harris Roen 
46 Scarff Avenue 
Burlington, VT 05401 
harris@roen.net  
 
Mark Furnari 
mark.furnari@gmail.com  
 
 
Dated at Hinesburg, Vermont, this 5th day of March, 2021. 
 
By: /S/ Kimberlee J. Sturtevant 
 Kimberlee J. Sturtevant, Esq. 

Assistant City Attorney 
Office of City Attorney & Corporation Counsel 
149 Church St., Room 11 
Burlington, VT 05401 
(802) 865-7121 
 
ksturtevant@burlingtonvt.gov 
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The City of Burlington will not tolerate unlawful harassment or discrimination on the basis of political or religious affiliation, race, color, national origin, place of 
birth, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, marital status, veteran status, disability, HIV positive status, crime victim status or genetic 

information.  The City is also committed to providing proper access to services, facilities, and employment opportunities.  For accessibility information or 
alternative formats, please contact the City Planning department or 711 if you are hearing or speech impaired. 

 

City of Burlington, VT 
149 Church Street, 3rd Floor 
Burlington, VT 05401 
802.865.7194 
 
www.burlingtonvt.gov/plan  

 

 

 

Friday, March 05, 2021 

District 4 Environmental Commission  
c/o Aaron Brondyke, State Coordinator 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT 05452 
 

RE: The Burton Corporation; Burlington; #4C0174-6,4C0368-3 

 

Members of the Commission: 

On behalf of the City of Burlington, I would like to offer the following comments for the 
Commission’s consideration with regard to the above referenced application from Burton 
Snowboards, and specifically in response to Criterion 10 comments offered by 
representatives for the City of South Burlington. 

The City of Burlington has spent considerable time and effort in the development of a 
district master plan for the city’s south end (plantBTV: South End Master Plan) which has 
since been adopted by reference into our duly adopted municipal development plan 
planBTV: 2019 Comprehensive Plan. The City has also undertaken the creation and adoption 
of a recent amendment to the Burlington Comprehensive Development Ordinance (BCDO) to 
reflect several key policy goals found in this plan. As such, we feel the City is best-suited to 
comment on the conformance of our zoning regulations to our adopted plans, and to 
interpret the applicability of these plans and regulations to the project currently under 
review. 

Last September Burlington’s Development Review Board considered a question similar to 
Criterion 10 in their Conditional Use Review of this project. In their decision, the DRB made 
an Affirmative finding under this criterion, unanimously voted to approve this project, and 
noted the following: 

In June 2019, the City Council adopted a zoning amendment (ZA-19-07) to allow 
additional non-traditional commercial uses in the E-LM zone.  The intent of the 
amendment was three-fold: 1) to prioritize industrial and art production uses in 
the southern portion of the E-LM zone; 2) to leverage market-rate commercial 
uses to support more traditional industrial uses; and 3) to expand the allowable 
area of performing arts centers within the district.  The proposed performing arts 
center is consistent with this intent. It is a newly allowable use of an acceptable 
size and serves to make Burton’s primary industrial use more viable.  
(Affirmative finding) (ZP #: 20-0854CA/CU Findings of Fact issued Sept. 4, 
2020, p. 2&3) 

 

For additional context, it may be helpful to understand how the City’s plans and regulation 
come together in this instance. Burlington’s planBTV: South End identified the southern part 
of the city’s Enterprise Zoning District as an important area to preserve for traditional and 

http://www.burlingtonvt.gov/plan
https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/plan/planBTV/SE
https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/plan/compplan
https://www.burlingtonvt.gov/DPI/CDO
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emerging industrial, R&D, and art/maker uses. At the same time, this plan recognized the 
challenge of preserving industrial uses given the market realities and cost of space across 
the South End, and the need to come up with creative solutions to support these uses. This 
tension is one that the City frequently grapples with, and has been the catalyst for a number 
of amendments to the Burlington Comprehensive Development Ordinance (BCDO) in the last 
several years. 

Accordingly, in 2019 the City Council approved a zoning amendment (ZA-19-06, effective 
7/24/2019) to leverage various non-industrial commercial uses to help subsidize the cost of 
space for uses related to industrial and arts purposes. This is accomplished by allowing 
specified non-industrial commercial uses - including a Performing Arts Center or Studio - 
only when on the same lot as one or more specified industrial/arts uses. Further, non-
industrial commercial uses are limited to no more than 49% of the gross floor area on a lot in 
order to ensure that industrial and arts uses remain dominant on the site. Such is the case 
with what is being proposed by Burton in this application. 

As part of the statutory process for amending a zoning bylaw, a municipality’s Planning 
Commission is required to prepare a report (24 V.S.A. §4441(c)) which, among other 
requirements, includes a statement on the proposed amendment’s conformance with the 
adopted municipal development plan. Following is an excerpt of the Commission’s 
approved report for ZA-19-06: 

Proposed Future Land Use & Density 

The 2014 Municipal Development Plan (planBTV) identified the E-LM zone for 
encouraging light industry, creative arts/industries, manufacturing, and incubator 
space for new and emerging businesses in appropriate locations. The plan further 
called for an evaluation of the district’s future—as one that is commercial-industrial 
in nature, or one that is more mixed-use. The 2019 planBTV update adopted 
planBTV: South End Master Plan by reference, which is specific to the E-LM zone. 
This plan provides this evaluation, with the recommendation that the future land use 
for the southernmost potion of the E-LM is focused on supporting the needs of light 
industrial, R&D, and industrial arts/maker businesses.  

As such, a critical element of the proposed amendment is the new provision which 
places an emphasis on and creates a protection for these types of uses. This creates 
a mechanism by which a variety of general commercial uses are permitted in this 
area only when they are on a lot with an industrial use. planBTV: South End does not 
identify an exhaustive list of commercial uses which should be permitted or not, but 
rather indicates that commercial uses not related to Industrial and maker 
enterprises should be limited, and not be stand-alone uses. Therefore, the proposed 
amendment is consistent with planBTV: South End Master Plan.  

The proposed amendment does not impact the permitted density or intensity of land 
uses. While some new commercial uses are permitted by this amendment in the 
southernmost part of the E-LM zone, they are limited in size and subject to 
conditional use review. Other uses which may have similar parking and/or build out 
requirements that have been permitted with little restriction are now limited in their 
overall size relative to the area of a lot and other buildings on the lot.  

 

As such, the City of Burlington stands behind the Findings of the Burlington Development 
Review Board with regard to this project’s conformance with the City’s municipal 
development plan, and their decision to unanimously approve this project 
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Thank you for your consideration. Should the Commission have any questions, please don’t 
hesitate to contact us. 

 

Sincerely yours, 

 

David E. White, FAICP 
Director of Planning 

 



 
 

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: March 5, 2021    

To: District 4 Environmental Commission c/o Aaron Brondyke, State Coordinator  

 

From: Susan Molzon, Senior Public Works Engineer 

 

CC: Norman Baldwin, Assistant Director/City Engineer 

 

Subject: Burton Corporation Act 250 Application #4C0174-6, 4C0368-3 

 

 

This communication is being submitted in regards to Section III. Issues, Item #7 of the Pre-

Hearing Conference Report & Order for the above referenced project.  The existing street 

markings on Queen City Park Road include Advisory Shoulders to provide a prioritized space 

for bicyclists and pedestrians.  In the Fall of 2020, the City of Burlington repaved the portion of 

Queen City Park Road between Austin Drive and Central Ave. This work presented the 

opportunity for a different line striping and pavement marking plan.  The planBTV Walk Bike 

Master Plan recommended Advisory Bicycle Lanes on Queen City Park Road as part of the City 

of Burlington’s long-term bikeway network.   

 

The Department of Public Works reviewed available traffic data on Queen City Park Road, 

anticipated traffic volumes after construction of the Champlain Parkway project, and the 

anticipated traffic volumes after the proposed Burton redevelopment.  Based on available 

traffic data from 2018, the average annual daily traffic volume is 1,390 vehicles. 1 Construction 

of the Champlain Parkway project is not anticipated to impact traffic volumes on Queen City 

Park Road.  The traffic impact study submitted by the Applicant identifies the net trip 

generation anticipated at the site will be 6 trips during the AM peak hour and 222 trips during 

the PM peak hour.  Based on available traffic data from 2018, the 85th percentile speed on 

Queen City Park Road is 23 MPH. 1 

 

We consulted Federal Highway Administration’s “Small Town and Rural Multimodal 

Networks” document for guidance on installation of advisory shoulders to determine the 

appropriateness of this traffic control device on Queen City Park Road. Per FHWA guidance, 

advisory shoulders are most appropriate on streets with low to moderate volumes and 

moderate speed motor vehicles. The preferred range is further defined as motor vehicle 

                                                 
1 Vermont Agency of Transportation. (n.d.). Transportation Data Management System: Traffic Count Data System. 

Location ID 433. Retrieved from https://vtrans.ms2soft.com/tcds/tsearch.asp?loc=Vtrans&mod 

 

Memo 



 

volume less than 3,000 average daily total and motor vehicle operating speed less than 25 

MPH.2    

 

In conclusion, based on the available traffic data, anticipated traffic volumes and operating 

speed, the use of advisory shoulders on Queen City Park Road will remain an acceptable 

application in accordance with FHWA guidance both before and after the proposed Burton 

Corporation redevelopment.  

                                                 
2 U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration. (2016). Small Town and Rural Multimodal 

Networks. Retrieved from 

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/small_towns/ 



STATE OF VERMONT 

NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD 

DISTRICT 4 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION 

 

Act 250 Land Use Permit Application  ) 

#4C0174-6 & 4C0368-3    ) 

The Burton Corporation, Burlington   ) 

 

NOTICE OF APPEARANCE 

 

 

 NOW COMES Kimberlee J. Sturtevant of the Office of the City Attorney & Corporation 

Counsel and hereby enters her appearance as counsel on behalf of the City of Burlington, Party 

by Right in the above-captioned proceeding.  Notices and filings related to these proceedings can 

be sent to counsel for the City at the address provided below. 

 Dated in Burlington, Vermont this 3rd day of March, 2021. 

 

CITY OF BURLINGTON  

 

By: /S/ Kimberlee J. Sturtevant 
      Kimberlee J. Sturtevant, Esq. 

Assistant City Attorney 

Office of City Attorney & Corporation Counsel 

149 Church St., Room 11 

Burlington, VT 05401 

(802) 865-7121 

 

ksturtevant@burlingtonvt.gov 
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Meagan Tuttle

From: Amy Bovee
Sent: Friday, March 05, 2021 3:29 PM
To: Meagan Tuttle; Layne Darfler
Subject: FW: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174-6; 4C0358-3 - Opponents' Exhibits

 
 
Amy Bovee 
Assistant City Clerk 
Clerk/Treasurer’s Office 
City of Burlington  
(802) 865‐7019 
 

From: Caroline Engvall <caroline@dumontlawvt.com>  
Sent: Friday, March 5, 2021 3:23 PM 
To: nrb act250essex <nrb.act250essex@vermont.gov>; aaron brondyke <aaron.brondyke@vermont.gov> 
Cc: ACCD ProjectReview <ACCD.ProjectReview@vermont.gov>; AGR Act250 <AGR.Act250@vermont.gov>; ANR.Act250 
<ANR.Act250@vermont.gov>; AOT Act250 <AOT.Act250@vermont.gov>; John caulo <John.caulo@gmail.com>; MikeF 
<MikeF@burton.com>; PSD VTDPS <PSD.VTDPS@vermont.gov>; TNewton <TNewton@ccrpcvt.org>; abolduc 
<abolduc@sburl.com>; barry murphy <barry.murphy@vermont.gov>; bdunkiel@dunkielsaunders.com; 
burlingtontownclerk <burlingtontownclerk@burlingtonvt.gov>; cmcneil@mcneilvt.com; dkinville 
<dkinville@sburl.com>; ericb <ericb@burton.com>; James Duggan <james.duggan@vermont.gov>; Jonathan Rose 
<jrose@dunkielsaunders.com>; Joan Shannon <jshannon@burlingtonvt.gov>; James Dumont <dumont@gmavt.net>; 
justinw <justinw@burton.com>; Lori Olberg <lolberg@burlingtonvt.gov>; mbrennan 
<mbrennan@dunkielsaunders.com>; memery <memery@sburl.com>; paulb <paulb@engineeringventures.com>; 
pconner <pconner@sburl.com>; permitting <permitting@ccrpcvt.org>; Scott Dillon <scott.dillon@vermont.gov>; Susan 
Molzon <smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov>; Steve Crowley <steve.crowley1@gmail.com>; tylerb 
<tylerb@engineeringventures.com> 
Subject: Burton Corporation Applications 4C0174‐6; 4C0358‐3 ‐ Opponents' Exhibits 

 
[ WARNING ]: This email was sent from someone outside of the City of Burlington. 

 
Good afternoon, 
 
Attached is a Dropbox link to the Opponents' Exhibits A-O with a Exhibit List, a letter to the 
Commission, and a Certificate of Service. The same has been uploaded to the ftp site. 
 
Thank you and let us know if you have any trouble accessing. 
 
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/stca19mekv4qhi1/AADmxvPqqOBAVhsoHQC40pqga?dl=0 
 
~ Caroline (she/her) 
Caroline Engvall, Legal Assistant 
Law Office of James A. Dumont, Esq. 
15 Main Street 
PO Box 229 
Bristol, VT  05443 



2

Ph) 802-453-7011 
Fax)802-505-6290 
 
Please note that this communication and any response to it will be maintained as a public record and may be 
subject to disclosure under the Vermont Public Records Act.  



To: District 4 Environmental Commission
From: South Burlington Fire District #1 (SBFD#1), by Stephen Crowley, Asst. Water Operator,

with Sharon Behar and Steve Caflisch
Re: Act 250 Land Use Permit Application Nos. 4C0174-6, 4C0368-3 – The Burton

Corporation, Burlington
Date: March 5, 2021

SBFD#1 SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FOR MARCH 10 HEARING

SBFD#1 is submitting the attached documents with regard to the Burton application.

1. A map derived from the VT ANR Natural Resources Atlas, showing the location of SBFD#1
property and the SBFD#1 Source Protection Area relative to the proposed project site.

The following documents are submitted to demonstrate the nature of the legacy toxics situation on
the site, along with recent communications about an update of the site assessment now in process
under the IRule, under the auspices of the Department of Environmental Conservation.  We hesitate
to inundate the Commission with all of these, some of which are voluminous, and we do not seek to
dive into any details.  OUr purpose in submitting them is to demonstrate that there is, in fact, a
serious contamination issue.   It is our hope that the ongoing process will enable the applicant to
satisfy their burden under Criterion 1.

2. December 31, 1985 EPA Site Visit, G.E. Building 41 Plating Shop
3. January 24, 2001, Environmental Assessment Final Report, General Dynamics Armament

Systems, Building 41
4. October 23, 2020 communication from Lynda Provencher of the Department of

Environmental Conservation to the Burton Corporation requesting a careful updated site
analysis.

5. Dec. 15, 2020 study proposal by VHB on behalf of Burton.
6. Dec 22, 2021 memo from Dan Voisin of Stone Environmental to DEC, on behalf of SBFD#1, in

response to the study proposal.
7. January 12, 2021 memo from Lynda Provencher approving revisions to the study plan.

In brief, the history shows a number of identified areas of concern, along with numerous specific
examples over time.  The key concerns area disposal trench at the NW corner of the site, a number
of above surface piles of soil undergoing gradual decontamination, and various locations under the
floor of the building.

In November, 2020, concerned citizens identified several historic records showing the existence of
legacy contamination at the site.  Lynda Provencher of DEC sent Burton Corporation a memo
requesting an update of the site evaluation to account for gaps in the previous work.



On December 15, Burton’s contractor, VHB, responded with a site review proposal.  SBFD#1
engaged Dan Voisin of Stone Environmental to evaluate the plan, and his reply comments were sent
to DEC on December 22.  Lynda Provencher then shared that with VHB, requesting that the study
plan be revised. By mid-January, VHB responded with a minor revision.

The VHB study is formulated to involve a first round of assessment, to be followed by a second
round based on the findings of the first and any gaps in the study.  The current status is that the first
round is under way, so the second round has not been clearly defined at this point.

SBFD#1 has identified a number of important gaps in the first round, including clarifying the status
of the  etching waste disposal trench, including PFAS assessment, and drilling sample points at the
southern boundary to confirm the absence of any migration of toxics toward the SBFD#1 well.

It is clear that, given the legacy of toxic contamination, there are activities within the scope of the
proposed project that could cause harm for the SBFD#1 water supply.  It is the position of the Fire
District that these concerns and others could be addressed by the process underway with the DEC,
and thus satisfy the applicant’s burden of proof under Criterion 1 of Act 250.  However, that is not
yet the case, and with the VHB iterative approach to the study, it may take time.



 
 

Regional Offices – Montpelier/Essex Jct./Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury 

 
 

 
 

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
 
 

 
 
 
 

October 23, 2020 
 

Burton Snowboards 
Attn:  Justin Worthley (via email) 
80 Industrial Ave. 
Burlington, VT 05401 
 
RE:  Former General Dynamics facility; 152 Industrial Ave., Burlington; SMS Site #2020-4979;  
Request for Site Investigation 
 
Dear Mr. Worthley: 
 
The Agency of Natural Resources (ANR), Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC), Waste Management and 
Prevention Division (WMPD), Sites Management Section (SMS), was recently contacted regarding concerns surrounding 
historical contamination at the former General Dynamics facility located on 152 Industrial Avenue in Burlington, currently 
the Burton Snowboards – Craig’s Protoshop facility.  The SMS subsequently reviewed the data and information in the site 
file, which was given a Site Management Activity Completed (SMAC) designation in 1998.  We have a number of concerns 
regarding potential historic contamination which was not investigated, as well as threats of releases from historic 
operations that may be present and causing impacts and exposures to human health and the environment.  Review of the 
site file indicates that additional work is required to determine if contamination from historic releases or threatened 
releases is present which may pose a risk to human health and the environment.   
 
Information included in the site file indicates that several releases of hazardous materials were identified and addressed 
at the General Dynamics site in the 1980s and 1990s.  Previous investigations mainly focused on releases from former 
underground storage tanks (USTs), onsite treatment of contaminated soil, and soil samples collected from near sumps 
underneath the building slab.  Soil and groundwater samples were collected from limited areas on the site and did not 
contain evidence of contamination above existing standards.  The site was closed in 1998 under the assumption that it 
was continuing to be used as an industrial property.   
 
During our recent review of the site file, it became apparent that the historic site investigations do not meet current 
requirements outlined in the VTDEC’s Investigation and Remediation of Contaminated Properties Rule (IRule).  VTDEC  
concerns include the following:   
 

1. Investigations conducted historically (most recently in 2000) were not comprehensive and do not address all areas 
where releases may have occurred during the production operations while owned by General Dynamics, both 
within the building and outside of the building. Soil sampling beneath the building footprint took place near former 
sumps in the plating room, but not at other locations throughout the building where releases may have occurred 
during the various onsite operations. 
 

2. Soil gas samples were not collected beneath the slab. Soil gas could contain various contaminants and 
could be migrating to indoor air. 

State of Vermont 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
Waste Management & Prevention Division 
1 National Life Drive – Davis 1 
Montpelier, VT 05620-3704 
(802) 249-5562 
lynda.provencher@vermont.gov 
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Regional Offices – Montpelier/Essex Jct./Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury 

 
3. Our site files indicate the current building was constructed in 1962. This falls within the timeframe when there 

was widespread use of PCBs in building materials including caulking, paint, flooring, etc. If present, PCBs could be 
impacting indoor air at concentrations in excess of screening values, and also may be present in exterior surface 
soil. 

 
4. Historical manufacturing processes conducted by General Dynamics may have used hazardous chemicals 

containing Perfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), which subsequently may have been released to the environment. 
These compounds may be present in groundwater and soil. 

 
The VTDEC’s IRule allows for reopening of previously closed sites in specific circumstances.  The relevant sections in the 
IRule include the following: 
 

 §35-1001(f).  Reopening of SMAC designation. The Secretary may require additional investigation or 
remediation of a designated site upon finding any of the following: 
 
(1) Previous remediation activities were inadequate; 
(3) New information is discovered regarding the migration of the hazardous materials, 
health effects of the hazardous materials, or site conditions; 
(5) A new hazardous material is listed or identified that requires a response by the PRP; 
(9) Any other condition that presents a threat of unreasonable exposure to humans or the 
environment from a hazardous material that was released from the site. 

 
As current owner of the property where a release may have occurred, Burton Snowboards must retain the services of a 
qualified environmental consultant to conduct the following: 
 

A. Develop a site investigation work plan for approval in accordance with §35-304 of the IRule 
(https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wmp/Sites/0706.IRULE_.pdf).  The work plan must be submitted to the 
SMS by November 20, 2020, and must meet the objectives of a site investigation, per IRule  §35-302, and include 
all work plan requirements listed in IRule §35-304(b).   

 
B. The site investigation report must be submitted within 90 days of receiving of receiving final laboratory data.   

 
Failure to conduct the necessary site work is a violation of Vermont Statutes and may result in State Enforcement Action.    
Enforcement Action may be a Civil Complaint and penalty pursuant to 10 V.S.A §8019 or an Administrative Order pursuant 
to 10 V.S.A §8008 including compliance order, penalties, corrective action, and any other measures deemed appropriate. 
  
SMS Site #2020-4979 has been assigned to the property for tracking purposes.  This number must be referenced on all 
submitted documentation pertaining to the site. 
 
Feel free to contact me with any questions.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Lynda Provencher Project Manager 
Sites Management Section  
 

https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wmp/Sites/0706.IRULE_.pdf
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Additional Information:   
 
A list of environmental consultants that perform this type of work in Vermont can be found at    
https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wmp/Consult.lst_.pdf. 
 
Lead-based paint and asbestos containing building materials are regulated by the Vermont Department of Health (VDH). 
If asbestos containing materials and/or lead are discovered on the property in the 
future, or if asbestos or lead-based paint contaminants are detected in soil, Please contact the Asbestos and Lead 
Regulatory Program at http://healthvermont.gov/enviro/asbestos/asbestos.aspx.  
 
In the event that information regarding the use of PCBs on the property becomes available, or if evidence of PCB 
contamination is discovered, the SMS recommends that you contact the EPA Region 1 PCB Coordinator, Kim Tisa, at (617) 
918-1527, or via email at tisa.kimberly@epa.gov. 
 

https://dec.vermont.gov/sites/dec/files/wmp/Consult.lst_.pdf
mailto:tisa.kimberly@epa.gov
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment of the General Dynamics Armament Systems (GDAS, 
formerly Lockheed Martin and General Electric Company) Building 41 property located at 152 
Industrial Parkway in Burlington, Vermont was conducted to evaluate the property with respect to the 
potential presence or absence of oil and/or hazardous materials. The scope of work consisted of a 
local and state file review, a site visit, review of historical and new subsurface environmental data and 
other facility file information, and report preparation. 

The property, consisting of approximately 6.9-acres of land area, is located in a commercial1industriaI 
setting and is the site of GDAS' approximately 85,000 square foot manufacturing Building 41. Prior to 
development of the current site building in 1962, the property was reportedly undeveloped land. The 
property is serviced by the Burlington municipal water and sanitary sewer systems. 

Production operations inside the building currently are limited to painting, electronic testing, and 
assembly of final military applications. At the time of ENSR's November 2000 inspection, GDAS was 
vacating the property, and activities were largely limited to assembly of final contract orders. GDAS 
formerly used the facility for the manufacturer of ammunition helixes and wiring harnesses for weapon 
systems, circuit board assembly, sheet metal operations, painting operations, a phosphate anodizing 
line, assembly areas, and a quality controllcalibration area. 

There were no indications of off-site sources of contamination within 1.0 mile of the property with the 
potential to impact the subject property, based on the available information. There are presently no 
underground storage tanks (USTs) on the property. However, three USTs were removed from the 
property in 1988. Two of the three UST removals required follow up investigation and remedial action. 
All UST closure requirements, as specified by the VTDEC, have been met and no further action is 
required by the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation (VTDEC). 

Recognized Environmental Conditions 

Significant tindings relative to known or potential releases of oil or hazardous materials to the 
environment are listed below. The environmental site assessment resulted in the identification of no 
current recognized environmental conditions (RECs) with respect to the site, except for the following: 

The facility formerly operated two concrete drains and sumps in the two plating areas. The 
sumps and drains were intended to collect spilled plating waste from operations. The floor 
in this room is pitched towards these drains, at which point wastes were directed to the 
sumps. The sumps discharged to a pH adjustment pre-treatment system, which then 
discharged to the municipal sewer system. According to facility personnel the pre-treatment 
system was initially installed in approximately 1980 when a new phosphate plating line was 
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brought into service at the facility. Prior to the installation of the new phosphate line, plating 
wastewater was discharged directly to the municipal system. No information regarding the 
materials used for interior wastewater piping was found during a review of facility plans and 
information on file with the Burlington Department of Public Works. The condition of the 
underground pipingisewer system on the property is not known, however, the piping 
between the on-site lift station and street runs through an area where shallow groundwater 
samples have been collected and analyzed. The historic groundwater data does not 
indicate residual contamination at elevated concentrations that would be an indication of 
leakage from this line. Additionally, the preponderance of non-detect results for the sludge 
sample collected in December 2000 from the sewage holding tank (sample S-4) is also an 
indication of no significant historic release to the municipal sewer system. 

In 1990, approximately 80 to 100 gallons of TCA was spilled to a secondary concrete 
containment structure located in the new Plating Room. The TCA was contained and 
removed from the secondary containment structure and properly disposed off-site. Little, if 
any, release to the Burlington municipal sewer system occurred via transfer of some of the 
spilled material to the nearby equalization tank which is connected to the sewer system. No 
further action was required by the VTDEC or the City of Burlington regarding possible 
impacts to the sewer system. Also, soil sampling conducted by GDAS and Sprague 
GeoSciences in December 2000 under the containment structure indicates no evidence of a 
release of TCA to the environment from that spill. 

In December 2000, GDAS and Sprague GeoSciences collected soil samples from several 
"worst-case" locations with respect to past operations with the potential for environmental 
releases. Soil samples were collected from beneath the existing building slab at five 
locations. All samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs and VT RCRA metals. The soil 
analytical results were compared to USEPA Region 3 Risk-Based Concentrations (RBCs) 
and Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for industrial soil. 

Only arsenic was detected above RBCs and PRGs. ENSR attributes the detected arsenic 
to background conditions at the site because, there is no known history of arsenic use at the 
site, arsenic is not typically associated with any of the current or former on-site processes or 
operations, and the concentrations detected are well within the reported range for soil in the 
Northeast United States. Although other metals were present in the soil samples at 
detectable concentrations, based on their favorable comparison to industrial soil RBCs and 
PRGs, a significant historic release of metals from interior process areas is not indicated by 
the data. Furthermore, historic soil and groundwater testing for metals in the downgradient 
area of the former Tank #25 also did not indicate the present of a significant historic release 
of metals. 

The only organic compounds detected were TCE and 1,2-DCE in two soil samples (S-3 and 
S-5) at concentrations well below RBCs and PRGs. These detections are indicative of a 
historic release at an interior area of the facility. However, soil samples from three nearby 
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locations (S-I, S-2 and S-6) did not have detectable concentrations of these or other 
organic compounds. Furthermore, historic soil and groundwater VOC testing (which had 
included TCE and 1,2-DCE in soil and groundwater) at downgradient locations in support of 
the closure of the former Tank #25 UST have met acceptable levels (including non-detects 
for chlorinated VOCs) and did not indicate the presence of a continuing significant release 
from interior building areas. Therefore, the detected TCE and 1,2-DCE detected in soil 
samples S-3 and S-5 do not appear to be evidence of a larger release with the potential to 
adversely impact the environment or possible future workers. 

One sludge sample (S-4) was collected for VOC, SVOC, and VT RCRA metals analysis 
from the sanitary sewer holding tank. Only one organic compound was reported above 
detection limits in this sample; plsopropyltoluene. GDAS knows of no past on-site use of 
this chemical. Five of the eight metals tested were detected in the sludge sample. These 
analytical testing results will be used by GDAS to characterize this material for off-site 
disposal. Screening against RBCs or PRGs is not appropriate as there will be no 
opportunity for current or future worker exposure to this material. The results of this sludge 
sample do not indicate a significant historic release of contaminants to the municipal sewer. 

Historical Recoqnized Environmental Conditions 

Historic findings relative to known or potential releases of oil or hazardous materials to the environment 
are listed below. The ASTM standard requires an opinion of the potential impact of the historical RECs 
to current conditions and an evaluation to determine if each should be considered current RECs. The 
following historical RECs were identified: 

A wave flux-soldering unit was formerly located in an area at the southeast corner of the site 
building. According to site documents reviewed for the facility, lead dust deposition was 
suspected on exterior surficial soils immediately adjacent to the wave flux operations 
ventilation hood discharge. In 1992, approximately 2 cubic yards of surface soils were 
removed from areas directly beneath the former vent. Sampling of residual soils following 
the removal by Wagner, Heindel and Noyes and Sprague GeoSciences in 1992 has 
determined that elevated lead levels do not exist in surface soil in proximity to this former 
exhaust location. 

A Preliminary Assessment (PA) was performed in 1985 by WDEC. The PA was performed 
after approximately 1,200 gallons (later reported to be 600 gallons) of oxidizing solution was 
reportedly disposed of at the site in 1970 in an unlined ditch. Testing of the oxidizing 
solution, at the time of its disposal, determined that the solution consisted of sodium 
dichromate and sulfuric acid used in etching aluminum. The VTDEC designated the site a 
low priority given the small volume one-time release, and recommended that a site 
inspection (SI) be performed consisting of sampling a nearby stream (Potash Brook) and 
sampling of a nearby municipal drinking water supply well (located approximately 1,050 feet 
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to the southwest in Red Rocks Park) in February 1986. The municipal well was sampled in 
1986 and no chromium was detected above the laboratory detection limit of 1 .O ppb (Potash 
Brook was not sampled.') The exact location of this release was not known, however, 
based on available information the release likely occurred on the western side of the site 
property. This majority of this area is currently paved and there was no visual evidence of 
this potential historic release observed during ENSR's November 2000 site inspection. 
Historic soil and groundwater data collected from this portion of the property does not 
indicate elevated metals (i.e., chromium) concentrations that would be an indication of a 
significant past release of this oxidizing solution. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices 
submitted a Request for Site Management Activity Completed (SMAC) Letter for this and 
other areas of the site. In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, the VTDEC 
issued a SMAC letter for this release on August 7, 1998. 

During the removal of a former underground storage tank (UST), Tank No. 25, on October . 

20, 1988, impacted soils were detected beneath the piping to the tank. Tank No. 25 was 
located along the north side of the building. The UST served as spill containment for the 
flammable liquids storage area located inside the building, although no spill to the tank was 
ever recorded. All soils were returned to the excavation following the removal of the tank. 
No VOCs or Acid/Base/Neutral extractable compounds (ABNs or semi-volatile organic 
compounds, SVOCs) were detected in the final August 1991 groundwater sampling event 
conducted by Wehran Engineering. Wehran recommended in a letter dated December 4, 
1991, to Mr. Stanley Corneille of the VTDEC, discontinuing monitoring and proper 
abandonment of all wells at the site. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a 
Request for SMAC Letter for this and other areas of the site. In response to the Sprague 
GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for the release related to this UST 
on August 7, 1998. 

In 1990, approximately 450 cubic yards of soil was removed from a metal chip hopper 
storage area at the former GE facility identified as Building No. 61. This former storage 
area was located on an off-site property approximately 450 feet to the northwest of the 
subject site. This soil was originally impacted with soluble coolants and cutting oils 
associated with drainage from metal chip hoppers. In addition, soil containing petroleum 
hydrocarbons from an adjacent former 1,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST also located at 
Building 61 (Tank #22, removed in 1988) was removed and added to the metal chip hopper 
soil. The soil from both sources was transported to Building 41 in 1990 for landfarming with 
the knowledge and verbal agreement of the VTDEC. Sampling of the landfarmed soils by 

Based on the suspected release location, the location of Potash Brook, site and area topography (see Figure I), the 
proximity of the site to Lake Champlain, and groundwater flow that was determined during previous site investigations 
to be to the northwest, Potash Brook is not downgradient from the GDAS property. Therefore, this suspected release 
would not have had the potential to impact Potash Brook. 
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Sprague GeoServices (1995) had indicated that the shallow soils were eligible for landfarm 
closure in accordance with the VTDEC Draft Guidelines for Handling Petroleum 
Contaminated Soil and Debris. The remediated soil remains on-site along the east side of 
the building, and has been graded and vegetated. In December 1997, Sprague 
GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter for this and other activities at the site. 
In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for this 
landfarm remediated soil on August 7, 1998, indicating that the soil landfarming was 
complete and that no further actions were required for the remediated soil left on-site. 

In 1992, impacted soil was detected during on-site activities (excavation of compressor oil- 
stained asphalt, see Spill #92-123 below) at the former location of the 6,000 gallon No. 2 
fuel oil UST (Tank #23, removed in 1988) that was located along the southwest comer of 
the building. In May and June 1992, General Electric (former owner) removed 
approximately 500 cubic yards of soil with soil-jar headspace photoionization detector (PID) 
readings between 0 and 400 ppm (ppmv, parts per million per volume basis). The soil was 
landfarmed on a portion of the asphalt parking lot located to the south of the building. Soil 
associated with this landfarming activity met the VTDEC clean-up goal (300 pprn) and was 
removed from the site for use as daily landfill cover at the Burlington Landfill. The VTDEC 
agreed with this conclusion in a letter to GDAS dated January 11, 1991. In December 
1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter for this and other 
activities at the site. A SMAC was issued by the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, further 
documenting regulatory closure of this activity. 

Conclusions 

Based on information gathered as a part of this investigation, ENSR makes the following conclusions 
regarding RECs and historic RECs on the subject site: 

No potential impacts from off-site properties were identified. 

Historic soil and groundwater data collected during the operational period of the facility does 
not indicate residual contamination at elevated concentrations. Further, local geology 
observed during subsurface activities has been characterized as a shallow layer of gravel 
and fill underlain by silt and clay. This silt and clay layer is believed to extend at least 100 
feet below grade, and would limit migration of contaminants across the site and to 
groundwater. 

Although a release of TCE and 1,2-DCE was indicated in two soil samples collected by 
GDAS and Sprague GeoSciences in December 2000, there is no indication of a significant 
potential for adverse impact to the environment or future workers. 

Detected concentrations of arsenic in soil samples collected in December 2000 were above 
RBCs and PRGs but within the range of background values established by ATSDR for soils 
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in the Northeastern United States. Arsenic was not known to have a historical use at this 
site. 

Based on the available data, contamination observed on site is restricted to soils beneath 
the building footprint, and groundwater below acceptable levels in the area of Tank #25. 
Residual contamination in soil at the sites of two other former USTs, Tank #23 and Tank 
#24, has been accepted by VTDEC as requiring no further action. No adverse human 
health exposures or environmental impacts are indicated by the available data. 

With the exception of the December 2000 soil and sludge data, which has been reported to 
VTDEC, all historical instances of on-site releases to soil, groundwater or the municipal 
sewer have achieved regulatory closure or require no further action and are documented in 
facility and VTDEC files. 

Recommendations 

Based on ENSR's investigation and the available data, no additional response actions are warranted at 
the site for contaminants identified during the December 2000 sampling event. In addition, no 
additional response actions are warranted to address current or historic RECs identified as a part of 
this investigation. 

January, 2001 



1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Preface 

This report presents the results of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) of the General 
Dynamic Armament Systems (GDAS) facility located at 152 Industrial Parkway, Burlington, Vermont 
05401. 

The Phase I ESA was conducted by ENSR in accordance with an estimate provided to GDAS dated 
December 13.2000. A reconnaissance of the subject site took place on November 29.2000. 

The ESA was conducted in accordance with the Standard Practice for Environmental Site 
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process established by the ASTM (ASTM 
Designation E l  527-00). 

1.2 Objectives and Work Scope 

1.2.1 Environmental Site Assessment 

The purpose of this Phase I ESA was to assess the environmental status of the subject site with regard 
to "recognized environmental conditions," which are defined by the ASTM (see E 1527-00) as, "the 
presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum products on a property under 
conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material threat of a release of any 
hazardous substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, 
groundwater, or surface water of the property." According to the ASTM, "the term is not intended to 
include de minimis conditions that generally do not present a material risk of harm to public health or 
the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the 
attention of appropriate governmental agencies." 

1.3 Study Limitations 

This Phase I ESA describes the results of ENSR's due diligence investigation to identify the presence 
of significant environmental liabilities materially affecting the subject property. In the conduct of this 
due diligence investigation, ENSR assessed the presence of such problems as they relate to 
subsurface property conditions. ENSR's investigation did not include a regulatory compliance review; 
or the assessment of facilityJbuilding conditions with respect to asbestos, radon; lead paint, or lead in 
drinking water sampling; or any industrial hygiene evaluations. 
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Subsurface investigations detailed in this report were conducted by third parties, under the direction of 
GDAS. ENSR shall not be held responsible for conditions or consequences arising from improper 
sampling or withholding of pertinent facts gathered as a part of these investigations. 

As with any due diligence evaluation, there is a certain degree of dependence upon oral information 
provided by facility or site representatives which is not readily verifiable through visual inspection or 
supported by any available written documentation. ENSR shall not be held responsible for conditions 
or consequences arising from relevant facts that were not fully disclosed by facility or site 
representatives at the time this investigation was performed. 

This report and all field data and notes were gathered and/or prepared by ENSR in accordance with 
the agreed upon scope of work and generally accepted engineering and scientific practice in effect at 
the time of ENSR's investigation of the subject sites. 

In the preparation of this report, ENSR relied on information gathered as a part of a Draft Report Phase 
1 Environmental Site Assessment, Building 41, 152 Industrial Parkway, Burlington, Vermont, dated 
November 1996, prepared for GDAS by EMCON, Andover, MA. 

This report, including all supporting field data collected by Sprague GeoServices (now Sprague 
GeoSciences), Wagner, Heindel & Noyes, and Wehran Engineering (subsequently EMCOM) 
(collectively referred to hereinafter as "information"), was prepared or collected by ENSR for the benefit 
of its client, GDAS (referred to hereinafter as "Client"). ENSR's Client may release the information to 
third parties, who may use and rely upon the information at their discretion. However, any use of or 
reliance upon the information by a party other than those specifically named above or those who have 
obtained ENSR's written permission shall be solely at the risk of such third party. This information 
shall not be used or relied upon by a party that does not agree to be bound by the above statement. 
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2.0 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION AND HISTORY 

2.1 Property Location 

2.1 .I Location 

The GDAS facility is located in a mixed industrial/commerciaI area of the City of Burlington, Vermont. 
The subject property is located at 152 Industrial Parkway and is zoned E, enterprise. The property is 
located approximately one mile south of downtown Burlington and approximately 0.4 miles southwest 
of Lake Champlain. The facility has also been historically identified by GDAS as Building No. 41. A 
Site Location Map is presented in Figure 1. 

2.1.2 Physical Description 

A reconnaissance of the subject site was conducted by ENSR on November 29, 2000. The following 
physical description is based on the site visit and interviews with the following on-site personnel: 

Brian Fitzgerald - Principal Environmental Health & Safety Specialist, GDAS 

Cindy Sprague, Sprague GeoScience, Consultant for GDAS 

The GDAS property is occupied by an approximately 85,000 square foot manufacturing and office 
building. Three smaller structures, located on the northern side of the main building are currently used 
for dry storage and as a hazardous material staging area. These smaller structures occupy a total of 
approximately 4,000 square feet. The entire site occupies approximately 6.9 acres. Parking and 
undeveloped grassy areas comprise approximately 75% of the total land area. 

The subject site is located immediately east of Industrial Parkway and north of Queen City Park Road. 
A railroad right-of-way traverses along the eastern site boundary. Suspect wetlands were observed 
along a drainage swale on the northern side of the site building. No active natural waterways were 
observed on the subject property. Stormwater run-off from parking areas and roof drains discharges to 
the combined municipal sewer system. However, consistent with the known presence of silt and clay 
deposits beneath the site, stormwater also ponds adjacent to the site building. Paved parking areas 
are situated to the north, south, and west of the site building. Small landscaped areas are located 
around the entrance to the ofice and manufacturing building. 

The subject facility is currently used for the assembly of wiring harnesses and circuit boards used in 
GDAS military applications. . At the time of ENSR's November 2000 inspection, GDAS was vacating 
the property, and activities were largely limited to assembly of final contract orders. A Site Plan, 
showing former process operational areas and locations, is provided as Figure 2. 
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2.1 -3 Adjacent Properties 

Land uses in the immediate vicinity of the subject property are as follows: 

North: The subject site is bordered to the north by Burton Snowboards, a snowboard 
manufacturing and assembly operation (formerly General Electric Building No.80). 

East: The subject site is bordered to the east by an active Vermont Railway right-of-way. 
Beyond the railway are cluster residential developments. No industrial operations were 
identified within 1,000 feet to the east. 

South: The subject site is bordered to the south by a small Burlington Electric Department 
transformer station and Queen City Parkway. Beyond the Queen City Parkway is 
undeveloped land. 

West: The subject site is bordered to the west by Industrial Parkway and the Edlund 
Corporation manufacturing facility. 

None of the abutting or nearby properties had obvious visual signs of a release, such as stained soils, 
stressed vegetation, leaking containers, sheens, odors, or unexplained topographic features. 
Properties in the vicinity of the site are connected to municipal water and sewer service. No monitoring 
wells, pits, or abandoned wells were observed on nearby properties. Additional information regarding 
nearby properties is provided in Section 5.0, Regulatory Database Review. 

Vehicle access to the site is gained from Industrial Parkway. No additional access to the site is 
currently present. The site is generally surrounded by man-made barriers (railway east), roads (south, 
west) or fencing (west and north). 

2.2 O v e ~ i e w  of Facility Operations 

Currently, the facility is scaling back production. ENSR observed active areas dedicated to painting, 
electronic testing, photographic development and final armament assembly. At the time of inspection, 
no plating, degreasing, wave soldering, bonding or cafeteria operations were conducted at the facility. 

Former production operations inside Building No. 41 included the manufacture of ammunition helixes 
and wiring harness for weapons systems, circuit board assembly, sheet metal operations, painting 
operations, a phosphate anodizing line, assembly areas, and a quality control/calibration area. Other 
support areas included a general maintenance area, office areas, a cafeteria, locker room, and storage 
areas. 
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2.3 History of Use 

2.3.1 Subject Properly 

Records Review and Interviews 

According to the ownership records (tax year 1995) on file at the City of Burlington's Assessor's Office, 
the land at 152 lndustrial Parkway is owned by General Dynamics Armament Systems and is referred 
to on Map 60-1 as Lot 58. GDAS purchased the facility in 1997 from Lockheed Martin. Martin 
Marietta, which merged to form Lockheed Martin in 1994, purchased the site in 1991 from the General 
Electric Company (GE) who had acquired the property in 1985, as recorded in the City of Burlington 
Land Records, Book 352, Page 137. The previous owner of the property, Cynosure, Inc., acquired title 
to the property from the Greater Burlington lndustrial Corporation (GBIC) on October 9, 1959, as 
recorded in the Burlington Land Records, Book 158, Page 696. 

The property was first developed in 1961 when a 65,000 square foot building was constructed on the 
property. GE was the first tenant of this building, which was leased from Cynosure, Inc. from 1962 to 
1985 and purchased by GE in 1985. In 1979, GE constructed a 20,000 square foot addition to house 
a wiring and electrical assembly operation. Prior to construction of the original 65,000 square foot 
building, the property was reportedly undeveloped land. 

Photoqraphs and Map Review 

Historical topographic maps and aerial photographs of the site and surrounding area were reviewed to 
identify historic land uses. A summary of the observations made from these maps and photographs is 
presented below. 

1942: The 1942 aerial photograph depicts the subject site as largely undeveloped, and 
likely used as farm or pastureland. One farm house is depicted on the subject site. 

1962: The 1962 aerial photograph depicts the subject site with the original site building 
present. Loading docks were located on the northern side of the site building. One 
additional off-site building, located to the east of lndustrial Parkway was observed. No other 
development was evident along lndustrial Parkway. Lake Champlain was pictured 
approximately %mile west of the site. 

1972: The United States Geological Survey topographic map of the subject site area 
(Burlington, Vermont.) shows the site as developed in 1972, with the original structure 
occupying the southern portions of the subject site. Two additional off-site structures, 
located northeast and east of the subject building are also illustrated on the topographic 
map of the area. 
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1974: The 1974 aerial photographs depict the subject site with the current site building 
present. One additional off-site building, located to the east of Industrial Parkway was 
observed. No other development was evident along Industrial Parkway. 

198011993: The 1980 and 1993 aerial photographs show the subject site as developed 
with the structures observed during ENSR's site inspection. Abutting properties to the north 
and northwest had been developed as commercial/industriaI buildings. 

Sanborn Fire Insurance maps were not available for the subject site area. 

2.3.2 Adjacent Properties 

The subject site is bordered to the north by Burton Snowboards manufacturing facility. Prior to Burton 
occupancy during the 19901s, this properly (formerly identified as Building No. 80) was operated by the 
General Electric Company and used for the manufacture of parts for armament systems. A closure 
certification letter was issued by the VTDEC for this former GE operation on December 4, 1991. 
Photographs from General Electric show drum storage, roll-off storage, and potential PCB-containing 
electrical transformers at this facility. However, no apparent outdoor storage was observed near the 
adjacent Building No. 41 site. Based on aerial photographs, this adjacent property was initially 
developed between 1974 and 1980. 

Based on review of aerial photographs, areas south of the site have historically been wooded or vacant 
land. The Burlington Electric substation was initially observed in the 1980 aerial photograph of the site 
area. Areas east of Building No. 41 have historically been occupied by a railroad right-of way, beyond 
which are residential properties. 

West of the site, is the Edlund Company. This site was developed in approximately 1962. Edlund has 
reportedly occupied the site since development. Edlund is listed as a USEPA large quantity generator 
of hazardous waste. 

Additional historic uses of the area include the former General Electric facility (Building No. 61) located 
approximately 400 feet northwest of the site. Building 61 historically used I ,l,l-trichlorethane as a 
degreaser and used large quantities of cutting oils. A closure certification letter was issued by the 
VTDEC for this former GE operation in 1991. North of Building No. 61, the Chittenden County 
Transportation Company has operated a vehicle service garage. This site is approximately 500 feet 
northwest of Building No. 41. 

Historical aerial photographs of the site and surrounding area were reviewed to identify the above 
referenced historic land uses. 
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2.3.3 Site History Conclusions 

Based upon a review of the available information concerning the historical uses of the subject and 
abutting properties, the subject site was initially developed in 1961, and initially used by General 
Electric. Prior to construction of the original 65,000 square foot building, the property was reportedly 
undeveloped land. Abutting properties have been historically vacant, railway right-of-way, or industrial 
operations including Edlund Company, General Electric Armament Systems, and Burton Snowboards. 
Development of Industrial Parkway occurred between 1961 and 1980. Based on the businesses 
identified for the site area, oil and hazardous materials (including fuel oil, lubricating oil and chlorinated 
solvents) were likely used in historical operations in the industrial park. Sections 4.0 and 7.0 of this 
report include site operations, and summaries of reported regulated facilities in the vicinity of the site. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Using the information obtained in the file review and site inspection, general statements regarding the 
environmental setting of the site, including topography, surface water, and geology and hydrogeology, 
are provided below. 

The topography of the surrounding area east of the property is moderately sloping to the west, down to 
Lake Champlain. Lake Champlain is located approximately 2,000 feet to the southwest at its closest 
point to the property. A topographic high, Red Rocks Park is located to the southwest between the 
subject property and Lake Champlain, approximately 1,000 feet to the west. According to the USGS 
topographic quadrangle map, the GDAS property is at an elevation of approximately 180 feet above 
mean sea level. On-site data indicates depths to shallow groundwater of approximately 3 to 5 feet 
below grade, with shallow groundwater flow to the north and northwest. 

The Vermont Geological Survey (1972) defines the bedrock unit beneath the site as the Monkton 
Quartzite, which consists of a red quartzite interbedded with lesser buff and white quartzite and 
relatively thick sections of Dolomite. Bedrock is anticipated at depths of 75 to 100 feet below ground 
surface at this property. 

3.2 Surface Water Hydrology 

The USGS 7.5 minute series topographic quadrangle map for Burlington, Vermont indicates that the 
GDAS site is located at an approximate elevation of 180 feet above mean sea level (MSL) and is fairly 
level. Sutface water is present on the property in a stormwater retention pond that contains parking lot 
runoff. Potash Brook, which discharges into Lake Champlain, is located approximately 1,000 feet east 
and south of the GDAS facility. 

3.3 Soils 

According to the Groundwater Favorability Map of the Winooski River Basin (1967), the surficial 
materials underlying the site are deposits of unstratified glacial drift that have low groundwater 
favorability. Previous on-site excavations and subsurface investigations indicate silt and clay deposits 
at depths extending from 2 to 3 feet up to 15 feet below grade. No excavations, extending beyond 15 
feet below grade, have been conducted on-site. However, due to its proximity to Lake Champlain and 
the glacial history of the area, ENSR would anticipate siltlclay deposits extending to the bedrock 
surface, approximately 75 to 100 feet below grade. 
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3.4 Environmental Setting Conclusions 

No conditions associated with the subject site's environmental setting suggest the presence of any 
recognized environmental conditions. As a result, no additional investigation is recommended based 
on the environmental setting of the property. The site is underlain by sediments largely influenced by 
the proximity to Lake Champlain. Boring logs from the subject site indicated soil dominated by fine to 
coarse sands and gravel, followed by low permeability silt and clay deposits. 
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4.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE 

4.1 Preface 

David T. Montplaisir of ENSR conducted a reconnaissance of the subject site on November 29, 2000. 
The site reconnaissance included an inspection of the interior and exterior of the subject site and a 
windshield survey of the surrounding properties. 

Provided below is a summary of observations made during the reconnaissance of the subject site. 
Where applicable, specific reference is also made in the discussion to the various issues identified by a 
previous draft environmental assessments provided to ENSR by GDAS. 

4.2 Potable Water and Utilities 

The City of Burlington supplies potable water to the site. There are no on-site water supply wells. The 
subject facility is connected to the municipal sewer system and obtains electricity from Burlington 
Electric. 

The water source for the City of Burlington is Lake Champlain, located approximately % 
mile from the site. The intake for the water supply is located greater than I-mile north of the 
GDAS facility. According to the City of Burlington, no private potable wells are known to 
exist within 112-mile of the site. Water service enters the site from Industrial Parkway and 
enters the southern side of the building. The facility is equipped with a fire protection 
sprinkler system, and is also equipped with a back-flow preventer. 

According to available information, South Burlington operates a groundwater production 
well located approximately 1,100 feet southwest of the site. During a site inspection (SI) the 
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation (VTDEC) recommended sampling of 
this municipal drinking water supply in February 1986. This sampling request was in 
response to a historic plating waste release (containing chromium) to an on-site drainage 
swale. Information on this release is discussed in Section 5.0 of this report. The municipal 
well was sampled and no chromium was detected above the laboratory detection limit of 1.0 

P P ~ .  

Site sewage is discharged to vitrified clay piping along Industrial Parkway. One connection 
exiting the site building to the north discharges via forced main to the municipal system. 
One PVC vent pipe, associated with the on-site holding tank of this system was observed 
during ENSR's inspection. The City of Burlington wastewater treatment facility is located 
north of the City of Burlirlgton, approximately 1.5-mile north of the site. 

Three transformers located on concrete slabs were noted on the exterior property in the 
vicinity of the loading dock area at the southwest comer of the building. A fourth 
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transformer was noted on a concrete slab along the south side of the building. No staining, 
stressed vegetation, or evidence of release was observed on the concrete beneath or soil 
around any of the transformers. According to information provided by the site, 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing transformer insulating fluids previously contained 
in these transformers had been replaced with non-PCB containing fluids, or the 
transformers had been replaced with dry-type transformers. 

All wastewater currently generated at the facility is discharged to the sanitary sewer. The sources of 
wastewater generated by GDAS include sanitary waste, non-contact cooling water, boiler blowdown, 
and minor amounts of water from occasional cleaning activities. 

According to information on provided site plans, the facility formerly operated two concrete drains and 
sumps in the two plating areas. The sumps and drains were intended to collect spilled plating waste 
from plating operations (no longer present). The floor in these rooms are pitched towards these drains, 
at which point wastewater flowed to the sumps. The sumps discharged to a pH adjustment pre- 
treatment system (no longer present) which discharged to the municipal system. According to Mr. 
Steve Roy of the Burlington Department of Public Works, the facility likely estimated quantities of 
effluent discharged into the system prior to the operation of the treatment system. No monthly 
monitoring results are required from the Burlington Department of Public Works. 

According to facility personnel the pre-treatment system was initially installed in approximately 1980 
when a new phosphate plating line was brought into service at the facility. Prior to that time, plating 
wastes with an estimated pH of 2.0, were discharged directly to the municipal sewer system. No 
information regarding the materials used for interior piping was found during a review of site plans and 
information on file with the facility or Burlington Department of Public Works. 

Additional decommissioned drains were observed in the helix lay-up room and bonding rooms. 
According to the site contact, these drains were formerly used to collect cooling water used in the 
process. These drains reportedly discharged to the municipal sewer. 

Stormwater entering the subject site flows across the ground surface as sheet flow to non-paved 
areas. Roof drains and exterior catch basins are interconnected and discharge to the drainage swale 
on the northern side of the site. No catch basins were observed immediately adjacent to the building 
or loading dock areas. No significant staining was observed on any of the paved surfaces exposed to 
stormwater at the subject facility. Stormwater runoff at the facility does not come into contact with any 
industrial activities. Therefore, the facility does not appear to be subject to National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting requirements for stormwater. 
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4.4 Process Areas 

The facility's primary process areas are located on the eastern side of the site building. As previously 
discussed the General Dynamic Armament Systems facility is in the process of vacating the facility. 
Limited assembly, photographic, QAIQC, and painting operations were conducted at the time of 
inspection. Current or former process areas are described below: 

Lay-up I Bonding 

At the time of ENSR's inspection, the areas dedicated to lay-up and bonding were vacant. According 
to the site contacts, this area was used to mold, bond and spool fiberglass helix components used in 
weapons systems. Oil and hazardous materials historically used in this process included 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane, acetone and methyl ethyl ketone (MEK) to etch or wipe down bonded helix product. 
As a part of the final process, GDAS operated three "lift-pits" which controlled the tension of the 
spooled fiberglass product. Based on site observations, lifts pits were likely controlled by hydraulic 
equipment. Aboveground oil reservoirs were observed in proximity of the former pits. At the time of 
ENSR's inspection, the pits had been filled; however, according to facility personnel, concrete walls 
and bases underlie these pits. 

Additional observations included a former vacuum pump area. One approximately 50 square foot 
stainless steel containment structure was observed to be filled with water and small amounts of oil, 
likely associated with operation of the vacuum pump. Staining was noticed immediately around the 
structure, with no obvious evidence of past discharge to drains or sump areas. According to the site 
contact, a minor release to the floor was noted during decommissioning activities. GDAS cleaned 
concrete flooring and walls as a response action to the observed release. 

Autoclave Room 

Outside the lay-up area is the autoclave room. This area was used to steam clean fiberglass helix 
product. At the time of the ENSR inspection, GDAS had filled a shallow concrete trench formerly 
containing an autoclave loading device with crushed stone. This approximately 6-inch pit was 
reportedly concrete lined. No hydraulic equipment was reportedly used in this area. Furthermore no 
OHM was reportedly used during cleaning of helix product. Discharge of wastewater from this 
operation was unknown but was likely to the municipal sewer system. 

Hazardous Waste Storaae Area 

A hazardous waste storage room is located within the Sheet Metal fabrication area. This room is used 
to store virgin chemicals and hazardous waste. No floor drains were observed in this room, and the 
floor is bermed and sealed with epoxy. A former 500-gallon UST, identified as Tank #25 was formally 
used as a spill containment tank for this room prior to the floor drain being sealed. During the removal 
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of this UST on October 20, 1988, impacted soils were detected beneath the piping to the tank, 
although a release to this tank had never been recorded. Impacted soils and groundwater were 
determined to be limited to areas immediately surrounding the former UST location. Additional 
information regarding this former UST is provided in Section 5.0 of this report. 

Small containers and a 55-gallon drum were observed in this room, and included waste paintlsolvent 
mixture and waste oil/solids. No staining of the floor or other indication of a release from any of the 
containers was observed at the time of the site visit. According to facility personnel, the most recent 
RCRA inspection of the storage area was conducted by VTDEC in 1999. No violations were reported. 
Several flammable storage cabinets and 55-gallon drums labeled as containing hazardous waste were 
also observed in use as satellite accumulation drums throughout the few remaining active 
manufacturing areas. 

Electrical Assemblv I Wave Solderinq Area 

Electrical assembly and manufacturing are conducted on the eastern side of the site building. Current 
operations in this area are restricted to test stations, four hand soldering locations, and a small paint 
booth. According to site personnel, small quantities of aerosol based solvent are likely used in 
conjunction with circuit board assembly and testing operations. Chlorinated solvents, also in aerosol 
cans, were reportedly used prior to their phase out in the early-I 990's. 

One wave flux-soldering unit was formerly located on the southeast corner of the site building. The 
wave soldering operation used a methanol-based flux in the operation. Prior to 1990, the use of VOCs 
in soldering operations was unknown. Lead solder was historically used in this operation. According 
to site documents reviewed for the facility, lead deposition was suspected on exterior surficial soils 
immediately adjacent to the wave flux operations air ventilation hood discharge. In 1992, 
approximately 2 cubic yards of surface soils were removed from areas directly beneath the former 
vent. Sampling of soils by Wagner, Heindel and Noyes and Sprague GeoServices in 1992 has 
determined that elevated lead levels do not exist in proximity to this former exhaust location. During 
ENSR1s inspection, the floor appeared stained from the historic operations in this area, however, no 
floor drains were located in this area. 

Photo Lab 

The QAIQC photolab contained typical small quantities of fixer and developer aqueous solutions. 
Limited hazardous materials including thinner and paints were stored in a flammable cabinet. No silver 
recovery is reportedly conducted for waste photographic solutions prior to discharge to the municipal 
sewer system. 
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Paint Room 

Two spray paint booths and an oven were observed in the Paint Room, along with several flammable 
materials storage cabinets and three satellite accumulation 55-gallon drums for hazardous waste 
(waste painttthinner). Typical materials stored in flammable cabinets were methanol, thinner and 
paints. Staining, consistent with storage and spray painting operations, was observed on the floor of 
the paint room. No floor drains were observed in the paint room during ENSR's November 2000 site 
inspection. 

Platinq Rooms 

At the time of ENSR's inspection, the two areas historically used in plating operations were vacant. 
However, sumps, drains and former plating tank locations were observed. In addition, the location of a 
parts cleaner which formerly used 1,1,1-trichloroethane was identified. The parts cleaner in the old 
plating room was reportedly an above ground unit, identified as the Proceco parts washer. The sump 
observed in this area, reportedly was used as an overflow containment structure for the parts washer 
and plating tanks. With the installation of the phosphate anodizing (PA,) plating line and the 
equalization treatment tank in 1980, the Proceco parts washer was discharged to the equalization tank 
and then to the municipal treatment plant. This sump is reportedly a concrete lined pit with no outlet. 
At the time of ENSR's inspection, this sump was filled with water. Sprague GeoServices conducted an 
investigation to the integrity of this sump in 1995. Based on water loss calculations, Sprague 
GeoServices concluded that the sump was "generally sound" and contained no obvious leaks. 

A wastewater equalization tank equipped with its own secondary containment structure was also 
located in this area. Wastewater from the plating operation was discharged to the Burlington municipal 
sewer system. The equalization system was installed in approximately 1980. Prior to this time plating 
wastewater was likely discharged directly to the municipal sewerage system. No information regarding 
the construction of the drainage system was available for review. 

The new Plating Room area formerly contained seven above ground plating tanks. The seven plating 
tanks were located within a concrete spill containment pad equipped with a sump. The sump also 
discharged plating wastewater to the equalization tank and pre-treatment system. A separate above 
ground storage tank which formerly contained 1 , l  ,I-trichloroethane until approximately 1993 was 
located in this area within a separate containment pad. A release of 80 to 100 gallons of 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane from this tank occurred within the spill containment structure in 1990. Approximately 
98-gallons of 1,1,1-trichloroethane were recovered from the containment structure, however a small 
amount of l,l,l-trichloroethane may have entered the municipal sewer system. Additional details on 
this release is provided in Section 5.0. 
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Boiler Room 

A boiler room is also located within the site building. However, at the time of inspection, ENSR was 
unable to gain access to the room. According to site contacts, the room contains a gas-fired boiler with 
a fuel oil fired back-up system. Fuel oil is reportedly stored in one-275 gallon aboveground storage 
tank (AST). 

On the eastern side of the facility ENSR observed a grass-covered area where approximately 500 
cubic yards of soil had been remediated by landfarming (see Section 5.0 for additional discussion). 
The soil was excavated from off-site at a former GDAS facility (Building 61) and brought to the site for 
landfarrning with the approval of the VTDEC. Active landfarming activity ceased in 1991, and has 
received regulatory closure. No visual staining or unusual odors were noted in the vicinity of the soil 
pile currently vegetated with grass. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for 
Site Management Activity Completed (SMAC) Letter. In response to the Sprague GeoServices 
request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for this release on August 7, 1998. 

Three transformers located on concrete slabs were noted on the exterior property in the vicinity of the 
loading dock area at the southwest comer of the building. A fourth transformer was noted on a 
concrete slab along the south side of the building. No staining or evidence of release was observed on 
the concrete beneath any of the transformers. According to prior reports generated for the facility, any 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing transformer fluids previously contained in these 
transformers had been replaced with non-PCB containing fluids, or the transformers had been 
replaced with dry-type transformers. 

Two above ground chemical storage units (metal roll-off shed) and an aboveground paint storage unit 
(metal roll-off shed) were observed in a paved area on the western side of the site. The metal units 
were located within an asphalt berm. No visual indications of releases of chemicals or staining of the 
asphalt were noted in the vicinity of the metal storage units. 

An area of patched asphalt was noted in the driveway along the southwest comer of the building. A 
6,000 gallon fuel oil UST (Tank #23) was removed from this area in 1988. During a separate action in 
this area in 1992 (removal of compressor oil-stained asphalt pavement) fuel oil impacted soil was 
detected, excavated and remediated by landfarming on a portion of the parking area along the south 
side of the building. The soil was remediated and eventually disposed of with the approval of the 
VTDEC and VT Solid Waste Division, as cover material at the Burlington Landfill (see Section 5.0 for 
additional discussion). 

A monitoring well was observed in the asphalt area, along the north side of the facility. The monitoring 
well was installed as part of a previous investigation subsequent to the removal of a 550-gallon 
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underground containment tank (Tank #25) which was removed in 1988. The tank was formerly 
connected to a floor drain inside a section of the building where flammable materials had been stored 
(see Section 5.0 for additional discussion). 

Observation of abutting properties from the subject property revealed no visual evidence of conditions 
which would indicate the presence of a spill or release of oil or hazardous materials with the potential 
to impact the subject property. However, a Burlington Electric Department substation abuts the 
southeast comer of the subject property. 

4.5 Solid Waste 1 Waste Oil 

GDAS currently has limited solid waste and waste oil removal, due to the reduction in site operations. 
ENSR reviewed the 1997 Hazardous waste summary report for the facility. According to this report, 
600 pounds of oily solids and 220 gallons of waste oil were formerly generated at the facility. Clean 
Harbors of Connecticut transported and disposed of the waste material. At the time of ENSR's 
November 2000 inspection, one 55-gallon drum of waste oil was observed on site. 

4.6 Hazardous Waste 

Hazardous waste currently generated by facility operations includes waste paintstthinner mixtures, 
electronic parts containing lead solder or mercury, and waste aerosol. Historic operations also 
generated VOC contaminated solids, circuit board assemblies, and metals-containing plating wastes. 
A summary of waste streams from the facility in the last three years is provided below. Hazardous 
waste summary sheets are provided in Appendix A. A listing of the hazardous waste from the 1997 
summary is included below in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

Hazardous Waste Summary, 1997 
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Year 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1997 

Description 

Fluorescent Bulbs 

Chrome Contaminated Water from Phosphate Anodizing Process 

Painting / priming, circuit board assembly contaminated with 
acetone, MEK, toluene, xylenes 

Flammable Liquids: misc. off-spec paints, primers, coatings, and 
thinners. 

Circuit Board Rinsewater 

a@ 
345 

880 

1 1,600 

880 

165 

Units* 

Pounds 

Gallons 

Pounds 

Gallons 

Gallons 



'Estimated unit measure, actual units not provided. 

Year 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1997 

According to the 1997 biannual report, Clean Harbors Environmental Services removed hazardous 
materials from the facility, which were transported to Connecticut and Massachusetts for disposal. 

4.7 Hazardous Substances and Petroleum Products 

Description 

Photographic Fixer 

Printed Circuit Boards 

Photographic Developer 

Mixed Aerosol Containers 

Hazardous substances and petroleum products observed on-site included paint, thinner, photographic 
solutions and lubricating oil. These materials are used and stored in the paint room photographic 
development area, and machine shop. No floor drains were observed in proximity to OHM storage. 
Based on ENSR's inspection, the facility does not currently store in excess of 1,320 gallons of oil or 
hazardous materials, and therefore a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) plan is 
not required. 

4.8 Air Emissions 

QtY 

110 

250 

55 

100 

Current air emissions are limited to exhaust from the paint booths and the boilers. A state of Vermont 
Air Pollution Control Permit to Operate was issued on April 8, 1999. The facility is classified as a 
Subchapter X air contaminant source but the allowable emissions from the facility do not meet Federal 
Title V criteria, and therefore a Title V federal operating permit is not required. 

Units* 

Gallons 

Pounds 

Gallons 

Pounds 

4.9 Storage Tanks 

There are no known active underground storage tanks (USTs) located on the site. Three UST, 
identified as Tank #23, 24, and 25 were located on site. These USTs, including two fuel oil No. 2 
USTs and a 550-gallon chemical containment UST were removed from the site during the 1980's. 
Additional information regarding these tanks is included in Section 5.0. 

According to the site contact, one 275-gallon fuel oil AST is located in the boiler room. This AST is 
currently used as a back-up fuel source for the gas-fired boiler. 
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4.10 PCBs 

Three transformers located on concrete slabs were noted on the exterior property in the vicinity of the 
loading dock area at the southwest comer of the building. A fourth transformer was noted on a 
concrete slab along the south side of the building. No staining or evidence of release was observed on 
the concrete beneath any of the transformers. According to prior reports provided by GDAS, any 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing transformer-insulating fluids previously contained in these 
transformers had been replaced with non-PCB containing fluids, or the transformers had been 
replaced with dry-type transformers. 

4.1 1 WetlandslSurface Water Bodies 

Based on the facility inspection and the review of available documents, the only potential wetlands 
identified on the subject property are located in a drainage area along the north side of the site, which 
eventually discharges to Indian Brook and Lake Champlain. During ENSR's inspection of the 
stormwater outfall located on the northern portion of the site, no evidence of discharge of oil and 
hazardous materials was noted. 

4.12 Radon 

Radon studies have not been conducted at the subject facility. Based on the National Radon 
Database developed by the U.S. EPA, the average radon activity level of sites tested were below the 
EPA-recommended action level of 4 pCi/L. Based on these listed average results and the fact that no 
basement is located in this building, radon is not considered a threat to the subject site. However, a 
formal sampling program was not conducted as a part of ENSR's assessment of the site building, and 
would need to be done to verify this finding. 

4.13 Asbestos 

No formal asbestos surveys have been conducted at the facility. Limited asbestos surveys have 
identified ACM in the following locations: 

Floor tiles and associated mastic located in certain production areas; and 

Boiler room. 

In addition, suspected ACM are possible in the following locations: 

Pipe lagging; and 

Suspended ceiling tiles. 
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At the time of ENSR's inspection, no friable suspect ACM was observed in a damaged condition. 
However, areas of floor tile were observed to be delaminated from the flooring substructure. A formal 
evaluation and sampling program was not conducted as a part of ENSR's assessment of the site 
building, and would need to be done to verify these findings. 

4.14 Site Reconnaissance Summary 

ENSR conducted a site reconnaissance of the subject site and facility. The reconnaissance included 
an on-site walkover; observations of adjacent or abutting properties from the site or public roadways; 
and interviews with facility personnel. The environmental site assessment resulted in the identification 
of the following recognized environmental conditions with respect to the GDAS facility: 

The facility formerly operated two concrete drains and sumps in the two plating areas. The 
sumps and drains were intended to collect spilled plating waste from operations. The floor 
in this room is pitched towards these drains, at which point wastes were directed to the 
sumps. The sumps discharged a pH adjustment pre-treatment system, and was discharged 
to the municipal system. According to facility personnel the pre-treatment system was 
initially installed when a new phosphate plating line was brought into service at the facility in 
approximately 1980. Prior to that time plating wastewater, with a estimated pH of 2.0, was 
discharged directly to the municipal system. No information regarding the materials used 
for interior piping was found during a review of site plans and information on file with then 
Burlington Department of Public Works. The condition of the underground pipinglsewer 
system on the property is not known, however, the piping between the on-site lift station and 
street runs through an area where shallow groundwater has been collected. The historic 
groundwater data does not indicate residual contamination at elevated concentrations that 
would be an indication of leakage from this line over the years. 

One wave flux-soldering unit was formerly located on the southeast corner of the site 
building. The wave soldering operation used a methanol-based flux in the operation. 
According to site documents reviewed for the facility, lead deposition was suspected on 
exterior surficial soils immediately adjacent to the wave flux operations air discharge. In 
1992, approximately 2 cubic yards of surface soils were removed from areas directly 
beneath the former vent. Sampling of soils by Wagner, Weindel and Noyes and Sprague 
GeoSciences in 1992 has determined that elevated lead levels in soil do not exist in 
proximity to this former exhaust location. 

On the eastern side of the ENSR observed a grass-covered area where approximately 500 
cubic yards of soil was being remediated by landfarming. The soil was excavated from a 
former GDAS facility (Building 61) and brought to the site with the approval of the VTDEC. 
An active landfarming activity ceased in 1991. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices 
submitted a Request for SMAC Letter. In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, 
the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for on August 7,1998. 

J:\Pubs\mv97\PmjedtWMOO12\1OOa\all.doc 4-1 0 January. 2001 



There are no known active underground storage tanks (USTs) located on the site. Three 
USTs, identified as Tank Nos. 23, 24, and 25 were located on site. These USTs, including 
two fuel oil No. 2 USTs and a 550-gallon chemical containment UST were removed from 
the site during the 1980's. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request 
for SMAC Letter. In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a 
SMAC letter for releases associated with these USTs on August 7, 1998. 

No conclusions were reached during this assessment with respect to the presence or absence of 
radon, asbestos, or other building or industrial hygiene issues or materials such as lead-base paint, 
lead in drinking water, indoor air, etc. 
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5.0 REGULATORY REVIEW 

5.1 Release History 

A regulatory agency file search of the property was performed to obtain information relevant to the 
environmental condition of the property. The review consisted of reviewing information from various 
City agencies in Burlington Vermont, the VTDEC in Waterbury, Vermont, a review of documents 
provided by GDAS, and an on-line computer database search performed by Environmental Data 
Resources. The following provides a description of the pertinent information obtained from the 
regulatory file search. 

Oxidizinq Solution Release, 1985 

A Preliminary Assessment (PA) was performed in 1985 by VTDEC. The PA was performed after 
approximately 1,200 gallons (later reported to be 600 gallons) of oxidizing solution was reportedly 
disposed of at the site in 1970 in an unlined ditch (approximately 30 feet x 5 feet x 3 feet). The 
oxidizing solution was spread over ferrous aluminum sulfate for neutralization, covered with lime and 
filled with soil2. 

The location of the ditch was reported to be under the asphalt driveway at the shipping and receiving 
yard at the northwest comer of the building. The disposal of the etching solution occurred during repair 
operations to the wastewater treatment tank at the GDAS Lakeside Avenue facility. During normal 
operations, etching solution was reportedly shipped to the (now GDAS) Lakeside Avenue main facility 
for treatment. This information was provided by General Electric to the USEPA in 1981 on a CERCLA 
1 03c Form. 

Testing of the oxidizing solution at the time of its disposal determined that the solution consisted of 
sodium dichromate and sulfuric acid used in etching aluminum. The VTDEC designated the site a low 
priority given the small volume one-time release, and recommended that a site inspection (SI) be 
performed consisting of sampling a nearby stream (Potash   rook^) and sampling of a nearby municipal 
drinking water supply well (located approximately 1,050 feet to the southwest in Red Rocks Park) in 
February 1986. The municipal well was sampled and no chromium was detected above the laboratory 
detection limit of 1.0 ppb. No on-site soil sampling and analysis has been conducted with regards to 

* Existing facility files do not conclusively confirm that the reported disposal event occurred at the Building 41 property. It 
is possible that this alleged event occurred at the Lakeside Avenue Facility, for which GE submitted a similar 103c 
letter. 

3 Based on review of topographic maps of the area. Potash Brook is likely hydraulically upgradient of the site, and 
therefore not appropriate for sampling for the GDAS facility. 

J \Pu~\mwSAPro]ectsllOOOOlZ\lM)a\illl.doc 5- 1 January. 2001 



this issue. No information was present in the file that indicated that Potash Brook had been sampled. 
In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter. In response to the 
Sprague GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for this release on August 7, 1998. 

Tank No. 25 Removal and Assessment. 1988 

During the removal of Tank No. 25 on October 20, 1988, impacted soils were detected beneath the 
piping to the tank. Tank No. 25 was located along the north side of Building No 41. The UST served 
as spill containment for the flammable liquids storage area located inside the building. All soils were 
returned to the excavation following the removal of the tank. 

Following removal of the UST, Wehran Engineering Corporation conducted a Phase I Investigation 
that included soil and groundwater sampling in the vicinity of the 550 gallon UST excavation. To 
determine the extent of the impacted soils, nine soil borings were drilled in the vicinity of this UST. The 
results of this investigation indicated that the impacted soil was limited in extent (i.e., localized to the 
immediate tank area). Soil contaminants included ethylbenzene and xylenes in the range of 0.5 to 3 
mgkg, and three semi-volatile organic compounds were identified in the 0.1 ppm concentration range. 
Due to the relatively low concentrations, and the localized extent of the impacted soil, further 
investigation efforts were focused on groundwater, which would be the media by which contaminant 
migration would occur. Ethylbenzene, xylenes, several acid base neutral extractable organic 
compounds (ABNs) and five priority pollutant metals (PPMs) were detected in groundwater in the 
immediate vicinity of the UST excavation. 

Based on these results, Wehran recommended that a quarterly groundwater monitoring program be 
implemented using the existing network of five monitoring wells borings. The groundwater samples 
collected were analyzed for VOCs, ABNs, and RCRA metals. The RCRA metals analysis was 
discontinued after the second round of sampling based on the absence of metals concentrations 
above VTDEC enforcement standards. 

After four quarterly sampling events, non-detectable results were reported for all wells except for MW-1 
where VOCs detected included ethylbenzene (2,100 ppb); total xylenes (1,200 ppb), and MEK (30 
ppb). Wehran recommended continued quarterly sampling of MW-1. No VOCs or ABNs were 
detected in MW-1, MW-2, MW-3 and MW-6 above applicable enforcement standards during the fifth 
quarterly sampling event, and no VOCs were detected in MW-1 during sampling in the sixth sampling 
event. Based on these results, Wehran recommended discontinuing quarterly sampling of all wells 
and one additional round of sampling of MW-1, MW-2, MW-3 and MW-6 in approximately one year 
(August 1991). No VOCs or ABNs were detected in the final seventh August 1991 sampling event. 
Therefore, Wehran recommended in a letter dated December 4, 1991, to Mr. Stanley Corneille of the 
VTDEC, discontinuing monitoring and proper abandonment of all wells at the site. In December 1997, 
Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter for this area. In response to the Sprague 
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GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for the release related to this UST on August 
7, 1998, signifying regulatory closure. 

Building No. 41 Landfarm, 1990 

In 1990, approximately 450 cubic yards of soil was removed from the metal chip hopper area of the 
former GE Building 61 (Industrial Parkway, Burlington, VT), located off-site approximately 450 feet to 
the northwest across the parkway, This soil was placed on a double plastic liner with a six-inch sand 
layer between the plastic layers, located along the east side of Building 41. This soil was originally 
impacted with soluble coolants and cutting oils associated with drainage from a metal chip hopper. I 
addition, soil containing petroleum hydrocarbons from an adjacent former 1,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil 
UST located at Building 61 (Tank #22, removed in 1988) was also included in the soil brought on-site 
for treatment. 

The soil was transported to Building No. 41 in 1990 for landfarming with the knowledge and verbal 
agreement of the VTDEC. Subsequent correspondence between General Electric (former owner) and 
VTDEC (letters dated November 13, 1990 and January 11, 1991) indicate the potential hazardous 
waste classification of the waste cutting oils component of these landfarmed soils. However, 
information submitted to VTDEC by General Electric in a February, 1991 letter indicated that the 
cutting oil used at the former Building No. 61 was non-hazardous as determined from Toxicity 
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis and MSDS sheets. During active landfarming of 
the soils in 1990, the average total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) concentration in the soil was reduced 
by approximately 90 percent, which met the criteria established by the VTDEC for landfarming 
petroleum impacted soils, at that time (VTDEC Protocols for Landfarming Petroleum Contaminated 
Soils). 

Sampling of the landfarmed soils by Sprague GeoSciences in 1995 indicated that the shallow soils had 
were eligible for landfarm closure in accordance with the VTDEC Draft Guidelines for Handling 
Petroleum Contaminated Soil and Debris, November 1995. TPH concentrations of 452 mglkg 
(milligrams per kilogram) and 484 mglkg were reported for shallow soil samples, which are below the 
1,000 ppm criteria established in the draft guidelines. Deep soil TPH concentrations at four of nine 
locations (1,370, 3,070, 2,420 and 1,629 ppm) were greater than the 1,000 ppm criteria. In addition, 
one deep soil sample inadvertently collected from the sand layer between the two plastic liners 
underlying this landfarm was reported as having a TPH concentration of 55 mglkg. In December 1997, 
Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter. In response to the Sprague 
GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for the release related to this landfarming 
activity on August 7, 1998, signifying regulatory closure. 
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Buildinq 41, Tank No. 23 (6,000 Gallon Fuel Oil UST), 1992 

In 1992, impacted soil was detected during site activities (excavation of compressor oil-stained asphalt, 
see Spill #92-123 below) at the former location of the 6,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST (Tank #23, 
removed in 1988) that was located along the southwest comer of Building. In May and June 1992, 
General Electric (former owner) removed approximately 500 cubic yards of soil with soil-jar headspace 
photoionization detector (PID) readings between 0 and 400 ppm (ppmv, parts per million per volume 
basis). The soil was landfarmed on a portion of the asphalt parking lot located to the south of the 
building. Results from laboratory confirmation sampling for TPH of six samples from the sidewalls and 
base of the excavation indicated five samples with non-detect TPH concentrations and one sample at 
98 mglkg TPHs. The soil was remediated by landfarming to below the 300 pprn cleanup goal 
established by the VTDEC. The VTDEC agreed to completion of this project and approved of the 
disposal of the landfarmed soil as landfill cover in a letter dated September 23, 1992.). In addition, a 
SMAC was issued by the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, further signifying regulatory closure. 

Buildinq 41. Tank No. 24 (3,000 Gallon Fuel Oil UST). 1992 

On October 18, 1988, a 3,000 gallon, No. 2 fuel oil UST was removed from the northwest comer of 
Building 41. Petroleum impacted soil was noted during the UST removal and returned to the 
excavation (soil-jar headspace PID readings were less than 20 ppm, except one small area at the end 
of the tank were 20-30 ppm readings were measured. A small fuel spill ( 4 0  gallons) caused by a tank 
puncture during the removal was adsorbed with pads and removed. The UST had passed a tightness 
test prior to removal. The impacted soil, which was apparent at a depth above the UST, was 
reportedly the result of leaky piping on top of the tank. No subsequent investigations were performed. 
The VTDEC Tank Pull Form (October 19, 1988) for this tank indicated a low priority and closed 
designation. A SMAC letter was issued by the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, signifying regulatory 
closure. 

VTDEC Spills 

The VTDEC Spill List identified three spills on the subject property since 1973. These spills included: 
1) a release of approximately 80 gallons of 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA) from a now empty AST to the 
tank's secondary containment area on May 29, 1990 (Spill #90-113)(addressed in Section 5.1); 2) a 
report of fuel oil vapors observed while excavating compressor oil-stained asphalt in the vicinity of the 
former 6,000 gallon UST (Tank #23) on May 13, 1992 (Spill #92- 123) (SMAC issued by the VTDEC 
on August 7, 1998); and 3) a release of approximately 47 gallons of hydraulic oil to the Burlington 
sanitary sewer system on -May 17, 1993, (Spill #93-127). No further action is required by VTDEC for 
these releases. 
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5.2 Database Review 

Environmental Data Resources (EDR) of Southport, Connecticut was retained to conduct a 
computerized search of various available regulatory databases. A copy of the EDR report is provided 
in Appendix C. 

The following federal and state contamination related databases were searched for the area 
surrounding the subject property (search distances noted in parentheses): 

Federal Databases 

NPL: for existing and proposed Superfund sites on the National Priorities List. (1.0 mile) 

CERCLIS: for abandoned, uncontrolled or inactive hazardous waste sites reported to the 
EPA. (0.5 mile) 

RCRIS: for reported sites that generate, treat, store andlor dispose of hazardous waste and 
subject to the federal RCRA regulations. (0.25 mile) 

CORRACTS: for facilities with RCRA corrective action activity. (1.0 mile) 

ERNS: for sites reporting spills to the EPA, the Coast Guard, or the federal Department of 
Transportation under various federal regulations. (Target Property) 

State Databases 

SHWS: for identified hazardous waste sites designated under various state regulations. 
(1.0 mile) 

LUST: for leaking underground storage tanks reported to the VTDEC under various state 
regulations. (0.5 mile) 

LF: for identified landfill sites designated under various state regulations. (0.5 mile) 

UST: for underground storage tanks registered on the property under various state 
regulations. (0.25 mile) 

On the basis of the EDR search, the subject site was identified on the UST database. The UST 
database lists three USTs (1-550 gallon chemical UST, 1-6,200-gallon fuel oil No. 21No.4, and 1-3,000 
gallon fuel oil 110. 2fNo.4) on the subject site. Records for these USTs were collected from the VTDEC 
Pull Tanks list. All three USTs have been removed from the site with no further action required per the 
1998 SMAC letter. 
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A number of nearby properties were identified on the federal and state databases searched; these are 
discussed below. 

5.3 Federal Databases 

5.3.1 National Priorities List (NPL) 

The NPL is a national listing of hazardous sites that represent a significant threat to public health or to 
the environment and are priorities for remedial action. The hlPL is updated on a semi-annual basis. 
The June 13,2000 NPL was reviewed by EDR for this assessment. 

No sites within 1.0 mile of the subject site were identified in the NPL database. 

5.3.2 CERCLIS 

CERCLIS is a compilation of sites that the EPA has investigated or is currently investigating for the 
release or threatened release of hazardous substances pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). The database is updated periodically as new 
sites are discovered. The April 16, 2000 version of CERCLIS was reviewed by EDR. 

No sites were identified within 0.5 miles of the subject site. 

5.3.3 RCRlS and CORRACTS 

The USEPA maintains records of all hazardous waste generators, transporters, and treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities (TSDFs). The June 21, 2000 version of RCRlS was reviewed by EDR. 
The USEPA also maintains a list of facilities where RCRA Corrective Actions are taking place. The 
April 20,2000 version of CORRACTS was reviewed by EDR. 

No sites were identified within 0.5 miles of the subject site. 

Two RCRA sites were identified within 0.25 mile of the subject site, and are detailed below: 

Edlund Company, Inc., 159 Industrial Parkway, Small Quantity Generator, 18 violations 
from 1988 to 1996. 

Burton Corporation, 80 Industrial Parkway, 18 violations from 1986 to 1996. 

Based on distance and/or hydrogeologic gradient relative to the subject site, and the drainage swale 
located between the properties, little potential exists that activities at the Burton Corporation might 
potentially impact the site in the event of a release. 
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5.3.4 Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) 

The ERNS is a national database of reported spills or releases of oils or hazardous substances. The 
list includes data collected from the Coast Guard, the USEPA, the National Response Center, and the 
Department of Transportation. The August 8,2000 version of ERNS was reviewed by EDR. 

No sites were identified within 0.5 miles of the subject site. 

5.4 State Databases 

5.4.1 State Hazardous Waste Sites (SHWS) List I LUST Sites 

The Vermont Hazardous Waste Sites database is a state list of hazardous waste sites, which is 
roughly equivalent to the federal CERCLIS listing. These sites may or may not already be addressed 
on the CERCLIS list. This database is updated periodically by the VTDEC. 

Four SHWS sites were identified in the EDR report within the specified search radius and are detailed 
below: 

CCTA Garage, located at I Industrial Parkway, is located approximately 500 feet northwest 
of the subject site. LUST recovery of hydraulic oil completed, SMAC letter issued. 

Orchard School, 2 Baldwin Avenue, is located approximately 4,000 feet southeast of the 
subject site. No further action, SMAC letter issued. 

Bay View Olds, 1030 Shelburne Avenue, is located approximately 4,000 feet southeast of 
the subject site. No further action. SMAC letter issued. 

Tamarack Automotive, 27 Sears Lane, is located approximately 4,400 feet northeast of the 
subject site. Vermont groundwater standards were exceeded, quarterly monitoring is 
required. 

Based on distance and regulatory status, it is unlikely that nearby SHWS sites would impact the 
subject site. 

The VTDEC LUST database contains leaking underground tank sites. This database is updated semi- 
annually by the VT DEC and the July 25,2000 version was reviewed by EDR. 

Two LUST sites were identified in the EDR report within the specified search radius and are detailed 
below: 

-- - 
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CCTA Garage, located at 1 Industrial Parkway, is located approximately 500 feet northwest 
of the subject site. LUST recovery of hydraulic oil completed, SMAC letter issued. 

Barretts Trucking, 16 Austin Drive, is located approximately 1,500 northeast of the subject 
site. No further response actions required, closed. 

Based on distance and regulatory status, it is unlikely that nearby LUST sites would impact the subject 
site. 

Based on review of documents provided by GDAS, a release has occurred on the adjacent property 
formerly identified as Building No. 80 (currently Burton Snowboards). In 1990, investigations 
determined that oils generated as a part of metal tooling operations had been released from exterior 
metal shavings hoppers and had resulted in impacts to catch basins and swales. However, sampling 
conducted along the boundary with Building No. 41 did not detect total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH). 
No further action was required by the VTDEC regarding this release at the Building No. 80 facility. 

5.4.2 State Waste Landfill Facilities 

The Solid Waste FacilitylLandfill Site (SWFILS) database contains an inventory of solid waste disposal 
facilities or landfills that may be active or inactive. This database is updated periodically by VTDEC. 

No SWFILS were identified in the EDR report within the specified search radius. 

5.4.3 Underground Storage Tanks 

The Vermont UST database is a summary of registered underground tanks which is assembled and 
regularly updated by the VTDEC. The October 11, 2000 version of the database was reviewed by 
EDR. 

* One facility other than the subject site was identified. The Edlund Corporation has 2 USTs 
listed as "0yt of Service", including a 6,800 gallon fuel oil UST and a 1,000 gallon gasoline 
UST. This property is cross-gradient of the subject site. 

5.5 File Review 1 Database Search Conclusions 

Based on ENSR's review of release history and database information, the following issues were 
identified: 

A Preliminary Assessment (PA) was performed in 1985 by VTDEC. The PA was performed 
after approximately 1,200 gallons (later reported to be 600 gallons) of oxidizing solution was 
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reportedly disposed of at the site in 1970 in an unlined ditch. A SMAC letter was issued by 
the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, signifying regulatory closure. 

In 1990, approximately 450 cubic yards of soil was removed from the metal chip hopper 
area of the former GE Building 61 (Industrial Parkway, Burlington, VT), located 
approximately 450 feet to the northwest across the parkway. This soil was placed on a 
double plastic liner with a six-inch sand layer between the plastic layers, located along the 
east side of Building No. 41. A SMAC letter was issued by the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, 
signifying regulatory closure. 

Three USTs have been removed from the subject site. Based on information from the 
VTDEC, these UST do not require additional investigations. A SMAC letter was issued by 
the VTDEC on August 7, 1998, signifying regulatory closure. 

EDR of Southport, Connecticut was retained to conduct a computerized search of various 
available regulatory databases. No records were identified that indicated a significant 
potential to impact the subject site in the event of an off-site release. 

Based on review of documents provided by GDAS, a release has occurred on the adjacent 
Building No. 80 property (Burton Snowboards). In 1990, investigations determined that oils 
generated as a part of metal tooling operations had been released from exterior metal 
shavings hoppers and had resulted in impacts to catch basins and swales. However, 
sampling conducted along the boundary with Building No. 41 did not detect total petroleum 
hydrocarbons (TPH). 
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6.0 ADDITIONAL SUBSURFACE INVESTIGATIONS 

6.1 Soil Sampling and Analysis 

In December 2000, GDAS and Sprague GeoSciences collected soil samples from several "worst-case" 
locations with respect to past operations with the potential for environmental releases. Soil samples 
were collected from beneath the existing building slab near two existing sumps in the new and old 
plating rooms (S-5 and S-6), a former degreaser where floor staining was visible (S-I), in the vicinity of 
the former alodine (chromic acid) process tank where some evidence of deterioration was visible at the 
bottom of the wall (S-2), and the former TCA AST secondary containment structure (S-3). In addition, 
a sample of sludge from the sanitary sewer holding tank was collected for analysis (S-4). Sample 
locations are indicated on the attached Figure 3 Site Layout I Sampling Plan. All samples were 
analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs and eight VT RCRA metals (arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, 
mercury, selenium, and silver). 

Mr. Rick Wilcox and Mr. Brian Fitzgerald both of GDAS prepared the sites for sampling by coring 
through the concrete slab. At each location, a core hole was cut through the concrete slab using a 3 % 
inch diameter drill. Tap water was sprayed on the drill bit during the coring procedure. The concrete 
core was removed and its condition was noted. At all locations, a layer of sandlgravel fill was 
observed immediately below the slab. The fill material was removed using a 3 % inch stainless steel 
bucket auger, until the native finer grained soils were encountered. The soil samples were collected of 
the native materials using the stainless steel auger. Soil samples were collected at depths ranging 
from 13 to 21 inches below floor grade. The sump bottom in the old plating room was inaccessible for 
sampling therefore, a sample location (S-5) immediately beside the sump was chosen. Native fill was 
characterized as stiff clay, with lesser amounts of silt. 

The bucket auger was decontaminated between each sample location, as well as prior to and at the 
completion of the project. Decontamination consisted of a detergent (alconox) tap water bath, tap 
water rinse, followed by a Dl water rinse. Upon completion of soil sampling activities, the borings were 
backfilled with the fill materials and patched with cement by GDAS personnel. 

For collection of the one sludge sample (S4) from the sewage holding tank, the tank cover was 
removed by GDAS personal, and the sludge sample was collected using a long handled scoop. 

6.2 Results 

The sludge and soil samples were hand delivered in a cooler to Endyne Laboratory in Williston, 
Vermont for analysis of VOCs, SVOCs and VT RCRA Metals (totals for arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium, lead, mercury, selenium, and silver). Standard chain of custody protocols were followed. 
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VOCs were analyzed in accordance with SW 8260, SVOCs were analyzed in accordance with SW 
8270, and metals were analyzed in accordance with SM3113B, EPA 601 0, and EPA 7471. 

The VTDEC currently does not have risk-based soil standards or remediation goals for industrial 
properties. Therefore, ENSR compared the soil sample analytical results to conservative risk-based 
screening levels for industrial soil developed by United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) Region 3 (Risk-Based Concentrations, RBCs) and Region 9 (Preliminary Remediation Goals, 
PRGs). This comparison allows for the preliminary evaluation of potential risks associated with 
compounds detected on-site. The industrial soil levels are consistent with the current property use and 
zoning, although they are overly conservative given that access to so11 under the building floor would 
be expected to be much less frequent than that assumed by either EPA 'Region 3 or Region 9. 
Therefore, this comparison is likely to be overly conservative for this site. 

Soil sample results for arsenic were also compared to reported background concentrations in that it 
arsenic has been found in soil at concentrations above conservative risk-based screening levels, even 
in the absence of a release. This circumstance is relevant to this site because there is no record of the 
past use of arsenic, and arsenic is not typically associated with any of the current or former processes 
or operations at the site. Background concentrations are reported to range from <0.1 to 73 mglkg for 
the Northeast United States in the American Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Health 
Assessment Guidance, July 1990. 

The soil sample analytical results and industrial soil screening levels are attached in Table 2 (and 
Appendix D) and summarized below: 

S-1, Former Degreaser - No VOCs or SVOCs were detected above analytical laboratory 
detection limits, therefore, no organic compound levels above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs 
are indicated. Of the eight metals tested, only arsenic (8.42 mglkg) was detected only 
slightly above its respective industrial soil RBC (3.8 mglkg) or PRG (2.7 mglkg). The 
detected arsenic concentration is within the reported background concentration range for 
the Northeast United States of ~ 0 . 1  to 73 mglkg. 

S-2, Alodine Tank Area - No VOCs or SVOCs were detected above analytical laboratory 
detection limits, therefore, no organic compound levels above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs 
are indicated. Of the eight metals tested, only arsenic (9.29 mglkg) was detected only 
slightly above its respective industrial soil RBC (3.8 mglkg) or PRG (2.7 mglkg). The 
detected arsenic concentration is within the reported background concentration range for 
the Northeast United States of <0.1 to 73 mglkg. 

S-3, TCA Tank Area - Two VOCs were detected in this sample, although both are well 
below their respective industrial soil screening levels. Trichloroethene (TCE) was detected 
at 211 uglkg versus the RBC of 520,000 uglkg and the PRG of 6,100 mglkg. 1,2- 
Dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) was detected at 76.4 uglkg versus the RBC of 20,000,000 uglkg 
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and the PRG of 150,000 uglkg. No SVOCs were detected above analytical laboratory 
detection limits, therefore, no SVOC levels above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs are 
indicated. Neither of these detections are indicative of a release to soil from the former TCA 
tank because neither TCE or 1,2-DCE is a breakdown compound of TCA. Historically it is 
possible, and perhaps likely, that TCE, of which 1,2-DCE is a breakdown product, was 
historically used in this area. Of the eight metals tested, only arsenic (25.4 mglkg) was 
detected above its respective industrial soil RBC (3.8 mgkg) or PRG (2.7 mglkg). The 
detected arsenic concentration is within the reported background concentration range for 
the Northeast United States of ~ 0 . 1  to 73 mglkg. 

S-5, Old Plating Room Sump -Two VOCs were detected in this sample, although both are 
well below their respective industrial soil screening levels. Trichloroethene VCE) was 
detected at 494 ugkg versus the RBC of 520,000 uglkg and the PRG of 6,100 mglkg. 1,2- 
Dichloroethene (1,2-DCE) was detected at 219 uglkg versus the RBC of 20,000,000 uglkg 
and the PRG of 150,000 uglkg. Historically it is possible, and perhaps likely, that TCE, of 
which 1,2-DCE is a breakdown product, was historically used in this area. No SVOCs were 
detected above analytical laboratory detection limits, therefore, no SVOC levels above 
industrial soil RBCs or PRGs are indicated. Of the eight metals tested, only arsenic (19.3 
mglkg) was detected above its respective industrial soil RBC (3.8 mglkg) or PRG (2.7 
mgkg). The detected arsenic concentration is within the reported background 
concentration range for the Northeast United States of ~ 0 . 1  to 73 mglkg. 

S-6, Eq. Tank W. Trench - No VOCs or SVOCs were detected above analytical laboratory 
detection limits, therefore, no organic compound levels above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs 
are indicated. Of the eight metals tested, only arsenic (23.2 mglkg) was detected above its 
respective industrial soil RBC (3.8 mglkg) or PRG (2.7 rnglkg). The detected arsenic 
concentration is within the reported background concentration range for the Northeast 
United States of ~ 0 . 1  to 73 mglkg. 

One sludge sample was collected to assess the condition of sludge remaining in the sewage holding 
tank. This data will be used for off-site disposal of the sludge as GDAS vacates the building. 

S-4, Sewage Holding Tank - Only one VOC was detected in this sample; p- 
lsopropyltoluene was detected at a concentration of 76,500 uglkg. GDAS knows of no past 
on-site use of this chemical. No SVOCs were detected above analytical laboratory 
detection limits, therefore, no SVOC levels above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs are 
indicated. Five of the eight metals tested were detected in the sludge sample. These 
testing results will be used to characterize this material for off-site disposal. Screening 
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against RBCs or PRGs is not appropriate as there will be no opportunity for current or future 
worker exposure to this material4. 

If one were to make a comparison to industrial soil RBCs and PRGs, this sludge sample does not contain 
concentrations above industrial soil RBCs or PRGs. There is no listed RBC or PRG for p-lsopropyltoluene (also called 
cymene). 
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Only arsenic was detected above RBCs and PRGs. ENSR attributes the detected arsenic to 
background conditions at the site because, there is no known history of arsenic use at the site, 
arsenic is not typically associated with any of the current or former on-site processes or 
operations, and the concentrations detected are well within the reported range for soil in the 
Northeast United States. Although other metals were present in the soil samples at detectable 
concentrations, based on their favorable comparison to industrial soil RBCs and PRGs, a 
significant historic release of metals from interior process areas is not indicated by the data. 
Furthermore, historic soil and groundwater testing for metals in the downgradient area of the 
former Tank #25 also did not indicate the present of a significant historic release of metals. 

The only organic compounds detected were TCE and 1 ,Z-DCE in two soil samples (S-3 and S- 
5 )  at concentrations well below RBCs and PRGs. These detections are indicative of a historic 
release at an interior area of the facility. However, soil samples from three nearby locations (S- 
1, S-2 and S-6) did not have detectable concentrations of these or other organic compounds. 
Furthermore, historic soil and groundwater VOC testing (which had included TCE and 1,2-DCE 
in soil and groundwater) at downgradient locations in support of the closure of the former Tank 
#25 UST have met acceptable levels (including non-detects for chlorinated VOCs) and did not 
indicate the presence of a continuing significant release from interior building areas. 
Therefore, the detected TCE and 1,2-DCE detected in soil samples S-3 and S-5 do not appear 
to be evidence of a larger release with the potential to adversely impact the environment or 
possible future workers. 

One sludge sample (S-4) was collected for VOC, SVOC, and VT RCRA metals analysis from 
the sanitary sewer holding tank. Only one organic compound was reported above detection 
limits in this sample; plsopropyltoluene. GDAS knows of no past on-site use of this chemical. 
Five of the eight metals tested were detected in the sludge sample. These analytical testing 
results will be used by GDAS to characterize this material for off-site disposal. Screening 
against RBCs or PRGs is not appropriate as there will be no opportunity for current or future 
worker exposure to this material. The results of this sludge sample do not indicate a significant 
historic release of contaminants to the municipal sewer. 

7.2 Historical Recognized Environmental Conditions 

Historic findings relative to known or potential releases of oil or hazardous materials to the environment 
are listed below. The ASTM standard requires an opinion of the potential impact of the historical RECs 
to current conditions and an evaluation to determine if each should be considered current RECs. The 
following historical RECs were identified: 

A wave flux-soldering unit was formerly located in an area at the southeast corner of the site 
building. According to site documents reviewed for the facility, lead dust deposition was 
suspected on exterior surficial soils immediately adjacent to the wave flux operations 
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ventilation hood discharge. In 1992, approximately 2 cubic yards of surface soils were 
removed from areas directly beneath the former vent. Sampling of residual soils following 
the removal by Wagner, Heindel and Noyes and Sprague GeoSciences in 1992 has 
determined that elevated lead levels do not exist in surface soil in proximity to this former 
exhaust location. 

A Preliminary Assessment (PA) was performed in 1985 by VTDEC. The PA was performed 
after approximately 1,200 gallons (later reported to be 600 gallons) of oxidizing solution was 
reportedly disposed of at the site in 1970 in an unlined ditch. Testing of the oxidizing 
solution, at the time of its disposal, determined that the solution consisted of sodium 
dichromate and sulfuric acid used in etching aluminum. The VTDEC designated the site a 
low priority given the small volume one-time release, and recommended that a site 
inspection (St) be performed consisting of sampling a nearby stream (Potash Brook) and 
sampling of a nearby municipal drinking water supply well (located approximately 1,050 feet 
to the southwest in Red Rocks Park) in February 1986. The municipal well was sampled in 
1986 and no chromium was detected above the laboratory detection limit of 1.0 ppb (Potash 
Brook was not samp~ed.~) The exact location of this release was not known, however, 
based on available information the release likely occurred on the western side of the site 
property. This majority of this area is currently paved and there was no visual evidence of 
this potential historic release observed during ENSR's November 2000 site inspection. 
Historic soil and groundwater data collected from this portion of the property does not 
indicate elevated metals (i.e., chromium) concentrations that would be an indication of a 
significant past release of this oxidizing solution. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices 
submitted a Request for Site Management Activity Completed (SMAC) Letter for this and 
other areas of the site. In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, the VrDEC 
issued a SMAC letter for this release on August 7, 1998. 

During the removal of a former underground storage tank (UST), Tank No. 25, on October 
20, 1988, impacted soils were detected beneath the piping to the tank. Tank No. 25 was 
located along the north side of the building. The UST served as spill containment for the 
flammable liquids storage area located inside the building, although no spill to the tank was 
ever recorded. All soils were returned to the excavation following the removal of the tank. 
IVo VOCs or Acid/Base/Neutral extractable compounds (ABNs or semi-volatile organic 
compounds, SVOCs) were detected in the final August 1991 groundwater sampling event 
conducted by Wehran Engineering. Wehran recommended in a letter dated December 4, 
1991, to Mr. Stanley Corneille of the VTDEC, discontinuing monitoring and proper 

5 Based on the suspected release location, the location of Potash Brook, site and area topography (see Figure I), the 
proximity of the site to Lake Champlain, and groundwater flow that was determined during previous site investigations 
to be to the northwest, Potash Brook is not downgradient from the GDAS property. Therefore, this suspected release 
would not have had the potential to impact Potash Brook. 
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abandonment of all wells at the site. In December 1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a 
Request for SMAC Letter for this and other areas of the site. In response to the Sprague 
GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for the release related to this UST 
on August 7, 1998. 

In 1990, approximately 450 cubic yards of soil was removed from a metal chip hopper 
storage area at the former GE facility identified as Building No. 61. This former storage 
area was located on an off-site property approximately 450 feet to the northwest of the 
subject site. This soil was originally impacted with soluble coolants and cutting oils 
associated with drainage from metal chip hoppers. In addition, soil containing petroleum 
hydrocarbons from an adjacent former 1,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST also located at 
Building 61 (Tank #22, removed in 1988) was removed and added to the metal chip hopper 
soil. The soil from both sources was transported to Building 41 in 1990 for landfarming with 
the knowledge and verbal agreement of the VTDEC. Sampling of the landfarmed soils by 
Sprague GeoServices (1995) had indicated that the shallow soils were eligible for landfarm 
closure in accordance with the VTDEC Draft Guidelines for Handling Petroleum 
Contaminated Soil and Debris. The remediated soil remains on-site along the east side of 
the building, and has been graded and vegetated. In December 1997. Sprague 
GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter for this and other activities at the site. 
In response to the Sprague GeoServices request, the VTDEC issued a SMAC letter for this 
landfarm remediated soil on August 7, 1998, indicating that the soil landfarming was 
complete and that no further actions were required for the remediated soil left on-site. 

In 1992, impacted soil was detected during on-site activities (excavation of compressor oil- 
stained asphalt, see Spill #92-123 below) at the former location of the 6,000 gallon No. 2 
fuel oil UST (Tank #23, removed in 1988) that was located along the southwest comer of 
the building. In May and June 1992, General Electric (former owner) removed 
approximately 500 cubic yards of soil with soil-jar headspace photoionization detector (PID) 
readings between 0 and 400 ppm (ppmv, parts per million per volume basis). The soil was 
landfarmed on a portion of the asphalt parking lot located to the south of the building. Soil 
associated with this landfarming activity met the VTDEC clean-up goal (300 ppm) and was 
removed from the site for use as daily landfill cover at the Burlington Landfill. The VTDEC 
agreed with this conclusion in a letter to GDAS dated January 11, 1991. In December 
1997, Sprague GeoServices submitted a Request for SMAC Letter for this and other 
activities at the site. A SMAC was issued by the VTDEC on August 7 ,  1998, further 
documenting regulatory closure of this activity. 

7.3 Conclusions 

Based on information gathered as a part of this investigation, ENSR makes the following conclusions 
regarding RECs and historic RECs on the subject site: 
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No potential impacts from off-site properties were identified. 

Historic soil and groundwater data collected during the operational period of the facility does 
not indicate residual contamination at elevated concentrations. Further, local geology 
observed during subsurface activities has been characterized as a shallow layer of gravel 
and fill underlain by silt and clay. This silt and clay layer is believed to extend at least 100 
feet below grade, and would limit migration of contaminants across the site and to 
groundwater. 

Although a release of TCE and 1,2-DCE was indicated in two soil samples collected by 
GDAS and Sprague GeoSciences in December 2000, there is no indication of a significant 
potential for adverse impact to the environment or future workers. 

Detected concentrations of arsenic in soil samples collected in December 2000 were above 
RBCs and PRGs but within the range of background values established by ATSDR for soils 
in the Northeastern United States. Arsenic was not known to have a historical use at this 
site. 

Based on the available data, contamination observed on site is restricted to soils beneath 
the building footprint, and groundwater below acceptable levels in the area of Tank #25. 
Residual contamination in soil at the sites of two other former USTs, Tank #23 and Tank 
#24, has been accepted by VTDEC as requiring no further action. No adverse human 
health exposures or environmental impacts are indicated by the available data. 

With the exception of the December 2000 soil and sludge data, which has been reported to 
VTDEC, all historical instances of on-site releases to soil, groundwater or the municipal 
sewer have achieved regulatory closure or require no further action and are documented in 
facility and VTDEC files. 

7.4 Recommendations 

Based on ENSR's investigation and the available data, no additional response actions are warranted at 
the site for contaminants identified during the December 2000 sampling event. In addition, no 
additional response actions are warranted to address current or historic RECs identified as a part of 
this investigation. 
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8.0 STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS AND SIGNATURES 

8.1 Background 

ENSR used a qualified team of experienced environmental professionals to conduct the project 
reported in this document. The team's level of experience and qualifications was consistent with the 
scope of services requested by GDAS, and was consistent with the level of care and skill ordinarily 
exercised by other professionals under like circumstances. No other representation or warranty is 
included or intended. 

The specific ENSR employees who participated in this investigation include: 

8.2 Certification 

Activity 
Project Manager 

Site Reconnaissance 

Local Records Research 

I certify that this assessment was performed under my direction and supervision, that I have reviewed 
and approved the report, and that the methods and procedures employed in development of the report 

Person Responsible 
Douglas Seely 
Senior Program Manager 
David T. Montplaisir 
Senior Geologist 
David T. Montplaisir 
Senior Geologist 
Jennifer Weitzman 
Environmental Scientist 

n David T. Montplaisir, p.6. 

Senior Geologist 

[ \senior Project Manager 
I f! /i 

Doug as Seely ;)Lx 
Senior Program Manager 
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8.3 Subcontractors 

ENSR chose the following subcontractor to assist in the assessment based on the subcontractors 
proven track record to conform to industry standards. 

Activity Conducted 
Review of state and 
federal agency databases 

Subcontractor Name 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 
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Over - 

EPA Form 8700-13AIB (Revised (07-97)) Page 1 of 
b 4 

A. Last Name First name M.I. 

4 ~ 1  1Ik1c.~ 6~11 5 

Sec. IV ( 'I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a 

8. Title 

Sf. E~vi t~ .nump*~ hi 

E f i ~ ~ ~ ~  

C. Telephone Number 
1 % 1 ~  121 161S17 1 - l L I d ~ I 1 7  1 

Extension 1 1 I I I 



BEFORE COPYING FORM. ATTACH SITE IDENTIFICATION LABEL 
OR ENTER: 

SITE NAME: 

EpA NO: v1  . ~ ~ 6 ' ~  2 l~ I L I q  I I ol 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY . 

r J 
4r4c ppo,rC 1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

OFF-SITE 
IDENTIFICATION 

Instructions: Please read the detailed' instructions on th,e reverse side before completing this form. 
b 

A. EPA ID No. of off-sile inslallation or transporter 8. Name of off-site installalion or transporter 
. - 1") 1 ~ ~ l ~ l ~ ~  1 2 1 y 1 0 1  1 (LC,, ,&,,h:,, ~ , , d i f d . 3 d - , ~ \  iQc-s 

I I 

C. Handler tvoe (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 10. Address of off-site installation I 
I 

, I  ~ 

2 Generator 
.eransporter 

'L,.>, 
Slreel - h ji- 
Citv T - L ~ ? ~ ~ ' c c  s t ~ i e  I 3 TSDR facility ~ B I ~ I I I S . I L ! ~ - ~  

1 I I I I 
A. EPA ID No. of of-site ~nstallation or transporler 0. Name of off-site ~nstallation or transporter 

' .  

' *  

i-- 

I C. Handler type (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

I 

z Generator 
7 Transporter 
RTSDR facility 

' 1  

I 1 J J  

~ i l e  3 

Street 

city C i / l \ c G c , ~ J  state I i ICI 

Zip 

C. Handler type (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

: Generator 
.&fransporter 
r TSDR facility 

A. EPA ID No. of OH-site installation or transporter B. Name of off-site installation or transponer 

] s i t e 4 1  I ~ 1 ~ l ~ l ~ l ~ l ~ l 1 6 1 ~ I C \ l I ~ l ~ l ~ l  I Clei, &fLi.rs o f  Cud* t ~ k c , r  J- , En= 

0. Address of OH-site installalion 
s,ree, 6 i till l / d a c /  5%. G y  PI 
Cily [‘,a I-&- stare 

Zip I I I I I I - I I I I J  

I 

A. EPA ID No. of 03-site installalion or transporter 

1 )  I L ! O !  l i ) ~ O ~ G l  l b r 0 ~ 8 1  1 1 ,  

5.  Name of off-site installation or transporter 

CL,, lkdhJ.tj s,.,, ,, h', 

, v S D R  facility 
J 

I I , .  

I I I 

I A. EPA ID No. of off-site installation or traosoorter 1 6. Name of off-site installation or transoorter 1 

C Handler type (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

1 a Generator 
2 Transporter 

I C. Handler type (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

5 Generator 
, c Transporter 

D. Address of off-site installalion 

Street ) 6facke./cck (ioc,,.( 

ci, 6f1< bl state &.E 

Street 

state IE$J I I . q S D R  facility I 

PA Form 8700- 13NB (Revisad (07-97)) Page 3 of $ 



= FORM GM 

2 

BEFORE COPYING FORM. A T A C H  SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME: 

E~AIDNO:  l v l f l f i l  lc  l d 1 2 1  1 f81qlql lbl 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

EPA Form 8700-13AlB (Revised (07-97)) Page 2 of 4 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

, 
I 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

I= I~ , ,~ , , , ,~ ,~  L,7~1 .b1- Ih  

B. EPA hazardcius waste code 1 Dl 0 lC 171 I I I I I 

(page 12) ILIIIIIIIIIIII 

C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

& LLLLuA , 

F. Source code 
(page 14) 

l A l q 1 5 ,  

G. Point of 
measurement 
(p.14) 

. 
D. SIC code 

(page 13) 

,) 1'4 I f , 

Sec. I11 

Site 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code 

(page 13) System Type 

L " U  

C. Did this site do any of the following to this waste: treal on site. 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or discharge lo a sewerlPOTW? 
(page 

3 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1) 
#2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-site process system type Quantity treated. disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16) 

L " U  -*u 

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

LEU 

Comments: kyl*uwun 

A. Was any of this waste shipped off site in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) 
.&'I Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 8) o 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 
I 
! 

IZI 

0. UOM I(I 
(page 15) 
Density 1 1 I I I 

0 1 Ibslgal 0 .2  sg 

Sec. I1 

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

l rn ln l~ l  ID1s131 Y I ~ ~ Z ~  ,G 1'5 

8.  EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 

I I u u 
9. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

uuuu 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-site process system type Quantity treated. disposed, or recycled 
(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16) 

L " U  -*u 

A. Quantity generated in 1997 

(page 15) 

1 I I I I I I - ' P l S l &  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L ~ l ~  1 ~ 1 1  I 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L i 4 U  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L N U  

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

A 
D. OH-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 I ? I Y  151a 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

-.u 
E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

-.'- 



BEFORE COPYING FORM. A l T A C H  SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME: 

EPAIDNO: m l  1 h lql?l 1 7 8  le ,  

32$fo 2'4, 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 

r fi @a5 PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste RepoFt 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

EPA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) Page 5 of  q. 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

Cl,gb,uc ,,.,hu,,,,k,i w.,L- C b .  PAP p r i u i j  

B. EPA hazardous waste code 1 \3( 01 e l  -1 I I I I I I 

(page 12) j l l l l l l l l l l l l l l  

C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

~ ~ l l l I I l l ~ l ~ l l  

D. SIC code 

(Page 13) 

13 l i  I t l q l  

G. Point of 
measurement 

L!J 
(P. 14) * 

Sec. 111 

Sile 1 

Slte 2 

Sile 3 

E. Origin code' 

(page 13) System Type 

L : " U  

C. Did this site do any of the following lo this waste: lreal on site. 
dispose on site. recycle on site, or discharge to a sewerlPOTW? 

(page'') 

z 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 )  

'A2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-sile process system type Ouanlity treated. disposed. or rec:~cled 
(page 16) on slte in i 997 (page 16) 

L"I I I J I I I I I I I I I ! u  

F. Source code 

(page 4, 

LA& 

H. Form code 

(page 14) 

13, i l l  I s l  

Comments: 

A. Was any of this waste sh~pped off site in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) 
.%I Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 8) c 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 

& 
6. UOM lrl 
(page 15) 
Density 1 1x1 131 1 

d 1 Ibslgal ,= 2 sg 

Sec. II 

El. EPA 10 No. of facility waste was shipped to 

(page 17) 

, ~ I T I O ~  L b l O I Q 1  I L ~ U I ~ I  1 4 1 5 y !  

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 

(page 17) 

I I I I t  I I I 1 I I I  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 

(page 17) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I ~ I I  

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-site process system type Ouantity treated, disposed, or recycled 

(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16) 

I!" 1 I 1 1 1 ! 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 U  

A. Quantity generated in 1997 

(page 15) 

8 y o  1 / 1 1 1 1 I I ~  

C. System type 
sh~pped lo (p. 17) 

,XI [  I ~ ~ I  I 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L:+l I 1  I 

C. System type 
sh~pped to (p. 17) 

L 3 l  1 1  1 

D. OH-site availability 
code (page 17) 

L!J 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

L_! 

0. Off-site availability 
cod2 (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quan:~ly shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 I I I I 1 J I Y I O I  A 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

11 

E. Total quanlity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

L I I ~ I I I I I I U  



BEFORE COPYING FORM. A T A C H  SITE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SITE NAME: 

EPAIDNO: [ V l f  If lI I c  Id 1 3 1  1 b I q I q I  ,718 

d*,<to Shy 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 

2 n PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

4 

EPA Form 8700-13A/B (Revised (07-97)) page 3 of a 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

-rC 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

011 y4J 5;) i , Jj 
0. EPA hazardous waste code I D I& I Ll)I OI 3I sI Fa>S  
(page 12) D p  1 1  l D l ~ l ~ I ~ j  , F l ~ I ~  13 I 

D. SIC code 

(Page 13) 

11 I L  

C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

qh, , ' 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1  

G. Point of 
measurement 
(P.14) 

Sec. Ill 

Site 1 

Slte 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code 

(page 13) System Type 

1 : " I  ] I I 

C. Did this site do any of the following to this waste: treat on site. 
dispose on site. recycle on site. or discharge to a sewerIPOTW? 
IPage 15) 

3 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1) 
$2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-site process system type Quant~ty treated. disposed. cr recycled 
(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16j 

L " U  I I I I I I I I I I L ~  

F. Source code 

(page 14) ' 

LA& 

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

L 5  3 ) 7 

Comments: 
fqt, ho P A A  (fhaphzk h 4  &J\LC ) @lrnI3 , (trc VI $ OWJ AssY - 

J 1  
R G ~  , Y Y 1 ~ ~ t t k ,  hrnifliffd M, p41~ks , .u kq c. MEK I b\dth~~ 

7 

A .  Was any of thls waste shipped off slte in 1997 for trealmenl. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) .*I Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 0) = 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 

2 

6. UOM 

(page 15) 

Density I I 

I 1 lbslgal 2 2 Sg 

Sec. II 

8. EPA 10 No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 
1 IL ! D l  , C , O , ~ ,  4 Ltl17 1 ,  

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 
I ~ I I I I ~ l l l I I I I I I  

9. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

1 I I I I I I I I I I I 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-s~le process system type Ouantity treated, disposed. or recycled 
(pase 16) on s~te in 199; (pag: 18) 

L" I I I I I l l l l ~ l l l l  U 

A. Quantity generaled in 1997 

(page 15) 

I l l  Ibli'lal fi ( I I I I  

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 I I I I I I I I ~ I O I ~ I  19 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 u  

E. Total quanlity shipped ~n 1997 (page 17) 

I I I I I I I I I I U  

C. System type 
shipped to ( . 17) lIq \ ,  
C .  System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

? I l l  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

? I  I I 1  

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

h 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

D. Off-site ava~lability 
code (page 17) 

U 



BEFOl2.E COPYING FORM, ATTACH SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
~ N T E R  

SlTE KAIulE: 

E P A ; ~ N O :  ~ ~ f l ~ l ~ l l ~ l ~ l ' ~ l l ~ l L ~ l ~ l l ~ l ~ l ~ J  

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 H a z a r d o u s  W a s t e  R e p o r t  

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

- -- 

EPA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) Page 1;-3 

Ins t ruc t ions :  Please see the d e t a i l e d  i ns t ruc t i ons  beginning on page 11 of t h e  instructions and forms b o o k l e t  b e f o r e  

c o ~ p l e t i n g  t h i s  form. In addition, the page number for i n s t r u c t i o n s  specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. 1 A. Waste description (page 12) 

F ~Ll,,\n"U* LL L,.,.-, .l 
8. EPA hazardous waste code 1 De 0 17 1 P I I 

(pace : 2) ~~10101%~ 10~01~~51 1~101~13~ 
C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

/ I  I I I I I  I I I I I I 

D. SIC code 

(page 13) 

i,2,q I b Iq I 

G. Point of 
measurement 
(P. 14) , 

Sec. Ill 

Site 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code 

(page 13) System Type 

[:.!I I I I 

C. Did this site do any of the following to this waste: treat on site. 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or discharge to a sewerlPOTVi7 
(Page 15) 

2 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PFIOCESS SYSTEM 1) 
$,2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 J 
On-site process system type Ouant~ry :realed. disposed. cr rec:~c!?d 
(page 16) on s~te  in 109 i  (page 16j 

I " \  1 I 1 [ I I ! I I . I I I ~  

F. Source code 

(page 14) 

L&!.J 

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

~ 3 1 2 1 1  17 I 

Comments: M\>L \MIL - 5 f ~ ~  (.h\n%j 1 ~ r t y ~ 4 S  

1 1  i ~ h h ~ ~ y ,  

A. Was any of this waste shipped oll site in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) 
.4/1 Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 0) r 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 

A 

6. UOM 

(Page '5)  
I f l  ,3 I Density 

9 1 Ibslgal c 2 sg 

Sec. I 1  

0. EPA ID No, of facility waste was shipped to 
(?age 17) 

I L I O  l ~ i ~ l ~ l  b 1 0 1 8 1  111 1 7 ~ ~ ]  
5 EPA ID No, of facility waste was sh~pped to 
(page 17) 

L U I  1 1  I U  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

~ I I I I I I I I I 1 I I I I I  

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-s~ie process system type Ouantity treated. disposed, or recycled 
(page 16) on site In 1997 (page 16) 

! ? ! I  I 1 1 I I I I I I I I I I  u 

A. Quantity generated in  1997 

(Page 15) 

5C1rtcl & I I 1 l I I  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

fll 1 4  1 1  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

[:.:I 1 I I 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L " I I I I  

0. Off-site availab~lity 
code (page 17) 

d.J 
D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

D. Olf-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quan:~ty shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I 1 1  I I &t8loLt9 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 1 1 1 1 ~  . 



BEFORE COPYING FORM. AlTACH SITE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SITE NAME: 

EPAIDNO: L V ~ r ~ o ~  Ic  Id 1 3 1  1 b ~ ~ l ~ ? ~  1718  I(:I 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

1 Sec. I ( A. Waste description (page 12) 

r d  

- 
B. EPA hazardous wasle code I k I uIc 13 1 I I I I I 

(page 12) I I I I I I I I I I L I ' I I  

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

C. Slate hazardous waste code (page 13) 

144 1 I I I I I  I I ! I  1 

D SIC code 

(Page 13) 

I I 1 1 &2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

E. Orlgln code & 
(page 13) System Type 

L U  

Sec. II 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

A. Quanlity generaled in 1997 
(page 15) 

1 &, ,>- I I I I I I I  

6. UOM 

(page 15) 
Densi" I y  1 - 3 I 1 

dl Ibslgal 2 2 sg 

F Source code 
(page 14) 

L Q ~ L  

C. Did \his site do any of Ihe follow~ng lo lhfs waste: lreal on site. 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or a~scharge lo a sewer/POTW? 
(page 15) 

= 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1) 

in 1997 for lrealment. d/soosal, or recycling? (page 17) 
r 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

On-site process system type Quantity treated, disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on sile in 1997 (page 16) 

G Polnl of 
measurement 
(P 14) 

On-site process system type Ouantlry :r?ated. disposed. cr re?,~cled 
(page 16) on slte !n i $97 (page 16j 

Site 1 

H Form code 
(page 14) 

LBILIQI \ I  

Site 2 

Comments: 

I RCRA-rad~oact~ve m~xed 

(page 14) 

LL 

a. EPA ID No. of facility waste was sh~pped to 
(page 17) 
I I I ~ I D  ,ololo1 lhlo,31 l t ~ l ~ l / l  

Site 3 

€PA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) page 1 of 4 

8. EPA ID No. of facilily waste was shipped to 
(pa;? 17) 

I I I I I I I ~ I I I I I ~ I I  

C. System type 
shipped lo (p. 17) 

p11 11 q~ 

0.  EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 

I I I I l  I I I I I I U  

C. System type 
shipped lo (p. 17) 

L'"I I I I 

D.. Off-site availabllily 
code (page 17) 

LLI 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

LI.'l I I I 

E, Total auant~ty shlpped In 1997 (pacs 17) 

D. Off-sile ava~lability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Tolal quantity sh~pped In 1957 {page 17) 

I l ~ ~ l l l l l ! ~ U  

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quactl;y sh~pped in 1997 (page 17) 

I I " ! I I I I I U  



BEFORE COPYING FORM, A T A C H  SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME. 

EPAIDNO: I V I r [ g J  I G  1 d ~ 3 ~  L L ~ q I q l  176 I(:, 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

w.m- 

EPA Form 8700-13/4/13 (Revised (07-97)) Page & of 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

4 0, ( 
6. EPA hazardous waste code I I I I I I I I I I 

(Page 12) IIIIIIIIIIU 

C. Slate hazardous waste code (page 13) 
b . '  

~ I ' J I ~ L I  I 1 1  I ~ I  131 I I 

D. SICcode 

(Page 13) 

3 lq  I flq 1 

G. Point of 
measurement 
( P  14) , 

Sec. Ill 

Stte 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code' 

(page 13) System Type 

L:" I 1 1 

C. Did this site do any of the following to this waste: lreat on site, 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or discharge to a seweriPOTW? 
(page 15) 

2 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PqOCESS SYSTEM I )  
X2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 . 

On-sile process system rype Quantity treated. disposes. cr recycled 
(page 16) on sirs in i 397 (page 16) 

L!! 1 I I 1 ~ l ! i i l l l l ! ~  

F. Source code 

(page 14) ' 

,A 151q 1 

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

L j I  Z I C I ~ l  

Comments: 

A. Was any of lhis waste shipped off site in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycl~ng? (page 17) 
.v1 Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 0) o 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 

2 

6. UOM (51 
(page 15) 
Density 1 1 3 1 1 

6 1  lbslgal C 2 Sg 

Sec. II 

6. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to' 
(page 17) 
~ 1 ~ L 1 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ ~ 6 l i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 

I l l  1 1  I U  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped 10 
(page 17) 

1 I I I 1  I I I I  I I I I I I 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-site process system type Quantity treated, disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16) 

L:! I I I 1 1 1 1 1 ~ 1 1 ~ 1 1  U 

A. Quantity generated in 1997 
(page 15) 

2 2 -, $, I l ~ I I I I I l 9 ~  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L ? ! ~ ~ ~ ~ I ) ~  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L:.:l I I 1 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L:.;I I I I 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

A 
D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quant~ty shipped in 1957 (pas? 17) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 l L l 2 , q  & 
E. Total quzntliy shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I ! I I I I I ~ ~  

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 I I i I I I I 1.u. 



BEFORE COPYING FORM. A V A C H  SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME: 

EPAIDNO; \ v l ~ \ o !  l o  \Il L b l q l q l  \ 76  ]bI  

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

eC 

EPA Form 8700.13AfB (Revised (07-97)) Page 1 of 3 

Instruct ions: Please see t h e  de ta i l ed  inst ruct ions beginning on page 11 of <he ins t ruc t ions  and f o r m s  book le t  be fo re  

comp le t ing  th is  form.  In addi t ion,  the page number for ins t ruc t ions  specific t o  each box is provided in paren theses .  

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

h " .  F,y. 
8. EPA hazardous waste code ill0 I 1 I I 1 I I I I I 

(page 12) I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I  

D. SIC code 

(Page 13) ' 

d 1'4 1t1q I 

C. Slate hazardous waste code (page 13) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I  

G. Point of 
measurement 
( P  14)  * 

Sec. Ill 

Sile 1 

Site 2 

Sile 3 

E. Orig~n code 

(page 13) System Type 

L:,! J I I I 

F. Source code 

(page 14) 

L ~ Q I  

C. Dld this site do any of the follow~ng to this waste: treat on site, 
dispose on site, recycle on sile, or aischarge lo a sewer/POW? 
(page 15) 

= 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE ?ROCESS SYSTFM 1 )  

%2 No (SKIP TO SEC. 141) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-sile process system type Quaniary :rcaled. disposed. cr rec:/cleb 
( p ~ g e  16) on sate !n i 097 (page 16) 

i " l  I 1 1 1 1 ' 1 1 1  I I I I U  

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

L ~ L ! A J  

. - 
Comrnenrs: Qhztq~~phlc 1 &( ~ I \ U L I  

h/qrhtC V ~ ~ ~ ~ A ~ C ~ U - ~  

A. Was anyof this waste shipped off site in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) 
.%I Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX B) r 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(page 14) 

IZI 

0. UOM & 
(page 15) 
Densi" 15 31 1 

lbslgal c 2 sg 

Sec. II 

0.  EPA ID No of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

\ I L I ~ ) ~  1 DIOli;l 1 blOly l L I l l  1 j I  

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I I I .  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

1 I 1 1 1  I I I I I I I I I 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-s~te process system type Quantity treated. disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on s~te in 1997 (page 16) 

L"I  I 1 1  I I I I I  1 \ 1 1  u 

A. Ouanl~ty generated in 1997 
(page 15) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I  

E. Total quantlty shipped in 1997 (paae 17) 

I I r I I I I [ I ~ I ~ I  fi 

E. Total quantity-shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I 1 1  l l l l l l i i l  

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

L l l l l l I l l J U  

r 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

p I /  

C. System type 
shipped lo (p. 17) 

: I I I 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L>:I I I I 

D. OH-s~le availability 
code (page 17) 

L!L 

0. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 



BEFORE COPYING FORM. A'TTACH SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME: 

EPAIDNO:  I V r l g l  IC: l d 1 3  1 GI'IIGII 171T 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
3+\~fo s'*rts 

PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous Waste Report 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

i .1 

EPA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) Page /'L of 4 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

q i t Gw.cJ5 
B. EPA hazardous waste code J 016 I G $1 I I I I I 

(page 12) I D , e l c j  ,G, , , , , , , , 
C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

I(IIIIIIJ~IIII 

D. SIC code 

(Page 13) 

11 l'i I t A I 

G. Point of 
measurement 

(P. 14) 

Sec. Ill 

Site 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin cod; 

(page13) SystemType 

1x1 1 1 1  

C. Did this site do any of the following lo this waste: treal on sile. 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or aischarge lo a sewer/POTW? 
(page 15) 

1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1) 
$2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-site process system type Ouanl~ty :rested, disposed. cr recycled 
!page 16) on slle in 1997 (page 16) 

L!<J 1 1 1  1 1  I I I I I l  u 

F. Source code 

Ld fL 
H. Form code 
(page 14) 

L~AL@ 

Sec. ll 

Comments: oFf-rgec, K L + h - .  o I'-\ t bdL/J) 

A. Was any of this waste shipped off site in 1997 for treatment, disposal, or recycling' (page 17) 
.v1 Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 8) r 2 No (FORM IS COMPETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive m~xed 

(Page 14) 

iZ1 

B. EF'A ID No. of facility was!e was shipped to 
(Page 17) 

I \ I ~ l ~ I  I 00~01 161 0151 I ~ J  I 1 I 

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

~ ~ 1 1 l ~ ~ [ I ~ I I I I 1 1  

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shlpped to 
(page 17) 

I ~ I l l I I I I I I I I I l I  

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-site process system type Quantity treated. disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on s~te in 1997 (page 16) 

L"I 1 1 I I l l l l  l l l \ l U  

A. Ouantily generated in 1997 

(Page 15) 

1 I t 1 , 1 l ~ Z I 5 ~ 1  fi 

6. UOM & 
(page 15) 
Density I I I I I I 

c 1 Ibstgal c 2 Sg 

C. System type 
shipped lo p. 17) 

I 141 I 
C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

[:,!I 1 J 1 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

1x1 1 I 1 

D. 0ff.site availability 
code (page 17) 

L!J 

0. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

u 
D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I I I t I I 121Sf~ll 101 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) )  

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I I I I I I I I I I ~  



- - - - - 

EPA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) page of J/. 

BEFORE COPYING FORM. ATTACH SITE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
?NTER: 

SITE NAME: 6 .  \ 6)vdu4Acq 

EPAIDNO: I V ~ r ~ g I  10 1 2  1 b l q 1 6 1  1 ,718 

.. . . . 

#%C=' $74, 
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 

,-" ~ n ,  PROTECTION AGENCY 

im6$ 5 1997 Hazardous Waste Report "; 
C +?4< -I(. 

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

Instructions: Please see the detailed instructions beginning on page 11 of the instructions and forms booklet before 
completing this form. In addition, the page number for instructions specific to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

Ph- b3i,7ph ,, LC i Z p y  
B. EPA hazardous waste code 1 I I I 1 I 1 I I 1 

(page 12) I D I ~ I G I ~ I  I I I I I I I I I I 

0. SIC code 

(Page 13) 

i3 ~'i I ~ I ~ I  

C. Stale hazardous waste code (page 13) 

I I I I I I I I I I I I ! !  

G. Point of 
measurement 
(P. 14) 

Sec. 111 

Sile 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code 

(page 13) System Type 

LU 

F. Source code 

(page 14) 

I A I y ['r , 
C. Did this site do any of the follow~ng to this waste: treat on site. 
dispose on site, recycle on site, or discharge to a sewerIPOTW? 
(page 15) 

z 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM r i 
$2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-s~te process system type Ouaniity lrfated. d~sposed. cr rec;~cled 
(page 16) on slle ~n 1097 (page 16j 

L" I  I I I I I ! I I I I I I I ~  

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

L ~ I  I 1 1  17 i 

Comments: 

A. Was any of !his waste shipped off site in 1097 for treatment, disoos21, or recycling? (page 17) 
.v1 Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 0)  = 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

I. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(Page 14) 

IZ1 

0. UOM & 
(Page 15) 
Density 1 I 51 13 1 1 YI i b ~ g a i  1 2 sg 

Sec. 11 

0 EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

MI l G ~ ~ l ~ l  16101,!l L q ~ l  1 1 ,  

8 .  EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 

l ~ I l l ~ l l l l ! l l l l l  

B. EPA ID No. of facility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

I ~ I I I I I I I I I I I I I I  

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 1 

On-site process system type Quantity treated, disposed. or recycled 
(page 16) on site in 1997 (page 16) 

L X U  I I I I I I I I I I U  

A. Ouanlity generated in 1997 
(page 15) 

I I I I I I 1 5 ' 1 5 1  & 

C. Syslem type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

p l \  l q l ( l  

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L 1 . : J I I I  

C. System lype 
shipped to (p. 17) 

L ? " I I l  

D. Off-s~le *availability 
code (page 17) 

i\~ 

D. Off-sile availability 
code (page 17) 

u 

D. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total quant~P, sh~pped in 1997 (paoe 17) 

1 I I I I I I 16151 19 

E. Total quantity shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I J ~ J I I I I I I U  

E. Total quaniiy shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I I I I I I I I I I U  



BEFORE COPYING FORM. AlTACH SlTE IDENTIFICATION LABEL OR 
ENTER: 

SlTE NAME: 

EPAIDNO: L V ~ f  10, IL) 1.31 1 ~ ~ Y ~ ( 1 ~  (76 ](31 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY 

1997 Hazardous W a s t e  Repor t  

WASTE GENERATION 
AND MANAGEMENT 

- 

EPA Form 8700-13NB (Revised (07-97)) 

Instruct ions: Please see t h e  de ta i l ed  inst ruct ions beginning on page 11 of t h e  ins t ruc t ions  and f o r m s  booklet be fo re  

comp le t ing  this form. In addition, the page number f o r  ins t ruct ions spec i f i c  to each box is provided in parentheses. 

Sec. I A. Waste description (page 12) 

I Awi l  C + A ~ ~ , J  
B. EPA hazardous waste code 1 0 1 01 -I1 ( i), 3 ] 

(page 12) l l u l G l l  , ;3,UlC,9, 1 , 1 1 , 
C. State hazardous waste code (page 13) 

L l l l l l l l l l l l l ]  

F. Source code 

(page 14) ' 

LA& 

G. Point of 
measurement 
( P  14) 

D. SIC code 

(page 13) 

I. l 'i 1 5  I q  I 

Sec. I11 

Site 1 

Site 2 

Site 3 

E. Origin code & 
(page 13) Syslern Type 

1'1 1 1 I I 

C. Did lhis site do any of the follov~ing to this waste: lreat on site. 
dispose on site, recycle on site. or cischarge to a sewerIPOTW? 
(page 15) 

= 1 Yes (CONTINUE TO ON-SITE 240CESS SYSTEM 1) 
&2 No (SKIP TO SEC. Ill) 

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM 2 

On-site process system type Quar,::?; ;rested. d~sposed. cr recyc!ed 
(page 16) on slir !r! 1097 (page 16) 

L:'J I I 1  I I ! I  I I I I I U  

H. Form code 
(page 14) 

LLLW-? 

Comments: "><J r C . d j c \  CGVIJ 

A. Was any of this waste shipped off sile in 1997 for treatment. disposal. or recycling? (page 17) 
.Y1 Yes (CONTINUE TO BOX 8) c 2 No (FORM IS COMPLETE) 

1. RCRA-radioactive mixed 

(Page 14) 

2 

6. UOM 

(page 15) 
Density ( 1 1 I I I 

5 1 Ibslgal C 2 sg 

Sec. II 

B. E?A ID No. of facility waste was shipped lo 
(page 17) 

1 1 & l o I  I o ~ ~ I I ) I  l ( F l ~ I t j I  lq17 1 

8. EPA ID No. of facility waste was sh~pped to 

(Page 17) 

I I I I I I I  1 1  I 

8. EPA ID No. of tacility waste was shipped to 
(page 17) 

~ I I I I I I ~ I I I I ~ I I I  

ON-SITE PROCESS SYSTEM i I 
On-site process system type Quantity treated, disposed, or recycled 
(page 16) on stle in 1997 (page 16) 

L"1 I I I I 1 1 1 1 I I I u  

A. Ouanlity generated in 1997 

(page 15) 

I !  1 I I I l l l ~ l ~ l . & 2  

C. System type 
shipped lo (p. 17) 

?!I \lLIl 1 

C. Syslem type 
'shipped lo (p. 17) 

1 I I I 

C. System type 
shipped to (p. 17) 

1 1 1 1  

0. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

L!J 

D. Off-sile ava~lability 
code (page 17) 

' U 

0. Off-site availability 
code (page 17) 

U 

E. Total cuani~ly shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

1 1 ; I 1 1 1 l l o ~ u !  13 

E. Total quantlly shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

I ' I I I I I ! I U  

E. Total ouar.t~ly shipped in 1997 (page 17) 

( I ! ~ l 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  
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r State of Vermont 
1 1 1  

> 

r AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Department of Environmental Consewation 

\ - Depanmtnl of fl3, and W i f e  
D e p m t m  of Fmso. Parks and Recnallon Waste Management Division 
Deparunrm or EnvkonmenW omserverion 103 South Main StreetlWest Building 

RELAY SERVICE FOR M E  HEARlNQ IMPAIRED 
1-800-2536191 TDo>Voig 
1-800-253-0195 Vocc8,TM) 

August 7,1998 

'" Gary Kjelleren, Environmental Compliance Specialist 
r General Dynamics Armament Systems 

Lakeside Avenue 
Burlington, Vennorrt. 05401 

Waterbury, VT 0567 1-0404 
Phone: (802) 241-3888 

Fax: (802) 241 -3296 

Re: Site Management Activity Completed, General Dynamics Armament Systems Building #4 1 
. (Site #770040) 

. . 
Dear Mr. Kjelleren: 

The Waste Management Division, Sites Management Section (SMS) has reviewed the repon titled - "Request for Site Management Acrivity Closed (SUAC) General Qvnamics Building 41 SMS Site # 77-40" 
dated December 18,1997 and prepared by Sprague GeoServices. This report was prepared and submitted 

: to us as part of the procedv for "Site Management Activity Closed" (SMAC) designation. There have 
. been five potential or known releases/events which have been identified on this site. A brief sttmmaq of 

these releases and the actions taken is presented below: 

W Building # 41 Landfarm: -In 1990 approximately 450 yds3 of soil was remove& from Building 
# 61, (across the road) and landfarmed at Building # 41. me landfanned soil was impacted with water 
soluble coolants and cutting oils which drained from a metal chip hopper for a number of years. The soil 

" was also iinpacted by # 2 fuel oil leaking h m  an underground storage tank (UST): The contaminated soil. 
was excavated, bansported and landfarmed at Building # 41 since General Electric (responsible party at the 

b d  

time) owed  this building but only rented ~ u i l d i n ~  # 61. Soils were placed on a double pkrric liner with a 
six inch layer of sand in between. L a n w  was successfully completed last fall in accord with our 

r d .Debris. NOV- 1995. 

.4 

Building # 11 Tank 25: This UST had a 550 gallon capacity and was designed for spill 
containment for the flammable liquids storage area located inside the building. During the removal ofthis 
tank in 1988, impacted soils were detected under the piping to the tank. A leak in the piping caused some 
soils to be impacted by the flammable solvents in the tank Soil was not removed but rather returned to the 
excavation after the tank was pulled however, an investigation of soil and groundwater was conducted. 

4 The impact to soil was limited however, groundwater had low levels of ethyl benzene, total xylenes and 2- 
butanone. Groundwater was monitored quarterly for volatile organic compounds (VOC7s) until 1991 
when contaminate levels dropped below our groundwater enforcement standards. 

- -- ---- -. 
Chlorine Frw 1- Recyded -Paper -- - -- 

- 

Regional OIfices - Bans/Esssx Jct lP i~slor~Usn&N.  Sur(ngfieIdIS1. Johmbuy 
.d 



NOv-16-I3k1 I W U  wo:ol r n  
. . 

Building # 41 Tank # 23 (6000 gallon he1 oil UST): This tank was removed from rhe southwest 
' 

comer of Building # 41 in October 1988. The excavation and removal of this rank was oveneen by o w  
, UST Program at that time. Petroleum impacted soil was discovered (soil-jar headspace photoionintion 

td detector (PID) readings between 1 5 and 18 ppm). Soil was backfilled into the excavation. During the 
excavation of compressor oil stained asphalt in 1992 at the former location of tank # 23, petroleum 
impacted soil was discovered with a headspace PID reading of between 0 and 400 ppm. Approximarely, 
500 yQ3 of soil was m o v e d  for landfarming on part of the asphalt parking lot at Building # 41. The soil 
was remediated to below our 300 ppm cleanup goal in September 1992 and used for landfill cover. 

d Building # 4 1  ~ a n k  di 24 (3000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST): This tank was removed within a day 
or hvo of the removal of tank # 23 above in October of 1988. The removal was overseen by the UST 
Program. Tank # 24 was located near the northwest comer of Building # 41. Petroleum impacred soil was 

'* 
noted during removal but returned to the excavation since soil-jar headspace PID measurements were less 

, than 20 ppm. No subsequent investigation or monitoring was conducted. 

Disposal of 600 Gallons o f  Oxidiziog Solution, 1970: A reported release of 600 gallons of 
oxidizing solution in a ditch on the property may have occurred in 1970. The oxidizing solution was 
reportedly spread over ferrous aluminum sulfate and covered with lime and backfilled with soil. The 
location of the ditch is reportedly under the asphalt driveway at shipping and receiving near the northwest 
comer of the building. This was allegedly a one time event since the waste neatment tank at the main 
Lakeside Av,enue facility was being fixed. Existing files do not confirm char rhis event ever took place on 
rhe Building # 41 property, it may have occurred at the Lakeside Avenue Facility. The main chemicals of 
concern in the oxidizing solution were sodium dichromate and s u l f i c  acid. A site investigation was never . 
perfiormed to determine if this solution was ever dumped at the site. In a Prelimlnay ~ssessment Repon 
complered in 1985 by the state, it was recommended that a bedrock well serving 75 homes in the Queen 
City Park area which is over a 1000 feet fiom the alleged release be'tested for chromium. The testing was 
done and chromium was not detected. . - 

i 

..d 
The Sites Management Section has de te rmid  :&at this site is eligible for a SMAC designanon 

- ?he SMS bas specifically determined the following: . 
I- 

d 1. Approximately 500 yd? of contaminated soil was removed from Bldg. 61 and placed on 
' 

Building 41 property for the purpose of landfanning to reduce contaminant levels in soil. Agency 
d l i n ~  Petrole Qraft Guidelines& Ha0 urn Con- d Soil and D e b .  Nov. 1992 were strictly 

U followed. Compound specific testing (modified EPA Method 81 00) indicated that concentrations 
of each compound tested for was not detectable. Soil PID levels of VOC's were all r e p o d  non- 
detect (< 1 ppm). ]Landfarming was successfully completed in the fall of 1997. - 
2. On the Tank 25 part of the site, no active remediation was conducted. However, an investigation 

.- of soil and groundwater wastonducted. The impact to soil was limited however, groundwater was 
monitored for VOC's from 1988 to 1991 when conmmbnt levels dropped to below our 
groundwater smndards. 



3. Approximately 500 yds; of petroleum contaminated soil was excava~ed in rhc vicinity of the 
former Tank # 23 and moved to an asphalt parking lot for landfaming. The soils were landfanned 
to a total petroleum hydrocarbon concentration of less than 300 ppm and were used for cover 

d material at a local landfill in 1992. 

4. In the vicinity of Tank # 24, no remediation was required. 
4 

5.  No active remediation was conducted on the part of the site where the oxidizing solution was 
allegedly disposed. Nearby monitoring wells used to test groundwater quality in the vicinity of the 

..I Tank # 25 spill were free of detectable concentrations of chromium and other metals. 
. .  . . 

Based on infomarion presented above as well as the information in the s i ~ e  investigation and 
remedial reports generated by General Dynamics, rhe site does not pose any unacceptable risk to human 
health or the environment. Therefore, the SMS is assigning this site a Site Management Activiq 
Completed (SMAC) designation. This $MAC designation does not release General Dynamics of any past 
or fume liability associated with contamination left in the ground. It does however, mean that the SMS is 
not requesting any additional work at this time. If the monitoring wells used for the Tank iC 25 monitoring 
are no longer used or mainrained then they must be properly closed to eliminate a possible conduit for 
contaminant migration into the subsurface. Specific requirements for well closure are outlined in Section 
12.3.5 in Appendix A of the Vermont Water Supply Rule - Chapter 2 1. If you have any questions or 
comments, please feel free to contact either me or Stanley Corneille at 802- 241-3888. 

. I eorge Desch, Chief 
, J$ 

Sites Management Section 

'" cc: Cindy Sprague, Sprague GeoServices 
Steven Goodkind, Health OfXicer and City Engineer 

I -  
Zoning Administrator, City of Burlingon 
DEC Regional Office 
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The EDR-Radius Map 
? d 

with GeoChecka 

General Dynamics 
1 4  152 Industrial Parkway 

Burlington, VT 05401 

h l Inquiry Number: 0568243.4r 

November 29,2000 

@ I Environmental 
: Data 
i Resources. Inc. 

The Source 
For Environmental 
Risk Management 
Data 

3530 Post Road 
Sou'tt- port, Connecticut 06490 

Nationwide Customer Service 

Telephone: 1 -800-352-0050 
Fax: 1-800-231 -6802 
Internet: www.edrnet.com 
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Thank you for your business. 
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050 

with any questions or comments. 

Disclaimer 
Copyright and Trademark Notice 

This repod contains information obtained from a variety of public and other sources. NO WARRANT EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, 
IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT ENVIRONMENTAAL DATA RESOURCES INC. SPECIFICALL Y 
DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITA TION, MERCHANTABIL I T OR FITNESS 
FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL EDR BE LIABLE TO 
ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE, ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY 
LOSS OR DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITA TION. SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. 

Entie contents copyright 2000 by Environmental Data Resources, lnc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole 
or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, lnc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission. li 

I I EDR and the edr logos are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, lnc. or its affiliates. All other trademarks used herein are the 
propeq of their respective owners. I I 
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A search of available environmental records was conducted by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. 
(EDR). The report meets the government records search requirements of ASTM Standard Practice for 
Environmental Site Assessments, E 1527-00. Search distances are per ASTM standard or custom 
distances requested by the user. 

TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION 

ADDRESS 

152 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY 
BURLINGTON. VT 05401 

COORDINATES 

Latitude (North): 44.446700 - 44" 26' 48.1" 
Longitude (West): 73.220700 - 73' 13' 14.5" 
Universal Tranverse Mercator: Zone 18 
UTM X (Meters): 641583.8 
UTM Y (Meters): 492281 2.0 

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WlTH TARGET PROPERTY 

Target Property: 2444073-D2 BURLINGTON, VT 
Source: USGS 7.5 min quad index 

TARGET PROPERTY SEARCH RESULTS 

The target property was not listed in any of the databases searched by EDR. 

DATABASES WlTH NO MAPPED SITES 

No mapped sites were found in EDR's search of available ( "reasonably ascertainable ") government 
records either on the target property or within the ASTM E 1527-00 search radius around the target 
property for the following databases: 

FEDERAL ASTM STANDARD 

NPL. ---. .---------.---.----- National Priority List 
CERCLIS. ..-- ---.-. .. .-. - - -  - .  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability lnformation 

System 
CERC-NFRAP-- --.------ ---  - .  Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability lnformation 

System 
CORRACTS--- -----. - -  - -  ----. Corrective Action Report 
RCRIS-TSD-. - - --. . -.- -. - - - -  - Resource Conservation and Recovery lnformation System 
RCRIS-LQG-- -. . . .. .-. . . - -  - -. Resource Conservation and Recovery lnformation System 
ERNS ..--_--.-----....-.--.-- Emergency Response Notification System 

STATE ASTM STANDARD 

SWFILF.. - - - -  -. --.. .. .. . - - - - -  Landfills and Transfer Stations 

FEDERAL ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL 

CONSENT ---.----.---------- CONSENT 
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ROD ......................... ROD 
Delisted N P L  ............... NPL Deletions 
FINDS.. ...................... Facility Index System/Facility Identification Initiative Program Summary Report 
HMIRS ..-..-..-..-.---------- Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
MLTS.. ...................... Material Licensing Tracking System 
MINES .------.--------------- Mines Master lndex File 
NPL Lien ..................... NPL Liens 
PADS ........................ PCB Activity Database System 
RAATS- . - - - -  -. - -  - - -  - - -  - -  - - -  -. RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 
TRIS -----------.------------- Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 
TSCA ....................... Toxic Substances Control Act 

I 

STATE OR LOCAL ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL 

- 

LAST ......................... Site Databases 
SPILLS ....................... Sites Databases 

>WIVE SUMMARY 

EDR PROPRIETARY DATABASES 

Coal Gas- .------------..- ----. Former Manufactured gas (Coal Gas) Sites. 

SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS 

Surrounding sites were identified. 

Elevations have been determined from the USGS 1 degree Digital Elevation Model and should be evaluated 
on a relative (not an absolute) basis. Relative elevation information between sites of close proximity 
should be field verified. EDR's definition of a site with an elevation equal to the target property 
includes a tolerance of +/- 10 feet. Sites with an elevation equal to or higher than the target property 
have been differentiated below from sites with an elevation lower than the target property (by more than 
10 feet). Page numbers and map identification numbers refer to the EDR Radius Map report where detailed 
data on individual sites can be reviewed. 

Sites listed in bold italics are in multiple databases. 

Unmappable (orphan) sites are not considered in the foregoing analysis. 

FEDERAL ASTM STANDARD 

RCRIS: The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act database includes selected information on sites 
that generate, store, treat, or dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Act. The source of this 
database is the U.S. EPA. 

A review of the RCRIS-SQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/21/2000 has revealed that there are 
2 RCRIS-SQG sites within approximately 0.25 miles of the target property. 

EquaVHigher Elevation 

EDLUND CO INC 
BURTON CORP 

Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page 

159 INDUSTRIAL PKY 0-1/8 WSWl 5 
80 INDUSTRIAL PKY 1/8 - 1/4 N 2 9 
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STATE ASTM STANDARD 

I 

SHWS: The State Hazardous Waste Sites records are the states' equivalent to CERCLIS. These sites 
may or may not already be listed on the federal CERCLIS list. Priority sites planned for cleanup using 
state funds (state equivalent of Superfund) are identified along with sites where cleanup will be paid 
for by potentially responsible parties. The data come from the Department of Environmental 
Conservation's Vermont Hazardous Waste Sites List. 

- 

A review of the SHWS list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 4 SHWS sites within 
approximately 1 mile of the target property. 

CUTIVE SUMMARY 

EquaUHigher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID 

C C TA GARAGE 7 INDUSTRIAL PARKWA Y 714 - 7/..NNE 4 
ORCHARD SCHOOL 2 BALD WIN A VENUE 7/2 - 7 SE A6 
BAY VIEW OLDS/CADILLAC 1030 SHELBURNE RD 112-1 SE A7 

Lower Elevation Address Dist I Dir Map ID 

TAMARACK AUTOMOTIVE 27 SEARS LANE 7/2 - 7 NNE 8 

LUST: The Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports contain an inventory of reported 
leaking underground storage tank incidents. The data come from the Department of Environmental 
Conservation's Vermont Hazardous Waste Sites List. 

A review of the LUST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 07/25/2000 has revealed that there are 2 
LUST sites within approximately 0.5 miles of the target property. 

EquaVHigher Elevation 

C C T A GARAGE 
BARRETT'S TRUCKING 

Address Dist / Dir Map ID 

7 INDUSTRIAL PARKWA Y 7/4 - 7/2 NNE 4 
16 AUSTIN DRIVE 114- 112N 5 

Page 

75 
16 
16 

Page 

17 

Page 

75 
15 

UST: The Underground Storage Tank database contains registered USTs. USTs are regulated under 
Subtitle I of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The data come from the 
Department of Environmental Conservation's State of Vermont Underground Storage Tank Database. 

A review of the UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 1011 112000 has revealed that there are 2 UST 
sites within approximately 0.25 miles of the target property. 

EquaVHigher Elevation Address Dist / Dir Map ID Page 

EDLUND CO INC 759 INDUSTRIAL PKY 0 -  718 WSW7 5 
GENERAL ELECTRIC BUILDING 41 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY BUI 118 - 114N 3 14 
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EXECUTIVE - - ... MARY 

Due to poor or inadequate address information, the following sites were not mapped: 

Site Name 

GREEN MOUNTAIN POWER 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMP. A&ESD 
NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE - BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON PUBLIC WORKS GARAGE 
YANDOW PROPERTY 
UVM ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY FAClL lN 
NORTH 40 
BURLINGTON MUNl DlSP GRDS 
BELL AIRCRAFT DUMP (FORMER) 
CHllTENDEN SWMD WOOD WASTEICOMPOST FAClL 
BURLINGTON AREA TRANSFER STATION 
FORMER ST. JOHNSBLIRY TRUCKING 
HANDYS TEXACO 
APPLE TREE FARM 
GENERAL ELECTRIC BUILDING 61 
CHAMPLAIN COLLEGE FREEMAN BUILDING 
SAINT PAUL CHURCH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC CO 

Database(s) 

SHWS 
SHWS,SPILLS 
SHWS 
LUST,LAST,SH WS 
SHWS 
SHWS 
LUST,LAST,SHWS 
CERCLIS 
CERCLIS 
SWF/LF 
SWFJLF 
LUST 
LUST 
UST 
UST 
U ST 
U ST 
FINDS,RCRIS-LQG,RAATS 
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'. Target Property 

A Sites at elevations higher than 
or equal to the target property 

Sites at elevations lower than 
* the target property 
A Coal Gasification Sites (if requested) 

1 National Priority l ist  Sites 

+d Landfill Sites 

0 1 14 1R 1 Yllec 

Power transmission lines 

/?+/ Oil & Gas pipelines 

Wetlands per National 
Wetlands Inventory 

f 

I 
' TARGET PROPERTY: General Dynamics 

ADDRESS: 152 l ndustrial Parkway 
CINISTATEIZIP: Burlington VT 05401 
LATILONG: 44.4467 / 73.2207 

CUSTOMER: ENSR Consulting & Engineering 
CONTACT: David Montplaisir 
INQUIRY #: 0568243.4r 
DATE: November 29,2000 9:48 am 



or equal to the targefproperty 
* Sites at elevations lower than 

k- the target property 
A Coal Gasification Sites (if requested) 

L Sensitive Receptors 

.J National Priority List Sites 

Landfill Sites 

Power transmission lines 

Oil & Gas pipelines 

Wetlands per National 
Wetlands Inventory 

?'TARGET PROPERF General Dynamics 
152 Industrial Parkway 
Burlington VT 05401 
44.4467 173.2207 

CUSTOMER: ENSR Consulting & Engineering 
CONTACT: David Montplaisir 
INQUIRY #: 0568243.4 
DATE: November 29,2000 9:48 am 



MAP FINDIN( MMARY 

Search 
Target Distance Total 

Database Property (Miles) 8 1/8-114 114-112 112-1 > 1  -----  Plotted 

FEDERAL ASTM STANDARD 

NPL 
CERCLIS 
CERC-NFRAP 
CORRACTS 
RCRIS-TSD 
RCRIS Lg. Quan. Gen. 
RCRlS Sm. Quan. Gen. 
ERNS 

STATE ASTM STANDARD 

State Haz. Waste 
State Landfill 
LUST 
UST 

FEDERAL ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL 

CONSENT 
ROD 
Delisted NPL 
FINDS 
HMlRS 
M LTS 
MINES 
NPL Liens 
PADS 
RAATS 
TRlS 
TSCA 

STATE OR LOCAL ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL 

LAST 
SPILLS 

EDR PROPRIETARY DATABASES 

Coal Gas 1 .OOO 0 0 0 0 NR 0 
AQUIFLOW - see EDR Physical Setting Source Addendum 

TP = Target Property 

NR = Not Requested at this Search Distance 

Sites may be listed in more than one database 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (11.) 
Elevation Site 

MAP FINDINGS 1 
EDR ID Number 

Database(s) EPA ID Number 

Coal Gas Site Search: No site was found in a search of Real Property Scan's ENVIROHAZ database. 

1 EDLUND CO INC 
WSW 159 INDUSTRIAL PKY 
< 118 BURLINGTON, VT 05401 
110 
Higher 

RCRIS: 
Owner: BLUE SKY ASSOCIATES 

(802) 862-9661 

Contact: STEPHEN FOSTER 
(802) 862-9661 

Record Date: 02/20/1 985 

Classification: Small Quantity Generator 

Used Oil Recyc: No 

Violation Status: Violations exist 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 01/02/1986 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 02/28/1986 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 06/09/1986 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 01/28/1986 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 01/02/1986 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 02/04/1992 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Date Violation Determined: 03/25/1986 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 02/04/1992 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Date Violation Determined: 03/25/1986 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 02/04/1992 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Date Violation Determined: 12/07/1987 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 01/1 011 988 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 01/1 911 988 

RCRIS-SQG 1000885122 
FINDS VTD002070050 

U ST 
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I MAP FI Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (11.) 
Elevation Site 

EDR ID Number 
Database(s) EPA ID Number 

EDLUND CO INC (Continued) 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written lnformal 
1211 511 987 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
06/09/1987 
Low 
01/15/1988 
01/19/1988 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetaly Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written lnformal 
1211 511 987 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
06/09/1987 
Low 
0712111987 
0111 911 988 

Written lnformal 
0611 811 987 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
06/09/ 1 987 
Low 
0111 511 988 
01/19/1988 

Written Informal 
1211 511 987 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
07/21/1987 
Low 
01110/1988 
01/19/1988 

Written lnformal 
12/15/1987 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
07/21 11 987 
Low 
01/10/1988 
01/19/1988 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 

Written lnformal 
1211 5/1987 
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II MAP FINDINGS Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (11.) 
Elevation Site 

EDR ID Number 
Database(s) EPA ID Number 

EDLUND CO INC (Continued) 

Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
1 1/22/1988 
Low 
01/20/1 989 
02/04/1992 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written Informal 
12/30/1988 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
1 1/22/1988 
Low 
Not reported 
02/04/1992 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/01/1990 
Low 
06/30/1990 
08/23/1990 

Written Informal 
04/23/1990 
$8,500.00 
$8,500.00 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/01/1990 
Low 
Not reported 
02/04/1992 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Initial Formal 3008(a) Compliance Order 
04/23/1990 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violalion: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/04/1992 
Low 
0412711 992 
06/03/1992 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written Informal 
03/26/1992 
Not reported 
Not reported 

TC0568243.4r Page 7 



1 MAP FINDINGS 1 Map ID 
Direction 

* @ 
Distance 
Distance (11.) EDR ID Number 
Elevat~on Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

$ 4  EDLUND CO INC (Continued) 10008851 22 

There are 15 violation record(s) reported at this site: 

Evaluation 
Compliance Schedule Evaluation (CSE) 
Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 
Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 

Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 

Compliance Schedule Evaluation (CSE) 
Compliance Schedule Evaluation (CSE) 

Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 

Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 

Compliance Schedule Evaluation (CSE) 

Compliance Evaluation lnspection (CEI) 

FINDS: 
Other Pertinent Environmental Activity Identified at Site: 

AIRS Facility System (AIRSIAFS) 

UST: 
Facility ID: 8629661 
Capacity (Gal): 6800 
Year Removed: 0 
Tank Protect: Unprotected 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
OverfilVSpill: Not reported 
Category One: No 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: fair 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

Facility ID: 
Capacity (Gal): 
Year Removed: 
Tank Protect: 
Release Monitor: 
Overfill/Spill: 
Category One: 
Pipe Comments: 

8629661 
1000 
0 
Unprotected 
Not reported 
Not reported 
No 
Not reported 

Area of Violation 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Formal Enforcement Agreement 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 

Tank ID: 1960-1 
Substance: #2&4 Fuel Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 

Tank ID: 1974-2 
Substance: Gasoline 
Out of Service: Not reported 

Date of 
Com~liance 
06/03/1992 
06/03/1992 
08/23/1990 
02/04/1992 
02/04/1992 
02/04/1992 
0111 911 988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
01/19/1988 
02/04/1992 
02/04/1992 
06/09/1986 
02/04/1992 
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Map ID 
D~rection 

MAP FINDINGS 1 
Distance -- - .- 

Distance (ft.) EDR ID Number 

Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

EDLUND CO INC (Continued) 

Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: lust 
Date Reference: 19881 101 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

2 BURTON CORP 
North 80 INDUSTRIAL PKY 
118-114 BURLINGTON, VT 05406 
830 
Higher 

RCRIS: 
Owner: JAKE CARPENTER 

(802) 862-4500 

Contact: STEWART DONALD 
(802) 657-6876 

Record Date: 1 1/03/1981 

Classification: Small Quantity Generator 

Used Oil Recyc: No 

Violation Status: Violations exist 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 01/02/1986 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 0211 911 986 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 0311 411 986 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 01/02/1986 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 1 1/22/1988 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 02/10/1989 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 04/22/1994 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 01/17/1989 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 1 1/22/1 988 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 04/22/1 994 

RCRIS-SQG 1000922425 
FINDS VTD020663183 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (11.1 

MAP f 

EDR ID Number ~, 
Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

BURTON COUP (Continued) 1000922425 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 04/22/1994 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 09/01/1994 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 01/27/1995 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 08/05/1994 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 04/22/1994 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 09/01/1994 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 01/27/1995 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 08/05/1994 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 04/22/1994 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 09/01/1994 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 01/27/1995 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 08/05/1994 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 04/22/1 994 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 09/01 11994 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 01/27/1995 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 08/05/1994 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 0311 911 998 

Enforcement Action: Final Formal 3008(a) Compliance Order 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/24/1999 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 

4 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.) EDR ID Number 
Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

BURTON CORP (Continued) 1000922425 

Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 0511 911 998 

Enforcement Action: Final Formal 3008(a) Compliance Order 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/24/1999 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 06/24/1 998 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 021'2711 998 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/20/1998 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: Not reported 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 0511 911 998 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/20/1998 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 07/09/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 06/28/1999 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: Not reported 

Enforcement Action: Final Formal 3008(a) Compliance Order 
Enforcement Action Date: 05124/1 999 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 0612411 998 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 02/05/1998 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/20/1998 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02.0511 998 
Prionty of Violation: Low 

TC0568243.4r Page 11 
&I 



Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.) 
Elevation Site 

/I 'INDINGS 1 
EDR ID Number 

Database(s) EPA ID Number 

BURTON CORP (Continued) 

Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetaly Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Regulation Violated: 
Area of Violation: 
Date Violation Determined: 
Priority of Violation: 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: 

0612811 999 
Not reported 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/05/1998 
Low 
06/28/7999 
Not reported 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/05/1998 
Low 
06/24/1 998 
02/27/1998 

Written Informal 
05120/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/05/1998 
Low 
06/24/1998 
02/27/1998 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/05/1998 
Low 
06/24/1998 
02/27/1998 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Not reported 
Generator-All Requirements 
02/05/1998 
Low 
06/24/1 998 
02/27/1998 

TC0568243.4r Page 12 



Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (R.) 
Elevation Site Database(s) 

BURTON CORP (Continued) 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 06/28/1999 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: Not reported 

Enforcement Action: Written Informal 
Enforcement Action Date: 05/20/1998 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: Not reported 
Final Monetary Penalty: Not reported 

Regulation Violated: Not reported 
Area of Violation: Generator-All Requirements 
Date Violation Determined: 02/05/1998 
Priority of Violation: Low 
Schedule Date to Achieve Compliance: 06/28/1999 
Actual Date Achieved Compliance: Not reported 

Enforcement Action: 
Enforcement Action Date: 
Proposed Monetary Penalty: 
Final Monetary Penalty: 

Written Informal 
05/20/1998 
Not reported 
Not reported 

There are 21 violation record(s) reported at this site: 

Evaluation Area of Violation 
Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CEI) Generator-All Requirements 

Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CEI) Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 

Compliance Evaluation Inspection (CEI) Generator-All Requirements 
Generator-All Requirements 

Non-Financial Record Review Generator-All Requirements 

EDR ID Number 
EPA ID Number 

Date of 
Comwliance 
0311 911 998 
0511 911 998 
02/27/1998 
0511 911 998 
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Map ID 
r Direction 

1 MAP FINDINGS 

! - Distance 
Distance (11.) EDR ID Number 
Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

L 4 
BURTON CORP (Continued) 1000922425 

FINDS: 
Other Pertinent Environmental Activity Identified at Site: 

AIRS Facility System (AIRSIAFS) 

3 GENERAL ELECTRIC BUILDING 41 
North INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY BUILDING 41 
118-114 BURLINGTON, VT 05402 
1250 
Higher 

UST: 
Facility ID: 6576876 
Capacity (Gal): 550 
Year Removed: 0 
Tank Protect: Not reported 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
OverfilVSpill: Not reported 
Category One: Yes 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: Not reported 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

Facility ID: 6576876 
Capacity (Gal): 6200 
Year Removed: 0 
Tank Protect: Unprotected 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
OverfilllSpill: Not reported 
Category One: No 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: Not reported 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

Facility ID: 6576876 
Capacity (Gal): 3000 
Year Removed: 0 
Tank Protect: Unprotected 
Release Monitor: Not reported 

Tank ID: -2 
Substance: Chemical 
Out of Service: Not reported 

Tank ID: 1962-1 
Substance: #2&4 Fuel Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 

Tank ID: 1981 -2 
Substance: #2&4 Fuel Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 

UST U003516604 
NIA 

TC0568243.4r Page 14 
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MAP F Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.) EDR ID Number 
Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

GENERAL ELECTRIC BUILDING 41 (Continued) 

OverfilVSpill: Not reported 
Category One: No 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: Not reported 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

4 C C T A GARAGE 
NNE 1 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY 
114-112 BURLINGTON, VT 
1689 
Higher 

SHWS: 
Facility ID: 
Flag: 
Discovery Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 
Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner Address: 

Staff: 

LUST: 
Facility ID: 
Discove y Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 
Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner: 
Owner Address: 

Facility Status: 

951791 .OO 
CLOSED 
12/1/1 996 0:OO:OO 
41111997 0:00:00 
Hydraulic Oil Recovery Complete, Limited To On-site. 
Site Management Activity Completed 
Waste Oil, Other 
1 lndustrial Parkway 
Burlington. VT 05407 
Not reported 

951791 .OO 
12/1/1996 0:OO:OO 
4/1/1997 0:OO:OO 
Hydraulic Oil Recovery Complete, Limited To On-site. 
Site Management Activity Completed 
UST, Spill, Gasoline 
Chittenden County Transportation Authority 
1 Industrial Parkway 
Burlington. VT 05407 
CLOSED 

5 BARRElT'S TRUCKING 
North 16 AUSTIN DRIVE 
114-112 BURLINGTON, VT 
1750 
Higher 

LUST S103725661 
SHWS MIA 

LUST S103869256 
NIA 
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Map ID 
Direction 

MAP FINDINGS 

Distance 
Distance (ft.) EDR ID Number 
Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

A6 
SE 
112-1 
3982 
Higher 

A7 
SE 
112-1 
401 5 
Higher 

BARRETT'S TRUCKING (Continued) S103869256 

LUST: 
Facility ID: 
Discovery Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 
Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner: 
Owner Address: 

Facility Status: 

921232.00 
Not reported 
1/1/1994 o:oo:oo 
Ust Removal. Stockpiled Soils. NFAP 
No Further Action Planned 
UST, Spill, Gasoline 
Barrett's Trucking. Inc. 
16 Austin Drive 
Burlington. VT 05401 
CLOSED 

ORCHARD SCHOOL 
2 BALDWIN AVENUE 
SOUTH BURLINGTON. VT 05401 

SHWS: 
Facility ID: 
Flag: 
Discovery Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 
Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner Address: 

Staff: 

951 828.00 
CLOSED 
9/1/1995 0:OO:OO 
1/1/1996 0:OO:OO 
Pcs Disposed Of, Site Closed. 
Site Management Activity Completed 
Other 
550 Dorset St 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
Not reported 

UST: 
Facility ID: 629 
Capacity (Gal): 8000 
Year Removed: 1995 
Tank Protect: Not reported 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
OverfilUSpill: Not reported 
Category One: No 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: GOOD 
Date Reference: 19950706 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

Tank ID: 1 956-1 - 
Substance: #2&4 Fuel Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 

BAY VIEW OLDSICADILLAC 
1030 SHELBURNE RD 
SOUTH BURLINGTON, VT 

SHWS 1000810855 
UST N/A 

SH WS Sf03872857 
NIA 
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Map ID 
Direction 0 MAP FINDINGS 

Distance 
Distance (ft.) EDR ID Number 

Elevation Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 

BAY VIEW OLDSlCADlLLAC (Continued) 

SHWS: 
Facility ID: 
Flag: 
Discovery Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 
Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner Address: 

Stan: 

921 350.00 
CLOSED 
Not reported 
6/1/1994 0:OO:OO 
Invest Complete 
No Further Action Planned 
Waste Oil, Other 
700 Airport Pkwy 
South Burlington, VT 05401 
Not reported 

8 TAMARACK AUTOMOTIVE 
NNE 27 SEARS LANE 
112-1 BURLINGTON, VT 05401 
4464 
Lower 

SHWS: 
Facility ID: 
Flag: 
Discovery Date: 
Closure Date: 
Project Status: 

Priority 
Source Type: 
Owner Address: 

Staff: 

UST U003517305 
SHWS N/A 

941740.00 
ACTIVE 
1/1/1995 0:00:00 
Not reported 
VT GWES exceeded onsite. Quarterly groundwater monitoring. Next round June 
2000. 
No Sensitive Receptor Impact (VSPSe30) 
Waste Oil, Other 
33 Sterling Place 
Burlington, VT 05401 
Not reported 

UST: 
Facility ID: 9999667 
Capacity (Gal): 500 
Year Removed: 1994 
Tank Protect: Not reported 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
Overfill/Spill: Not reported 
Category One: Yes 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: Not reported 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 

Facility ID: 9999667 
Capacity (Gal): 1000 
Year Removed: 1994 
Tank Protect: Not reported 
Release Monitor: Not reported 
OverfilVSpill: Not reported 

Tank ID: -2 
Substance: Used Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 

Tank ID: -3 
Substance: #2&4 Fuel Oil 
Out of Service: Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.) 
Elevation Site 

MAP FIP 

EDR ID Number 
Database(s) EPA ID Number 

TAMARACK AUTOMOTIVE (Continued) 

Category One: No 
Pipe Comments: Not reported 
Pipe Protect: Not reported 
Pipe Monitor: Not reported 
Pumping System: Not reported 
Pipe Installed: Not reported 
CP Test: Not reported 
Condition: Not reported 
Date Reference: Not reported 
CP Pipe Test: Not reported 
Test Date: Not reported 
Vapor: Not reported 
Vapor 2: Not reported 
Flag: PULL TANK 
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ORPHAN SUMMARY 

City EDR ID Site Name Site Address 

BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
BURLINGTON 
MANCHESTER 
NORTH BURLINGTON 

APPLE TREE FARM 
GREEN MOUNTAIN POWER 
GENERAL ELECTRIC COMP. A&ESD 
GENERAL ELECTRIC BUILDING 61 
BURLINGTON MUNl DlSP GRDS 
CHITTENDEN SWMD WOOD WASTE/COMPOST FACll 
BELL AIRCRAFT DUMP (FORMER) 
NEW ENGLAND TELEPHONE - BURLINGTON 
CHAMPLAIN COLLEGE FREEMAN BUILDING 
BURLINGTON PUBLIC WORKS GARAGE 
FORMER ST. JOHNSBURY TRUCKING 
BURLINGTON AREA TRANSFER STATION 
YANDOW PROPERTY 
UVM ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY FACILITY 
NORTH 40 
HANDYS TEXACO 
SAINT PAUL CHURCH 
GENERAL ELECTRIC CO 

- 

ROUTE 7 

CHASE MILL COMMON 
INDUSTRIAL AVENUE 
INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY 
INTERVALE AVE 
INTERVALE ROAD 
LAKESIDE AVENUE 
MAIN ST 
MAPLE STREET 
PlNE ST. 
PlNE ST. 
REDMOND ROAD 
SHELBURNE ST AND FLYNN AVE 
SPEAR ST 
C V R NORTHERN PROPERTIES 
SOUTH WlNOOSKl AVE 
ROUTE 30 
GUN BARREL PRODUCTION SHOP 

Zip Database@) - 
UST 
SHWS 
SHWS, SPILLS 
UST 

05401 CERCLIS 
SWFILF 

05401 CERCLIS 
SHWS 
UST 
LUST, LAST, SHWS 
LUST 
SWF/LF 
SHWS 
SHWS 
LUST. LAST, SHWS 
LUST 

05401 UST 
05401 FINDS, RCRIS-LQG, RAATS 

Facility ID 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

To maintain currency of the following federal and state databases, EDR contacts the appropriate governmental agency 
on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required. 

Elapsed ASTM days: Provides confirmation that this EDR report meets or exceeds the 90-day updating requirement 
of the ASTM standard. 

FEDERAL ASTM STANDARD RECORDS 

NPL: National Priority List 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: N/A 
National Priorities List (Superfund). The NPL is a subset of CERCLIS and identifies over 1,200 sites for priority 

cleanup under the Superfund Program. NPL sites may encompass relatively large areas. As such, EDR provides polygon 
coverage for over 1,000 NPL site boundaries produced by EPA's Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center 
(EPIC). 

Date of Government Version: 0611 3/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 07/06/00 
Database Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 06/27/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 9 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 11/06/00 

CERCLIS: Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability lnformation System 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 703-41 3-0223 
CERCLIS contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states, municipalities, 

private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either proposed to or on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL. 

Date of Government Version: 0411 6/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 08/16/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 06/05/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 72 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 08/28/00 

CERCLIS-NFRAP: No Further Remedial Action Planned 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 703-41 3-0223 
As of February 1995. CERCLIS sites designated "No Further Remedial Action Planned" (NFRAP) have been removed 

from CERCLIS. NFRAP sites may be sites where, following an initial investigation, no contamination was found, 
contamination was removed quickly without the need for the site to be placed on the NPL, or the contamination 
was not serious enough to require Federal Superfund action or NPL consideration. EPA has removed approximately 
25,000 NFRAP sites to lift the unintended barriers to the redevelopment of these properties and has archived them 
as historical records so EPA does not needlessly repeat the investigations in the future. This policy change is 
part of the EPA's Brownfields Redevelopment Program to help cities, states, private investors and affected citizens 
to promote economic redevelopment of unproductive urban sites. 

Date of Government Version: 0411 6/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 08/16/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 06/05/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 72 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 08/28/00 

CORRACTS: Corrective Action Report 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 800-424-9346 
CORRACTS identifies hazardous waste handlers with RCRA corrective action activity. 

Date of Government Version: 04/20/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 08/01100 
Database Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 06/12/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 50 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/12/00 

RCRIS: Resource Conselvation and Recovery lnformation System 
Source: EPAINTIS 
Telephone: 800-424-9346 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Information System. RCRIS includes selective information on sites which generate, 

transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA). 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Date of Govemment Version: 06/21/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 07/31/00 
Database Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 0711 0100 
Elapsed ASTM days: 21 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 11/09/00 

ERNS: Emergency Response Notification System 
Source: EPNNTIS 
Telephone: 202-260-2342 
Emergency Response Notification System. ERNS records and stores information on reported releases of oil and hazardous 

substances. 

Date of Govemment Version: 08/08/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 09/06/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 0811 1/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 26 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 10131/00 

FEDERAL ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL RECORDS 

BRS: Biennial Reporting System 
Source: EPNNTIS 
Telephone: 800-424-9346 
The Biennial Reporting System is a national system administered by the EPA that collects data on the generation 

and management of hazardous waste. BRS captures detailed data from two groups: Large Quantity Generators (LQG) 
and Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities. 

Date of Government Version: 12/31/97 
Database Release Frequency: Biennially 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/18/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/18/00 

CONSENT: Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees 
Source: EPA Regional Offices 
Telephone: Varies 
Major legal settlements that establish responsibility and standards for cleanup at NPL (Superfund) sites. Released 

periodically by United States District Courts after settlement by parties to litigation matters. 

Date of Govemment Version: N/A 
Database Release Frequency: Varies 

Date of Last EDR Contact: NIA 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: NIA 

ROD: Records Of Decision 
Source: NTlS 
Telephone: 703-41 6-0223 
Record of Decision. ROD documents mandate a permanent remedy at an NPL (Superfund) site containing technical 

and health information to aid in the cleanup. 

Date of Government Version: 01/31/99 
Database Release Frequency: Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 10/12/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/08/01 

DELETED NPL: NPL Deletions 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: NIA 
The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the 

EPA uses to delete sites from the NPL. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.425.(e), sites may be deleted from the 
NPL where no further response is appropriate. 

Date of Govemment Version: 06/13/00 
Database Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 11/06/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/05/01 

FINDS: Facility lndex SystemIFacility Identification Initiative Program Summary Report 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: NIA 
Facility lndex System. FINDS contains both facility information and 'pointers' to other sources that contain more 

detail. EDR includes the following FINDS databases in this report: PCS (Permit Compliance System), AIRS (Aerometric 
Information Retrieval System), DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to manage and track information on civil judicial 
enforcement cases for all environmental statutes), FURS (Federal Underground Injection Control), C-DOCKET (Criminal 
Docket System used to track criminal enforcement actions for all environmental statutes), FFlS (Federal Facilities 
Information System). STATE (State Environmental Laws and Statutes), and PADS (PCB Activity Data System). 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHI NRRENCY TRACKJNG 

Date of Government Version: 07/07/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 1011 0100 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/08/01 

HMIRS: Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
Source: U.S. Department of Transportation 
Telephone: 202-366-4526 
Hazardous Materials Incident Report System. HMIRS contains hazardous material spill incidents reported to DOT. 

Date of Government Version: 06/30/99 
Database Release Frequency: Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 10/24/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/22/01 

MLTS: Material Licensing Tracking System 
Source: Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Telephone: 301 -41 5-71 69 
MLTS is maintained by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and contains a list of approximately 8,100 sites which 

possess or use radioactive materials and which are subject to NRC licensing requirements. To maintain currency, 
EDR contacts the Agency on a quarterly basis. 

Date of Government Version: 04/23/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

MINES: Mines Master Index File 
Source: Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health Administration 
Telephone: 303-231 -5959 

Date of Government Version: 08/01/98 
Database Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 1011 0100 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/08/01 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 10102!00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/01/01 

NPL LIENS: Federal Superfund Liens 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 205-564-4267 
Federal Superfund Liens. Under the authority granted the USEPA by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 

and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, the USEPA has the authority to file liens against real property in order 
to recover remedial action expenditures or when the property owner receives notification of potential liability. 
USEPA compiles a listing of filed notices of Superfund Liens. 

Date of Government Version: 10/15/91 
Database Release Frequency: No Update Planned 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 08/21/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/20/00 

PADS: PCB Activity Database System 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 202-260-3936 
PCB Activity Database. PADS Identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers 

of PCB's who are required to notify the EPA of such activities. 

Date of Government Version: 01/01/00 
Database Release Frequency: Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 0811 5/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/13/00 

RAATS: RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 202-564-41 04 
RCRA Administration Action Tracking System. RAATS contains records based on enforcement actions issued under RCRA 

pertaining to major violators and includes administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA. For administration 
actions after September 30, 1995, data entry in the RAATS database was discontinued. EPA will retain a copy of 
the database for historical records. It was necessary to terminate RAATS because a decrease in agency resources 
made it impossible to continue to update the information contained in the database. 

Date of Government Version: 04/17/95 
Database Release Frequency: No Update Planned 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/12/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 1211 1/00 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

* 1 

TRIS: Toxic Chemical Release lnventory System 
Source: EPA 
Telephone: 202-260-1 531 

u Toxic Release Inventory System. TRlS identifies facilities which release toxic chemicals to the air, water and 
land in reportable quantities under SARA Title Ill Section 313. 

Date of Government Version: 12/31/97 
Database Release Frequency: Annually 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/25/00 

TSCA: Toxic Substances Control Act 
Source: EPA 

rQ 
Telephone: 202-260-1444 
Toxic Substances Control Act. TSCA identifies manufacturers and importers of chemical substances included on the 

TSCA Chemical Substance lnventory list. It includes data on the production volume of these substances by plant 
site. 

Date of Government Version: 12/31/98 
Database Release Frequency: Every 4 Years 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 0911 2/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/11/00 

STATE OF VERMONT ASTM STANDARD RECORDS 

SHWS: Sites Database 
Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 802-241-3888 
State Hazardous Waste Sites. State hazardous waste site records are the states' equivalent to CERCLIS. These sites 

may or may not already be listed on the federal CERCLIS list. Priority sites planned for cleanup using state funds 
(state equivalent of Superlund) are identified along with sites where cleanup will be paid for by potentially 
responsible parties. Available information varies by state. 

Date of Government Version: 07/25/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 08/23/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 07/28/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 26 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 

LF: Landfills and Transfer Stations 
Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 802-241 -3444 
Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites. SWFILF type records typically contain an inventory of solid waste disposal 

facilities or landfills in a particular state. Depending on the state, these may be active or inactive facilities 
or open dumps that failed to meet RCRA Subtitle D Section 4004 criteria for solid waste landfills or disposal 
sites. 

Date of Government Version: 03/01/99 
Date Made Active at EDR: 0211 5/00 
Database Release Frequency: Annually 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 01/20/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 26 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 10/18/00 

LUST: Sites Database 
Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 802-241 -3888 
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Incident Reports. LUST records contain an inventory of reported leaking underground 

storage tank incidents. Not all states maintain these records, and the information stored varies by state. Source 
Type: Underground Storage Tank. 

Date of Government Version: 07/25/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 08/23/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 07/28/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 26 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 

UST: State of Vermont Underground Storage Tank Database 
Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 802-241 -3888 
Registered Underground Storage Tanks. UST's are regulated under Subtitle I of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 

Act (RCRA) and must be registered with the state department responsible for administering the UST program. Available 
information varies by state program. 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 

Date of Government Version: 1011 1/00 
Date Made Active at EDR: 11 11 5/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

STATE OF VERMONT ASTM SUPPLEMENTAL RECORDS 

LAST: Sites Database 
Source: Department of Environmental Consewation 
Telephone: 802-241 -3443 

Date of Government Version: 07/25/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

SPILLS: Sites Database 
Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 802-241-3443 

Date of Government Version: 07/25/00 
Database Release Frequency: Quarterly 

Date of Data Arrival at EDR: 1011 6/00 
Elapsed ASTM days: 30 
Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/25/00 

Date of Last EDR Contact: 09/25/00 
Date of Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/25/00 

EDR PROPRIETARY DATABASES 

Former Manufactured Gas (Coal Gas) Sites: The existence and location of Coal Gas sites is provided exclusively to 
EDR by Real Property Scan, Inc. @Copyright 1993 Real Property Scan, Inc. For a technical description of the types 
of hazards which may be found at such sites, contact your EDR customer service representative. 

Disclaimer Provided by Real Property Scan, Inc. 

The information contained in this report has predominantly been obtained from publicly available sources produced by entities 
other than Real Property Scan. While reasonable steps have been taken to insure the accuracy of this report, Real Property 
Scan does not guarantee the accuracy of this report. Any liability on the part of Real Property Scan is strictly limited to a refund 
of the amount paid. No claim is made for the actual existence of toxins at any site. This report does not constitute a legal 
opinion. 

HISTORICAL AND OTHER DATABASE(S1 

Depending on the geographic area covered by this report, the data provided in these specialty databases may or may not be 
complete. For example, the existence of wetlands information data in a specific report does not mean that all wetlands in the 
area covered by the report are included. Moreover, the absence of any reported wetlands information does not necessarily 
mean that wetlands do not exist in the area covered by the report. 

OillGas PipelineslElectrical Transmission Lines: This data was obtained by EDR from the USGS in 1994. It is referred to by 
USGS as GeoData Digital Line Graphs from 1 :100,000-Scale Maps. It was extracted from the transportation category including 
some oil, but primarily gas pipelines and electrical transmission lines. 

Sensitive Receptors: There are individuals deemed sensitive receptors due to their fragile immune systems and special sensitivity 
to environmental discharges. These sensitive receptors typically include the elderly, the sick, and children. While the location of all 
sensitive receptors cannot be determined, EDR indicates those buildings and facilities - schools, daycares, hospitals, medical centers, 
and nursing homes - where individuals who are sensitive receptors are likely to be located. 

Flood Zone Data: This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR in 1999 from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Data depicts 100-year and 500-year flood zones as defined by FEMA. 

NWI: National Wetlands Inventory. This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR 
in 1999 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sewice. 
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TARGET PROPERTY ADDRESS 

I 

GENERAL DYNAMICS 
152 INDUSTRIAL PARKWAY 
BURLINGTON, VT 05401 

- 

TARGET PROPERTY COORDINATES 

GEOCHECK@- PHYSICAL SETTING :E ADDENDUM 

Latitude (North): 44.446701 - 44' 26' 48.1" 
Longitude (West): 73.220703 - 73' 13' 14.5" 
Universal Tranverse Mercator: Zone 18 
UTM X (Meters): ' 641583.8 
UTM Y (Meters): 492281 2.0 

EDR's GeoCheck Physical Setting Source Addendum has been developed to assist the environmental professional 
with the collection of physical setting source information in accordance with ASTM 1527-00, Section 7.2.3. 
Section 7.2.3 requires that a current USGS 7.5 Minute Topographic Map (or equivalent, such as the USGS Digital 
Elevation Model) be reviewed. It also requires that one or more additional physical setting sources be sought 
when (1) conditions have been identified in which hazardous substances or petroleum products are likely 
to migrate to or from the property, and (2) more information than is provided in the current USGS 7.5 Minute 
Topographic Map (or equivalent) is generally obtained, pursuant to local good commercial or customary practice, 
to assess the impact of migration of recognized environmental conditions in connection with the property. Such 
additional physical setting sources generally include information about the topographic, hydrologic, hydrogeologic, 
and geologic characteristics of a site, and wells in the area. 

Assessment of the impact of contaminant migration generally has two principle investigative components: 

1. Groundwater flow direction, and 
2. Groundwater flow velocity. 

Groundwater flow direction may be impacted by surface topography, hydrology, hydrogeology, characteristics 
of the soil, and nearby wells. Groundwater flow velocity is generally impacted by the nature of the geologic strata. 
EDR's GeoCheck Physical Setting Source Addendum is provided to assist the environmental professional in 
forming an opinion about the impact of potential contaminant migration. 
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SOURC 

I 

GROUNDWATER FLOW DIRECTION INFORMATION 

- 

Groundwater flow direction for a particular site is best determined by a qualified environmental professional 

GEOCHEC~@ - PHYSIC IMARY 

using site-specific well data. If such data is not reasonably ascertainable, it may be necessary to rely on other 
sources of information, such as surface topographic information, hydrologic information, hydrogeologic data 
collected on nearby properties, and regional groundwater flow information (from deep aquifers). 

TOPOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
Surface topography may be indicative of the direction of surficial groundwater flow. This information can be used to 
assist the environmental professional in forming an opinion about the impact of nearby contaminated properties or, 
should contamination exist on the target property, what downgradient sites might be impacted. 

USGS TOPOGRAPHIC MAP ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SITE 

Target Property: 2444073-D2 BURLINGTON, VT 
Source: USGS 7.5 min quad index 

GENERAL TOPOGRAPHIC GRADIENT AT TARGET PROPERTY 

Target Property: General South 

Source: General Topographic Gradient has been determined from the USGS 1 Degree Digital Elevation Model and 
should be evaluated on a relative (not an absolute) basis. Relative elevation information between sites of 
close proximity should be field verified. 

HYDROLOGIC INFORMATION 

Surface water can act as a hydrologic barrier to groundwater flow. Such hydrologic information can be used to assist 
the environmental professional in forming an opinion about the impact of nearby contaminated properties or, should 
contamination exist on the target property, what downgradient sites might be impacted. 

Refer to the Physical Setting Source Map following this summary for hydrologic information (major waterways 
and bodies of water). 

FEMA FLOOD ZONE 
FEMA Q3 Flood 

Target Property County Data Electronic Coverage 
CHITTENDEN, VT NO 

Flood Plain Panel at Target Property: Not Reported 
Additional Panels in search area: Not Reported 

NATIONAL WETLAND INVENTORY 
NWI Electronic 

NWI Quad at Target Property 
BURLINGTON 

Coverage 
YES - refer to the Overview Map and Detail Map 

HYDROGEOLOGIC INFORMATION 
Hydrogeologic information obtained by installation of wells on a specific site can often be an indicator 
of groundwater flow direction in the immediate area. Such hydrogeologic information can be used to assist the 
environmental professional in forming an opinion about the impact of nearby contaminated properties or, should 
contamination exist on the target property, what downgradient sites might be impacted. 
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TlNG S 
- 

E SUM GEOCHECb MARY 

Search Radius: 2.000 Miles. 

EDR has developed the AQUIFLOW Information System to provide data on the general direction of groundwater 
flow at specific points. EDR has reviewed reports submitted by environmental professionals to regulatory 
authorities at select sites and has extracted the date of the report, groundwater flow direction as determined 
hydrogeologically, and the depth to water table. 

LOCATION GENERAL DIRECTION 
MAP ID FROM TP GROUNDWATER FLOW 
Not Reported 

GROUNDWATER FLOW VELOCITY INFORMATION 

Groundwater flow velocity information for a particular site is best determined by a qualified environmental professional 
using site specific geologic and soil strata data. If such data are not reasonably ascertainable, it may be necessary 
to rely on other sources of information, including geologic age identification, rock stratigraphic unit and soil 
characteristics data collected on nearby properties and regional soil information. In general, contaminant plumes 
move more quickly through sandy-gravelly types of soils than silty-clayey types of soils. 

GEOLOGIC INFORMATION IN GENERAL AREA OF TARGET PROPERTY 
Geologic information can be used by the environmental professional in forming an opinion about the relative speed 
at which contaminant migration may be occurring. 

GEOLOGIC AGE IDENTIFICATION ROCK STRATIGRAPHIC UNIT 

Geologic Code: OC Category: Stratified Sequence 
Era: Paleozoic 
System: Ordovicias 
Series: Lower Ordovician and Cambrian carbonate rocks 

Geologic Age and Rock Stratigraphic Unit Source: P.G. Schruben, R.E. Arndt and W.J. Bawiec, Geology 
of the Conterminous U.S. at 1:2,500,000 Scale - a digital representation of the 1974 P.B. King and H.M. Beikman 
Map, USGS Digital Data Series DDS - 11 (1994). 

DOMINANT SOIL COMPOSITION IN GENERAL AREA OF TARGET PROPERTY 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Soil Conservation Service (SCS) leads the National Cooperative Soil 
Survey (NCSS) and is responsible for collecting, storing, maintaining and distributing soil survey information 
for privately owned lands in the United States. A soil map in a soil survey is a representation of soil patterns 
in a landscape. Soil maps for STATSGO are compiled by generalizing more detailed (SSURGO) soil survey maps. 
The following information is based on Soil Conservation Service STATSGO data. 

Soil Component Name: VERGENNES 

Soil Surface Texture: clay 

Hydrologic Group: 

Soil Drainage Class: 

Class C - Slow infiltration rates. Soils with layers impeding downward 
movement of water, or soils with moderately fine or fine textures. 

Moderately well drained. Soils have a layer of low hydraulic 
conductivity, wet state high in the profile. Depth to water table is 3 
to 6 feet. 
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:AL SE' SOURC 

Hydric Status: Soil does not meet the requirements for a hydric soil. 

Corrosion Potential - Uncoated Steel: HIGH 

Depth to Bedrock Min: > 60 inches 

Depth to Bedrock Max: > 60 inches 

IMARY 

OTHER SOIL TYPES IN AREA 

Layer 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Based on Soil Conservation Service STATSGO data, the following additional subordinant soil types may 
appear within the general area of target property. 

Soil Surface Textures: silty clay 
loam 
silt loam 
fine sandy loam 
loamy sand 

Surficial Soil Types: silty clay 
loam 
silt loam 
fine sandy loam 
loamy sand 

Shallow Soil Types: loam 
channery - silt loam 

Soil Layer 

Soil Texture Class 

clay 

clay 

clay 

clay 

Upper 

0 inches 

6 inches 

16 inches 

29 inches 

Deeper Soil Types: unweathered bedrock 

Permeability 
Rate (~nlhr) 

Max: 0.60 
Min: 0.06 

Max: 0.20 
Min: 0.00 

Max: 0.20 
Min: 0.00 

Max: 0.06 
Min: 0.00 

Boundary 

Lower 

6 inches 

16 inches 

29 inches 

65 inches 

Information 
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AASHTO Group 

Silt-Clay 
Materials (more 
than 35 pct. 
passing No. 
200), Clayey 
Soils. 
Silt-Clay 
Materials (more 
than 35 pct. 
passing No. 
200), Clayey 
Soils. 
Silt-Clay 
Materials (more 
than 35 pct. 
passing No. 
200), Clayey 
Soils. 
Silt-Clay 
Materials (more 
than 35 pct. 
passing No. 
200), Clayey 
Soils. 

Classification 

Unified Soil 

FINE-GRAINED 
SOILS, Silts 
and Clays 
(liquid limit 
50% or more), 
Elastic silt. 
FINE-GRAINED 
SOILS, Silts 
and Clays 
(liquid limit 
50% or more), 
Elastic silt. 
FINE-GRAINED 
SOILS, Silts 
and Clays 
(liquid limit 
50% or more), 
Elastic silt. 
FINE-GRAINED 
SOILS. Silts 
and Clays 
(liquid limit 
50% or more), 
Elastic silt. 



sandy loam 
gravelly - loam 
silty clay loam 
silt 
very fine sandy loam 
loam 
silt loam 

I 

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES 

- 

According to ASTM E 1527-00, Section 7.2.2, "one or more additional state or local sources of environmental 
records may be checked, in the discretion of the environmental professional, to enhance and supplement federal 
and state sources. .. Factors to consider in determining which local or additional state records, if 
any, should be checked include (1) whether they are reasonably ascertainable, (2) whether they are sufficiently 
useful, accurate, and complete in light of the objective of the records review (see 7.1 .I), and (3) whether they 
are obtained, pursuant to local, good commercial or customary practice." One of the record sources listed in Section 
7.2.2 is water well information. Water well information can be used to assist the environmental professional in 
assessing sources that may impact groundwater flow direction, and in forming an opinion about the impact of 
contaminant migration on nearby drinking water wells. 

GEOCHEC@ - PHYSICAL SElTlNG SOURCE SUMMARY 
- 

WELL SEARCH DISTANCE INFORMATION 

DATABASE SEARCH DISTANCE (miles) 

Federal USGS 1.000 
Federal FRDS PWS Nearest PWS within 1 mile 
State Database 1 .OOO 

FEDERAL USGS WELL INFORMATION 

MAP ID WELL ID 

FEDERAL FRDS PUBLIC WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM INFORMATION 

MAP ID WELL ID 

Note: PWS System location is not always the same as well location. 

STATE DATABASE WELL INFORMATION 

MAP ID WELL ID 

A1 0000000301 
B3 0000001711 
B4 0000001665 

LOCATION 
FROM TP 

112 - 1 Mile South 

LOCATION 
FROM TP 

114 - 112 Mile South 

LOCATION 
FROM TP 

118 - 114 Mile SSW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
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STATE DATABASE WELL INFORMATION 

- 

MAP ID 

85 
86 
87 
88 
B9 
B10 
81 1 
61 2 
813 
B1 4 
81 5 
81 6 
81 7 
81 8 
B19 
B20 
82 1 
822 

GEOCHE( IMARY 

WELL ID 

0000001666 
0000001 663 
0000001 664 
0000001667 
000000171 0 
0000001732 
0000001 703 
0000001 705 
0000001 651 
0000001652 
0000001650 
0000000299 
0000001649 
0000001 661 
0000001662 
0000001660 
0000001 656 
0000001 659 

SOURC 

LOCATION 
FROM TP 

114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 
114 - 112 Mile SW 

;E SUN 
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PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCE MAP - 0568243.4r 

Major Roads 0 112 1 2 Milas 

/V Contour Lines 

' @ Water Wells @) Earthquake epicenter, Richter 5 or greater 

r a  Public Water Supply Wells 

Groundwater Flow Direction 

a Indeterminate Groundwater Flow at Location 

-B Groundwater Flow Varies at Location 

Cluster of Multiple Icons 

' I  TARGET PROPERN: General Dynamics 
152 Industrial Parkway %?s',","f EIZIP: Burlington VT 05401 

LATILONG: 44.4467 173.2207 

CUSTOMER: ENSR Consulting & Engineering 
CONTACT: David Montplaisir 
INQUIRY #: 0568243.4r 
DATE: November 29,2000 9:48 am 



Map ID 
Direction 

I 

Distance 
Elevation Database EDR ID Number 

- 

A1 
SSW 
118 - 114 Mile 
Lower 

GEOCHECK ING SC MAP FINDINGS 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000000301 

0 
5090 
001 -WELL 
SOU'TH BURLINGTON FIRE DISTRICT 
ROCK WELL 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNIT - CORRECTED 
HIGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
VT07SB03 

A2 
South 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

PWS ID: VT0005092 PWS Status: Not Reported 
Date Initiated: Not Reported Date Deactivated: Not Reported 
PWS Name: CHAMPLAIN WATER DISTRICT 

SOUTH BURLINGTON, VT 054030000 

Treatment Objective: DISINFECTION BY-PRODUCTS CONTROL 
Treatment Process: COAGULATION 
Source: Surface water 

Addressee / Facility: Not Reported 

FRDS PWS VT0005092 

Facility Latitude: Not Reported 
City Sewed: Not Reported 
Treatment Class: Treated 

Facility Longitude: Not Reported 

Population: 56000 

PWS currently has or had major violation(s) or enforcement: NO 

63 
S W VT WELLS 0000001 71 1 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

TC0568243.4r Page A-8 



'ING SC IURCE MAP FINDINGS 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWLIDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

0 
5066 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
ESSEX JCT WATER DEPT 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
SCREEN DIGITIZED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

sw 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001665 

0 
5089 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 508715092 
LIVINGSTON TRAILER PARK 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

85 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

0 
5602 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 508715092 
SHELBURNE FARMS 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

VT WELLS 0000001 666 

COMMUNITY SYSTEM 

Not Reported 

86 
SW VT WELLS 0000001663 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 
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E MAP I 
- 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

GEOCHECK@- Pk IGS 

0 
20551 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5058f5092 
WINDEMERE MOBILE HOME PARK 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

87  
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001664 

0 
5087 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
SHELBURNE WATER DEPARTMENT 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNllY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B8 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 

d Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 

4 System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 

% 4 Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 

b 4 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001667 

0 
20449 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5087f5092 
WAKE ROBIN CORP. 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B9 
SW 

I d  114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

VT WELLS 0000001 71 0 
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E MAP 

I 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

- 

0 
5065 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
ESSEX TOWN WATER SYSTEM 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
SCREEN DIGITIZED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

GEOCHEC FINDINGS 

B10 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 

VT WELLS 0000001732 

Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

0 
51 02 
001 - LAKE CHAMPLAIN - WSlD 5092 
WlNOOSKl WATER DEPT. 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMLINITY SYSTEM 
SCREEN DIGITIZED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B l l  
SW VT WELLS 0000001703 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 0 
Water System ID: 5098 
Source: 001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
System Name WILLISTON WATER DEPT. 
Source type: PURCHASED 
Source Use: PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
Location Method: FIELD LOCATED WITH GPS UNIT - CORRECTED 
Location Confidence: HIGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WITH LOCATION 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
Verified: DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
GPS Filename: VTO7W104 

812 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

VT WELLS 0000001705 
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.I 
Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 

b - Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 

F Location Conlidence: 

$4 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

I 

0 
5077 
005 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
JERICHO WATER SYS 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
VT07JE12 

- 

813 
S W VT WELLS 0000001651 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

GEOCHECI IYSICA 3URCE FINDINGS 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

0 
5058 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
COLCHESTER FD #I  
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B14 
S W 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001652 

0 
5060 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
COLCHESTER FD #3 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

r B15 
S W 

4 114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

VT WELLS 0000001 650 
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Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

0 
5057 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
HILLCREST MHP INC 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B16 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000000299 

0 
5092 
001 - SHELBURNE BAY 
CHAMPLAIN WATER DISTRICT 
LAKE OR POND 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
VT07SB01 

817 
SW 
114 - 1/2 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001649 

0 
5079 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
MILTON WATER DEPARTMENT 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WITH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B18 
SW VT WELLS 0000001661 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 
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OURCE 

I 

I MAP 
- 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

GEOCHEC' FINDINGS 

0 
5083 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
BERTS MOBILE HOME 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B19 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001662 

0 
20466 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
WESTBURY PARK 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B20 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001660 

0 
5081 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
WOODBRIAR MANOR 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

B21 
SW VT WELLS 0000001656 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 
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OURCI 

I 

Project ID: 
Water System ID: 
Source: 
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 
Location Method: 
Location Confidence: 
USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

- 

0 
20333 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
MALLElTS BAY WATER CO. 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

GEOCHECKs- PHYSICP E MAP FINDINGS 

1 1  

822 
SW 
114 - 112 Mile 
Lower 

i l 
Project ID: 
Water System ID: 

r Source: 

. d  
System Name 
Source type: 
Source Use: 

t Location Method: 

Location Confidence: 
:4 

USGS NEWUDS ID: 
Verified: 
GPS Filename: 

VT WELLS 0000001659 

0 
5091 
001 - CONSECUTIVE TO WSlD 5092 
SOUTH BURLINGTON WATER DISTRICT 
PURCHASED 
PERMANENT Source Type: COMMUNITY SYSTEM 
FIELD LOCATED WlTH GPS UNlT - CORRECTED 
HlGH LEVEL OF CONFIDENCE WlTH LOCATION 
0 ANR Well ID: Not Reported 
DATA HAS BEEN VERIFIED AS OF RELEASE DATE 
Not Reported 

South 
112 - 1 Mile 
Lower 

FED USGS 442558073130801 

BASIC WELL DATA 

Site Type: Single well, other than collector or Ranney type 
Year Constructed: 1978 County: Chittenden 
Altitude: 105.00 ft. State: Vermont 
Well Depth: 173.00 ft. Topographic Setting: Hillside (slope) 
Depth to Water Table: Not Reported Prim. Use of Site: Withdrawal of water 
Date Measured: Not Reported Prim. Use of Water: Domestic 

O I  
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AREA RADON INFORMATION 

I 

Federal EPA Radon Zone for CHITENDEN County: 3 

- 

Note: Zone 1 indoor average level > 4 pCi/L. 
: Zone 2 indoor average level >= 2 pCiIL and <= 4 pCi/L. 
: Zone 3 indoor average level < 2 pCi/L. 

GEOCHEC iYSlCAL SET E MAP FINDINGS 
RAE 

Zip Code: 05401 

Number of sites tested: 11 

Area Average Activity % <4 pCi1L 

Living Area - 1st Floor 0.900 pCilL 100% 
Living Area - 2nd Floor 1.100 pCilL 1 00% 
Basement 1.709 pCi/L 91% 
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PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCE RECORDS SEARCHED 

HYDROLOGIC INFORMATION 

Flood Zone Data: This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR in 1999 from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Data depicts 100-year and 500-year flood zones as defined by FEMA. 

NWI: National Wetlands Inventory. This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR 
in 1999 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

HYDROGEOLOGIC INFORMATION 

AQUIFLOW~ lnformation System 
Source: EDR proprietary database of groundwater flow information 
EDR has developed the AQUIFLOW lnformation System (AIS) to provide data on the general direction of groundwater 

flow at specific points. EDR has reviewed reports submitted to regulatory authorities at select sites and has 
extracted the date of the report, hydrogeologically determined groundwater flow direction and depth to water table 
information. 

GEOLOGIC INFORMATION 

Geologic Age and Rock Stratigraphic Unit 
Source: P.G. Schruben, R.E. Amdt and W.J. Bawiec, Geology of the Conterminous U.S. at 1:2,500,000 Scale - A digital 
representation of the 1974 P.B. King and H.M. Beikman Map, USGS Digital Data Series DDS - 11 (1994). 

STATSGO: State Soil Geographic Database 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) Soil conservation Service (SCS) leads the national Cooperative 
Soil Survey (NCSS) and is responsible for collecting, storing. maintaining and distributing soil survey 
information for privately owned lands in the United States. A soil map in a soil survey is a representation of 
soil patterns in a landscape. Soil maps for STATSGO are compiled by generalizing more detailed (SSURGO) soil 
survey maps. 

ADDITIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD SOURCES 

FEDERAL WATER WELLS 

PWS: Public Water Systems 
Source: EPNOffice of Drinking Water 
Telephone: 202-260-2805 
Public Water System data from the Federal Reporting Data System. A PWS is any water system which provides water to at 

least 25 people for at least 60 days annually. PWSs provide water from wells, rivers and other sources. 

PWS ENF: Public Water Systems Violation and Enforcement Data 
Source: EPNOffice of Drinking Water 
Telephone: 202-260-2805 
Violation and Enforcement data for Public Water Systems from the Safe Drinking Water lnformation System (SDWIS) after 

August 1995. Prior to August 1995, the data came from the Federal Reporting Data System (FRDS). 

USGS Water Wells: In November 1971 the United States Geological Survey (USGS) implemented a national water resource 
information tracking system. This database contains descriptive information on sites where the USGS collects or has collected 
data on surface water and/or groundwater. The groundwater data includes information on more than 900,000 wells, springs, and 
other sources of groundwater. 
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PHYSICAL SETTING SOURCE RECORDS SEARCHED 

STATE RECORDS 

Vermont Public Drinking Water Sources 
Source: Vermont Center for Geographic Information 
Telephone: 802-241 -3406 

RADON 

Area Radon Information: The National Radon Database has been developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA) and is a compilation of the EPAlState Residential Radon Survey and the National Residential Radon Survey. The 
study covers the years 1986 - 1992. Where necessary data has been supplemented by information collected at private sources 
such as universities and research institutions. 

EPA Radon Zones: Sections 307 & 309 of IRAA directed EPA to list and identify areas of U.S. with the potential for 
elevated indoor radon levels. 

OTHER 

Epicenters: World earthquake epicenters, Richter 5 or greater 
Source: Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
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APPENDIX D 

Analytical Laboratory Results 



LABORATORY REPORT 

General Dynarmcs 

Lakeside Ave. 

Burlmgton, VT 0540 1 

Atta Brian Fitzgerald 

PROJECT: GDAS El41 ESA 

ORDER ID: 10626 

RECEIVE DATE: December 14,2000 

REPORT DATE: December 1 9,2000 

Enclosed please find the results of the analyses performed for the samples referenced on the 
attached chain of custody. Different groups of analyses may be reported under separate cover. 

A1 samples were prepared and analyzed by requirements outlined in the referenced methods and 
within the specified holding times. 

A1 instrumentation was calibrated with the appropriate kquency and verified by the requirements 
o u h d  in the referenced methods. 

Blank contamination was not observed at levels a c t i n g  the analflcal results. 

Analyhcal method precision and accuracy was monitored by laboratory control standards which 
include matrix spike, duplicate and quality control analyses. These standards were determined to 
be within established laboratory method acceptance limits, unless otherwise noted 

Reviewed by, 

Harry B. Locker, PhD. 
Laboratory Director 

enclosures 
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LABORATORY REPORT 

CLIENT: General Dynmcs 

PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 

REPORT DATE: December 19,2000 

ORDER ID: 10626 

DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 

SAMPLER: CS 

Ref. Number: 166947 

Paramter 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 
Total Cadmium 

Total Chromium 

Total Lead 

Total Mercury 

Total Selenium 

Total Silver 

Site: S-3 TCA Tank Area Date Sampled: December 13,2000 T i :  2: 15 PM 

Unit - 
m g m ,  dry 

m g m ,  dry 

%/Kg, dry 

%/Kg, dry 

-,dry 

%/Kg, dry 

%/Kg, dry 

%/Kg, dry 

Method 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 7471 

SM 3113B 

EPA 6010 

Analvsis Date 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/1 5/00 

12/15/00 

12/19/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

Analvst 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

Ref. Number: 166948 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 

Total Cadmium 

Tota I Chromium 

Total Lead 

Total Mercury 

Total Selenium 

Total Silver 

Site: S 5  Old Plating Room Smxp Date Sampled: December 13,2000 T i :  1030 A M  

Unit 

%Kg, dry 

@g, dry 

%Kg, dry 

m g ,  dry 

%/Kg, dry 

%&, dry 

m s g ,  dry 

mg/Kg, dry 

Method 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

SM 3113B 

EPA 747 1 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 6010 

Analvsis Date 

12/1 5/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/19/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

Analyst 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 
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Pararreter 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 

Total Cadrnium 

Total Chromium 

Total Lead 

Total Mercury 

Total Selenium 

Total Silver 

Ref Number: 166949 

k t  

mgKg, dry 

m g ,  dry 

m g ,  dry 

mgfKg, dry 

m g ,  dry 
dry 

mgQ, dry 
m g m ,  dry 

Site: Sd Eq. Tank W. Trench Date Sampled: December 13,2000 Tim: 11 .W AM 

Method 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

EPA 601 0 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 747 1 

SM 3113B 

EPA 6010 

Analvsis Date 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/19/00 

12/15/00 

12/15H)O 

Analvst 

41 0 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 
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LABORATORY REPORT 

General Dynam~cs 

Lakeside Ave. 

Burlington, VT 05401 

A t b  BrainFitzgedd 

PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 

ORDER ID: 10627 

RECEIVE DATE: December 13,2000 

REPORT DATE: December 19,2000 

Enclosed please find the results of the analyses performed for the samples referenced on the 
attached chain of custody. Different groups of analyses may be reported under separate cover. 

All samples were prepared and analyzed by requirements outlined in the referenced methods and 
within the spec&ed holding times. 

All instrumentation was caliirated with the appropriate fkquency and verified by the requirements 
outlined in the referenced methods. 

Blank contamination was not observed at levels affecting the analytical results. 

Analytical method precision and accuracy was monitored by laboratory control standards which 
include matrix spike, duplicate and cpahty control analyses. These standards were determined to 
be witbin established laboratory method acceptance limits, unless otherwise noted 

Reviewed by, 

Hany B. Locker, Ph.D. 
Laboratory Director 

enclosures 

Page 1 of 3 



LABORATORY REPORT 

CLIENT: General Dynarmcs 
PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 

REPORT DATE: December 19,2000 

ORDERID: 10627 

DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 

SAMPLER: CS 

Ref. Number 166950 

Parameter 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 

Total Cadmium 
Total Chromium 

Total Lead 

Total Mercury 

Total Selenium 
Total Silver 

Site: S-1 Proseco Parts Washer Date Sampled: December 13,2000 Time: 9:30 AM 

Unit - 

mg/Kg, dry 

mg/Kg, dry 

mg/Kg, dry 
rng/K& dry 

ml?/Kg, dry 

mg/Kg, dry 

m a g ,  dry 

mg'Kg, dry 

Method 

SM3113B 

P A  6010 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

SM 31 13B 

EPA 747 1 

SM3113B 
EPA 6010 

Analvsis Date 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 

12/19/00 

12/15/00 
12/15/00 

Analyst 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

515 

410 
410 

Ref. Number: 16695 1 

Parameter 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 

Total Cadmium 
Total Chromium 

Total Lead 

Total Mercury 

Total Selenium 

Total Silver 

Page 2 of 3 

Site: S-2 Alodine Tank Area Date Sampled: December 13,2000 Time: 10:40 AM 

Unit - 

mglKg, dry 
mg/Kg, dry 

m m ,  dry 
mg/Kg, dry 
mg'Kg, dry 
mg/Kg, dry 

mg/Kg, dry 
mmg, dry 

Method 

SM3113B 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

EPA 6010 

SM3113B 

EPA 7471 

SM3113B 

EPA 6010 

Analvsis Date 

12/15/00 

1 2'1 5/00 

12/15/00 

1211 5/00 

12/15/00 

1 2.11 9/00 

12/15/00 
1 2/15/00 

Analyst 

410 

410 

410 

410 

410 

515 

410 
410 



Ref Number: 166952 

Parameter 

Total Arsenic 

Total Barium 

Total Cadmium 
Total Chromium 
Total Lead 
Total Mercury 
Total Selenium 
Total Silver 

Site: S-4 Sewage Holding Tank Date Sampled: December 13,2000 Ti: 1 l:30 AM 

Unit - 

m a g ,  dry 
mglKg7 dry 
mglK& dry 
mg/Kg, dry 
m~/K& dry 
m a g ,  dry 
mglKg, dry 
mg/Kg, dry 

Method 

SM3113B 

EPA 6010 
EPA 601 0 
EPA 6010 

SM3113B 
EPA 747 1 

SM 31 13B 
P A  6010 

Analysis Date 

12/15/00 

12/15/00 
12/15NX) 
12/15/00 

12/15/00 
12/19/00 

12/15/00 
12/15/00 

Analvst 

b d  
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-wmisrsm. vermant 0543.5 
(W) 879-4333 
FAX 87BT'103 

General Dynarmcs 

Lakeside Ave. 

Burlington, VT 05401 

At@: Brian Fifzgerald 

PROJECT: GDAS B4.1 ESA 

ORDER ID: 1 0626 

RECEIVE DATE: -December 14,2000 

REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 

Enclosed please find the result. of the analyses performed for the samples referenced on the 
attached chain of custody. Different groups of analyses may be reported under separate cover. 

All samples were p r e m  and analyzed by requirements outlined in the referenced methods and 
within the specified holding times. 

AU instrumentation was calibrated with the appropriate kquency and verified by the requirements 
outlined in the referenced methods. 

Blank contamination was not observed at levels affecting the analyttcal results. 

Analytical method precision and accuracy was monitored by laboratow control standards which 
include matrix spike, duplicate and Wty control analyses. These standards were determined to 
be within established laboratory method acceptance limits, unless otherwise noted. 

Reviewed by, 

Laboratory Director 

enclosures 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 
SITE: S-3 TCA Tank Area 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 19,2000 

160 James &own Drive 
Wflliatocl, V e m t  654% 

LABOMTORY REPORT €W 879-4333 FAX 8737103 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromoform 

Bromomethane 

n-Butylbenzene 

sec-Butylbenzene 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

4-Chlorotoluene 

2-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

1,2-Dibromoethane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1,l-Dichloroethane 

I ,2-Dichloroethane 

1, I-Dichloroethene 

cis- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

trans- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1,3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Labotatoty Services 

Result 
lsz&d!Y 

SW 8260 

ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166947 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 2: 15 PM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

Parameter 

1, I-Dichloropropene 

cis- 1,3-Dichloropropene 

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 

Styrene 

1,l. 1.2-Tetrachloroethane 

Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

1 , l ,  1 -Trichloroethane 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 
Surrogate 1 

Surrogate 2 
Surrogate 3 

UIP's 

Percent Solids 

Result 
l!&&Y 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

c 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 20.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

211. 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

108.% 

loo.% 
102.% 

0. 

79. 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 
SITE: S-5 Old Plating Room Sump 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 21,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 19,2000 

160 James Brawn Dfiw 
Willisfm, v m O % %  

LABORATORY BEPORT [WZ) 879-4333 FAX 879-7103 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromoform 

Bromomethane 

n-Butylbenzene 

sec-Butylbenzene 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

4-Chlorotoluene ' 

2-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

1,2-Dibromoethane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1,l-Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

1, I -Dichloroethene 
cis- 1.2-Dichloroethene 

trans- 1.2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1,3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Result 
ll&ukY 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 20.0 

< 100. 
< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 
219. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

SW 8260 

ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166948 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 10:30 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

1, l -Dichloropropene 

cis- 1.3-Dichloropropene 

trans- 1.3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 

Styrene 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

1.2,3-Trichloropropane 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 

Surrogate 1 

Surrogate 2 
Surrogate 3 

UIP's 
Percent Solids 

Result 
!a&ubY 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 20.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

c 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

494. 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

I l l .% 

101.% 

1 OO.% 

0. 

81. 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-6 Eq. Tank W. Trench 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 21,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 19,2000 

IWJzrmeaBmn Dtive 
Wm&twi, Vermont 054% 

LABORATORY REPW'I' (802) 879-4338 FAX 879-7403 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromofonn 

Bromomethane 

n-Butylbenzene 

sec-Butylbenzene 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride . 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

2-Chlorotoluene 

4-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

1,2-Dibromoethane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1,l-Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

1 ,I -Dichloroethene 

cis-1,2-Dichioroethene 

trans- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1,3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Result 

uk&AY 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 20.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

c 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

c 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

c 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

SW 8260 

ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166949 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 1 1 :00 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

Parameter 

I ,l -Dichloropropene 

cis- 1,3-Dichloropropene 

trans-1.3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 

Styrene 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

I,  l,l-Trichloroethane 

1 .I ,2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Tric,hlorofluoromethane 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 

Surrogate 1 

Surrogate 2 

Surrogate 3 
UIP's 
Percent Solids 

Result 

urr/ke.drv 
< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 20.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

120.% 

1 OO.% 
103.% 

0. 

92. 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-1 Proseco Parts Washer 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromofoxm 

Bromomethane 

n-Butylbenzene 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

2-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

1.2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

I ,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1.1 -Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

I, I -Dichloroethene 

cis- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

trans-1,2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1,3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Result 

LlgkUkY 
< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 20.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 
< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

SW 8260 

ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166950 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 9:30 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

Parameter 

1,l -Dichloropropene 

cis-1,3-DichIoropropene 

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 

Styrene 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 

Trichloroethene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

1 ,2,3-Trichloropropane 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 
Surrogate 1 

Surrogate 2 
Surrogate 3 
UIP's 

Percent Solids 

Result 
l!&&Y 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 20.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

107.% 

101.% 
102.% 

0. 

95. 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-2 Alodine Tank Area 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

LABORATORY REPORT 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromofoxm 

Bromomethane 

n-Butylbenzene 

sec-Butylbenzene 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

4-Chlorotoluene 

2-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

I ,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

1,2-Dibromoethane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

I, 1 -Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

I, 1-Dichloroethene 
cis- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

trans-] ,2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1,3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Result 
yg/kg.dry 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 50.0 

< 20.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 20.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 100. 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 
< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

< 10.0 

160 Jarrses Brown Drive 
willbtm, V m t Q 5 l 3 5  
(802) 879-4333 
FAX 879L7103 

ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 16695 1 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 10:40 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

Parameter 

1, l -Dichloropropene 

cis- 1,3-Dichloropropene 

trans-] ,3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propyl benzene 

Styrene 

1.1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

l , l , l  -Trichloroethane 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

1,2,3-Trichloropropane 

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 
Surrogate 1 

Surrogate 2 

Surrogate 3 
UIP's 

Percent Solids 

Result 
uern<cr.drv 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-4 Sewage Holding Tank 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

160 James Brown Drive 
\CKilllsm,vwmonr0~95 

LABORATORY REPORT (W ~79-18333 FAX 879-7'103 

Parameter 

Benzene 

Bromobenzene 

Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 

Bromoform 

Bromomethane 

tert-Butylbenzene 

Carbon Tetrachloride 

Chlorobenzene 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

4-Chlorotoluene 

2-Chlorotoluene 

Dibromochloromethane 

1,2-Dibromo-3-Chloropropane 

1,2-Dibromoethane 

Dibromomethane 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

Dichlorodifluoromethane 

1,l -Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

1,l -Dichloroethene 

cis- 1,2-Dichloroethene 

trans-] ,2-Dichloroethene 

1,2-Dichloropropane 

1.3-Dichloropropane 

2,2-Dichloropropane 

Page 7 of 7 

Result 
L@ukY 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 1,000. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 1,000. 

< 200. 

< 2,000. 
< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 2,000. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 
< 200. 

200. 
< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

SW 8260 
ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166952 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 11:30 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 725 

Parameter 

1,l -Dichloropropene 

cis- l,3-Dichloropropene 

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 

p-Isopropyltoluene 

Methylene Chloride 

MTBE 

Naphthalene 

n-Propylbenzene 

Styrene 

1 , I ,  1,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1.1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

Tetrachloroethene 

Toluene 

1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

1 , 1 , l -Trichloroethane 

1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

1 ,2 ,3 -~r ich lo~o~ro~ane  

1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 

Vinyl Chloride 

Xylenes, Total 

Surrogate 1 
Surrogate 2 
Surrogate 3 
UIP's 

Percent Solids 

Result 
E d C u k Y  

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 1,000. 
< 200. 

76,500. 

< 1,000. 

< 400. 

< 1,000. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

90.% 

1 OO.% 
102.% 

> 10. 

8. 



General Dynamics 

Lakeside Ave. 

Burlugton, VT 05401 

Atbx Brian Fitzgerald 

PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 

ORDER ID: 10626 

RECEIVE DATE: December 14,2000 

REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 

Enclosed please find the results of the analyses performed for the samples referenced on the 
attached chain of custody. Different groups of analyses may be reported under separate cover. 

All samples were prepared and analyzed by requirements outlined in the referenced methods and 
within the specified h o l m  times. 

All instrumentation was calibrated with the appropriate frequency and vex5ed by the requirements 
outlined in the referenced methods. 

Blank contamination was not observed at levels affecting the analyhcal results. 

Analytical method precision and accuracy was monitored by laboratory control standards which 
include matrix spike, duplicate and quality control analyses. These standards were determined to 
be within established laboratory method acceptance limits, unless otherwise noted 

Reviewed by, 

Laboratory Director 

enclosures 
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CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-3 TCA Tank Area 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

16OJamasBrownDrive 
W l ! l i ~ ,  V w m t  0 3 3 5  
(802) 8794333 
FAX 87471 03 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Bis(2-chloroethy1)ether 

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 

Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 

Bis(2-chloroisopropyI)ether 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

1 -Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

1.2-Dichlorobenzene 

1 -3-Dichlorobenzene 

1.4-Dichlorobenzene 

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

~exa.chlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

Hexachloroethane 

Indeno(l.2.3-cd)pyrene 

Isophorone 
Page 2 of 7 

Result 
u a K ~  drv 

< 50.0 

4 50.0 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 125. 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 125. 

< 125. 
4 250. 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 250. 

< 250. 

< 125. 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 125. 

< 250. 

< 250. 

< 125. 

< 125. 

< 250. 
< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 125. 

< 125. 

< 500. 

< 125. 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

LABORATCrRY REPORT 
SW 8270C 

ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166947 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 2: I5 PM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Parameter 
I -Methylnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

1 -Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylarnine 

2-Nitroaniline 

3-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 

N-Nitrosopiperidine 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzy l alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2,4-Dichlorophenol 

2.6-Dichlorophenol 

2,4-Dimethylphenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 

2,4-Dinitrophenol 

2-~eth~l~he~ol(o-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&p-cre 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2,4,5-Trichloropheno1 

2.4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Acid Surrogate I 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 1 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 2 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 
Percent Solid 

Result 
!zL&AY 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

-= 50.0 

< 250. 

< 250. 

c 500. 

< 500. 

c 500. 

< 125. 

< 125. 

c 125. 

< 250. 

< 250. 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 50.0 

< 250. 

< 50.0 

< 250. 

< 250. 

C 125. 

< 125. 

< 125. 

< 125. 

< 1,250. 

< 250. 

< 125. 

sol) < 125. 
< 250. 

< 250. 

< 375. 

< 125. 

< 250. 

c 250. 

136.x 

135.% 

58.% 

79.% 
91.% 

117.% 

0. 
79. 



CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 
SITE: S-5 Old Plating Room Sump 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

LABORAmRY REPORT 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Bis(2-ch1oroethyl)ether 

Bis(2-ch1oroethoxy)methane 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 

Bis(2-ch1oroisopropyI)ether 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

1-Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

1.2-Dichlorobenzene 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 

I ,4-Dichlorobenzene 

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethy l phthalate 

Dimerhyl phthalate 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

Hexachloroethane 

Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 

Isophorone 

Page 3 of 7 

Result 
up/Kn.drv 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

4 230. 

< 115. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 460. 

< 115. 

< 46.0 
< 46.0 

1m James Bmun DFive 
wiw, Vermont 054% 
(602) 879-4333 
FAX 870-7103 

SW 8270C 
ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166948 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 10:30 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Parameter 
I -Methy lnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

I -Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylamine 

2-Nitroaniline 

3-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 

N-Nitrosopiperidine 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzyl alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2.4-Dichlorophenol 

2.6-Dichlorophenol 

2.4-Dimethylphenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 

2.4-Dinitrophenol 

2-Methylphenol (0-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&p-cresol) 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2.4.5-Trichlorophenol 

2.4.6-Trichlorophenol 

, Acid Surrogate I 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

BaseMeutral Surrogate I 
BaseMeutral Surrogate 2 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 

Percent Solid 

Result 
l!a&Y 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 460. 

< 460. 

< 460. 

1 1  15. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 1,150. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 345. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

8 1 .% 

78.% 

57.% 

82.% 

86.% 

112.% 

0. 

81. 



&Wl _=END YNE, ~ N C .  

CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-6 Eq. Tank W. Trench 
DATE RECEIVED: December 14,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

I&J- ~rown  
wilfistocl, Vwmont05495 
(B02) 879-4333 
FAX 879-71G3 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Bis(2-chloroethy1)ether 

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 

Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 

Bis(2-chloroisopropyI)ether 
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

I-Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

3.3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene 

2.6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
Hexachloroethane 

Indeno( 1.2.3-cd)pyrene 
lsophorone 
Page 4 of 7 

Result 
ug/r(g.dry 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 210. 

< 42.0 

< 105. 

< 210. 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 105. 

< 105. 

< 210. 

<210. 

< 42.0 

<210. 

< 210. 

< 105. 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

1 2 1 0 .  

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 105. 

< 210. 

< 210. 

< 105. 

< 105. 

<210. 
< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 105. 

< 105. 

< 420. 

< 105. 

< 42.0 

C 42.0 

LABORATORY REPORT 
SW 8270C 

ORDER ID: 10626 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166949 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 1 1 :00 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Parameter 
1-Methylnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

l -Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylamine 

2-Nitroaniline 

3-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 

N-Nitrosodiphenylarnine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 

N-Nitrosopipendine 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzyl alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2,4-Dichlorophenol 

2,6-Dichlorophenol 

2,4-Dimethylphenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 

2,4-Dinitrophenol 

2-Methylphenol (0-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&p-cresol) 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2,4,5-TrichlorophenoI 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Acid Surrogate I 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

Base/Neutral Surrogate 1 

BaselNeutral Surrogate 2 

Base/Neutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 
Percent Solid 

Result 
LcakA!a 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

<210.  

<210.  

< 420. 

< 420. 

< 420. 

< 105. 
< 105. 

< 105. 

<210.  

<210.  

< 2 10. 

< 42.0 

< 42.0 

<210.  

< 42.0 

< 210. 

(210. 

< 105. 

< 105. 

< 105. 

< 105. 

C 1.050. 

1 2 1 0 .  

< 105. 

< 105. 

< 210. 

< 210. 

<315.  

< 105. 

<210.  

< 210. 

70.% 

73 .% 

47.% 

74.% 

77.% 

log.% 

0.  

92. 



CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS B41 ESA 
SITE: S-l Proseco Parts Washer 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 21,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Bis(2-chloroethy1)ether 

Bis(2-ch1oroethoxy)methane 
Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 

Bis(2-chloroisopropy1)ether 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

I -Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

1.2-Dichlorobenzene 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 

1.4-Dichlorobenzene 

3.3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

2.4-Dinitrotoluene 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
Hexachloroethane 

Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 

lsophorone 
Page 5 of 7 

Laboratory Swic;es 
160 dames Brown Dtiw 
Willlstm, V e m t  0%!X 
(B02) 8794333 
FAX 879-7103 LARORATORY REPORT 

SW 8270C 
ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166950 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TME SAMPLED: 9:30 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Result 
LGmi&Y 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 100. 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 400. 

< 100. 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

Parameter 
I -Methy lnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

I-Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylamine 

2-Nitroaniline 

3-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 

N-Nitrosopiperidine 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1.2.4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzyl alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2,4-Dichlorophenol 

2,6-Dichloropbenol 

2.4-Dimethylphenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 

2.4-Dinitrophenol 

2-Methylphenol (0-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&p-cresol) 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Acid Surrogate 1 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

Basemeutral Surrogate I 

Basemeutral Surrogate 2 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 
Percent Solid 

Result 
urr/Kg.drv 

C 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 40.0 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 400. 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

c 40.0 

< 200. 

< 40.0 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 100. 

< LOO. 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 1.000. 

< 200. 

< 100. 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

< 300. 

< 100. 

< 200. 

< 200. 

69.% 

74.% 

48.% 

73.% 

75.% 

1 lo.% 

0. 

95. 



- --END YNE, mc. 

CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-2 Alodine Tank Area 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 20,2000 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g,h.i)perylene 

Bis(2-chloroethy1)ether 

Bis(2-ch1oroethoxy)methane 

Bis(2-ethy1hexyl)phthalate 
Bis(2-chloroisopropy1)ether 

4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

I-Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 

1.3-Dichlorobenzene 

1.4-Dichlorobenzene 

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

2.6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 

Hexachloroethane 

Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 

Isophorone 
Page 6 of 7 

lrnJ.srme9Br-own Dtiw 
Wllllstun, Vermont 054.95 
fBWj 879-4338 
FPX 879-7103 LABORATORY REPORT 

SW 8270C 
ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 16695 1 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: 10:40 AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Result 
up/Kg.dry 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

<115.  

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 460. 

< 115. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

Parameter 
I-Methylnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

I-Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylamine 

2-Nitroaniline 

3-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
N-Nitrosopiperidine 

Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzyl alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2.4-Dichlorophenol 

2,6-Dichlorophenol 

2,4-Dimethylphenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 

2,4-Dinitrophenol 

2-Methylphenol (0-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&p-cresol) 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Acid Surrogate 1 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

Base/Neutnl Surrogate I 

Basemeutral Surrogate 2 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 
Percent Solid 

Result 
u ? z ! k h  

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 460. 

< 460. 

< 460. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

< 46.0 

< 230. 

< 46.0 

1 2 3 0 .  

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 1,150. 

< 230. 

< 115. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

< 345. 

< 115. 

< 230. 

< 230. 

80.% 

82.% 

48.% 

90.% 

86.% 

107 .% 

0. 

84. 



&a f END YNE, ,NC. 

CLIENT: General Dynamics 
PROJECT: GDAS I341 ESA 
SITE: S-4 Sewage Holding Tank 
DATE RECEIVED: December 13,2000 
REPORT DATE: December 2 1,2000 
ANALYSIS DATE: December 2 1,2000 

Parameter 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Aniline 

Anthracene 

Azobenzene 

Benzidine 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(b&k)fluoranthene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(g.h,i)perylene 

Bis(2-chloroethy1)ether 

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)rnethane 

Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate 

Bis(2-chloroisopropyI)ether 

4-Brornophenyl phenyl ether 

Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 

4-Chloroaniline 

I -Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chloronaphthalene 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 

Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Di-n-butylphthalate 

I ,2-Dichlorobenzene 

I ,3-Dichlorobenzene 

1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine 

Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 

2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 

Di-n-octylphthalate 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Hexachlorobenzene 

Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
Hexachloroethane 

Indeno(l.2.3-cd)pyrene 

lsophorone 

Page 7 of 7 

Laboratory services 
160 Jmss Ehwn Dtive 
Williston, Vermont 05495 
(802) 8794333 
FAX 870-71 03 LABOBA.TORY REPORT 

SW 8270C 

ORDER ID: 10627 
REFERENCE NUMBER: 166952 
DATE SAMPLED: December 13,2000 
TIME SAMPLED: ll:30AM 
SAMPLER: CS 
ANALYST: 917 

Result 
l L a k 4 Y  

< 9.560. 

< 9.560. 

< 47,800. 

< 9,560. 

< 23,900. 

< 47,800. 

c 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 47.800. 

< 47,800. 

< 9,560. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

< 23,900. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 47,800. 

< 9.560. 

< 9.560. 

< 9.560. 

< 23,900. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 47,800. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 95.600. 

< 23,900. 

< 9,560. 

< 9.560. 

Parameter 
I -Methylnaphthalene 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Naphthalene 

1-Naphthylamine 

2-Naphthylamine 

2-Nitroaniline 

)-Nitroaniline 

4-Nitroaniline 

Nitrobenzene 

N-Nitroso-di-n-butylamine 

N-Nitrosodiphenylarnine 

N-Nitrosodimethylamine 

N-Nitrosodi-n-propylarnine 
N-Nitrosopiperidine 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

Pyridine 

1.2,4-Trichlorobenzene 

Benzyl alcohol 

4-Chloro-3-rnethylphenol 

2-Chlorophenol 

2.4-Dichlorophenol 

2,6-Dichlorophenol 

2.4-Dimethylphenol 

4.6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 
2.4-Dinitrophenol 

2-Methylphenol (0-cresol) 

3&4-Methylphenol (m&pcresol) 

2-Nitrophenol 

4-Nitrophenol 

Pentachlorophenol 

Phenol 

2,4,5-TrichlorophenoI 

2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

Acid Surrogate 1 

Acid Surrogate 2 

Acid Surrogate 3 

BaseINeutral Surrogate I 

Basemeutral Surrogate 2 

BaseMeutral Surrogate 3 

UIP's 

Percent Solid 

Result 
ue/Kg.dn, 

< 9.560. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

< 95,600. 

< 95,600. 

< 95,600. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

< 47.800. 

< 9,560. 

< 9,560. 

< 47,800. 

< 9.560. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 23,900. 

< 239,000. 

< 47,800. 

< 23,900. 

< 23.900. 

< 47,800. 

< 47.800. 

< 71,700. 

< 23.900. 

< 47,800. 

< 47,800. 

NR 

NR 

NR 

69.% 

65.% 

79.% 

> 10. 

8. 
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APPENDIX E 

Site Photographs 

January 2001 



General Dynamics Armament Systems 
Building No. 41 
Burlington, Vermont 

Photo 1 : Hazardous Waste Storage Area 

Photo 2: View of former lay-uplbond lift pit (filled) 



General Dynamics Armament Systems 
Building No. 41 
Burlington, Vermont 

Photo 3: Exterior vent for former wave-solder operations. 

Photo 4: Paint mixing area. 



General Dynamics Armament Systems 
Building No. 41 
Burlington, Vermont 

Photo 5: Former parts washing and soil sampling location. 
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Photo 6: Location of sample taken near the former chrome plating tank. 



General Dynamics Annament Systems 
Building No. 41 
Burlington, Vermont 

I 

Photo 7: Sump in former plating area and sample location. 

Photo 8: Former TCA secondary containment sump and sample location. 



General Dynamics Armament Systems 
Building No. 41 
Burlington, Vermont 

Photo 9: Trench in former plating rooms and sampling location. 

Photo 10: Equalization tank trench. 
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contained within this deliverable is to the best of my knowledge true and correct.  
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Vermont Director of Site Investigation & Remediation 
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 1 Introduction and Background 

1 
Introduction and Background 

1.1 Introduction 

Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (“VHB”) was retained by the Burton Corporation (“Burton”) to 

perform a site investigation at the former General Dynamics facility known as Building 41 

located at 266 Queen City Park Road (Formerly 152 Industrial Parkway) in Burlington, 

Vermont (the “Site”; see Figure 1). The site investigation is being performed in response to 

an October 23, 2020 letter from the Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation 

(“DEC”), stating “additional work is required to determine if contamination from historic 

releases or threatened releases is present which may pose a risk to human health and the 

environment” (see Section 1.4). DEC Sites Management Section (“SMS”) assigned the Site 

SMS# 2020-4979 to track subsequent environmental investigations at the Site. The purpose 

of the site investigation proposed herein is to address DEC’s concerns regarding the 

potential risk to human health and the environment. Specifically, VHB understands that DEC 

is concerned about potential historic contamination that may not have been investigated to 

the extent the current standard demands, as well as potential threats of releases from 

historic operations that may also be present at the Site (see Section 1.4).  

1.2 Site Description and History 

The Site consists of a 6.9-acre parcel located on the north and east side of Queen City Park 

Road in Burlington, Vermont as shown on Figure 2. The Site is owned by Burton and 

contains an approximately 85,000 square foot commercial building that is currently used for 

a number of commercial purposes including storage, offices, manufacturing, product 

showroom, and a photograph studio. A skate park is also located in the building. Parking 

areas and greenspace comprise the majority of the exterior portions of the Site. The latitude 

and longitude of the center of the Site is [44.447251°, -73.219229°]. The Site is bounded by 

Queen City Park Road to the south and west, a railroad corridor to the east, and commercial 

buildings to the north.  
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Information for Current and Past Property Owners 

The following information is VHB’s and Burton’s current understanding of the property 

history, and may be subject to revision in the future based upon the review of additional 

information.  

Date Owner Operator/tenant (if any) 
2007–present The Burton Corporation 

Justin Worthley 
Senior Vice President  
180 Queen City Park Road 
Burlington, VT 05401 
802-651-0499 
JustinW@burton.com 

GDAS leased a portion of the building 
until 2014. 

2005–2007 Stag II Burlington, LLC 
c/o STAG Capital Partners 

General Dynamics Armament and 
Technical Products, Inc. 
 

Dec. 2001–
2005  

GP Vermont Industrial I, 
LLC 

General Dynamics Armament and 
Technical Products, Inc. 
 

Jun. 2001–
Dec. 2001 

GP Burlington Industrial, 
LLC 
c/o Gilbane Properties, 
Inc. 
 

General Dynamics Armament and 
Technical Products, Inc. 
 

1997–Jun. 
2001 (owned) 
 
 

General Dynamics 
Armament Systems, Inc. 
(f/k/a/ Lockheed Martin 
and General Electric Co.) 
 

 

1991 - 1997 Martin Marietta 
Corporation 
(merged to form 
Lockheed Martin Corp. in 
1994) 

 

1985–1991 General Electric G.E. – constructed a 20,000 square 
foot addition to house a wiring and 
electrical assembly operation. 

1962–1985 GBID G.E. leased Building #41 (Plating 
Shop) 
 

 

The property was reportedly undeveloped land until 1961 when a 65,000 square foot 

building was constructed by the Greater Burlington Industrial Corporation (“GBIC”) as a 

speculation building that was subsequently acquired by Cynosure, Inc. General Electric 

(“GE”), the first tenant, leased the building from Cynosure from 1962 to 1985. In 1985, GE 

purchased the building. In 1979, GE constructed a 20,000 square foot addition to house a 

wiring and electrical assembly operation. Martin Marietta (which merged to form Lockheed 
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Martin in 1994) purchased the property in 1991 from GE. General Dynamics Armament 

Systems (“GDAS”) purchased the property from Lockheed Martin in 1997. Burton purchased 

the property from GDAS in 2007 and leased approximately 1/3 of the building to GDAS until 

2014 when GDAS left Burlington. Burton continues to own the property and utilizes it as 

described above. 

Former production operations inside the building over the period from 1962 to 1997 

included the manufacture of ammunition helixes and wiring harnesses for weapons systems, 

the assembly of printed circuit boards, sheet metal forming and assembly, painting 

operations, a phosphate anodizing electroplating line, and various assembly areas. General 

maintenance, office, storage, cafeteria and locker room areas were also located in the 

building. 

1.3 Hydrogeology 

Results from previous groundwater investigations indicate that depth to groundwater at the 

Site is quite shallow (approximately 2 feet below ground surface, “fbgs”) and groundwater 

flow direction is to the northwest (Wehran, 1989). Soil boring logs prepared by Wehran 

Engineering Corporation (1989) identified a 2 to 6-foot-thick layer of sand and gravel fill 

overlying a thin silt layer. Clay was encountered beneath the silt layer at depths ranging from 

6 to 10 fbgs. Due to the shallow silt and clay confining layer it is anticipated that 

groundwater elevation at the Site experiences exaggerated fluctuations as a result of spring 

snowmelt and heavy rain events and drought conditions. A rail corridor abutting the Site to 

the east is cut into a deep ditch (~15-20 feet deep) which is likely to hydrogeologically 

separate the shallow groundwater aquifer at the Site from properties east of the rail corridor. 

1.4 Previous Environmental Investigations and Remediation 

Based on the documents available for review by VHB, numerous investigative and remedial 

activities have occurred at the Site from 1970 through 2005.  These activities are summarized 

in the following paragraphs. Details on these activities are presented in the references cited. 

In 1970, approximately 600 gallons of etching solution (sodium dichromate, sulfuric acid, 

chromium, and aluminum) from the phosphate plating area was released to drainage ditch 

located along the northwestern corner of Building #41. The etching solution was mixed with 

ferrous aluminum sulfate, covered with lime, and the ditch was filled in with soil. The ferrous 

aluminum sulfate would likely have been used to reduce the hexavalent chromium in the 

sodium dichromate to trivalent chromium. Lime would have been added to raise the pH to 

precipitate the trivalent chromium as chromium hydroxide. An assessment was conducted in 

1985 and DEC designated the spill as a “low priority” given the small volume and one-time 

event. Sampling of Potash Brook and a nearby municipal drinking water supply well in 1986 

showed non-detect for chromium (EPA, 1985; EBI, 2005).  Furthermore, the South Burlington 

Fire District Supply Well was sampled seven times for metals (including chromium) between 

1993 to 2014. Chromium was not detected at concentrations exceeding laboratory reporting 

limits in all seven of the sampling events with the following exception. Chromium was 
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detected during one sample event at a low-level concentration above the method detection 

limit, but less than the laboratory reporting limit (Vermont Agency of Natural Resources, 

2020). 

In 1988, three underground storage tanks (“USTs”) were removed from Building #41: a 

6,000-gallon fuel oil tank (Tank #23);  a 3,000-gallon fuel oil tank (Tank #24); and a 550-

gallon solvent tank (Tank #25). Petroleum-impacted soil associated with all three tanks was 

discovered but because of the low headspace photoionization detector (“PID”) readings, the 

soils for all three tanks were returned to the excavations. Groundwater in the vicinity of Tank 

#25 had low levels of ethylbenzene, xylenes and 2-butanone. Monitoring of five 

groundwater wells was conducted quarterly from 1989 until 1991 when levels dropped 

below DEC groundwater standards (Wehran, 1989; DEC, 1998). 

In 1990, approximately 450 cubic yards of soil impacted with water soluble coolants, cutting 

oils and #2 fuel oil were removed from GDAS’ Building #61 and land farmed in an area east 

of Building #41. With approval from DEC, GDAS placed soils on a double plastic liner with a 

6-inch layer of sand in between. Sampling and analysis of the land farmed soil was 

conducted in 1990, 1995, and 1997. Samples were analyzed for total petroleum 

hydrocarbons (“TPH”); volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) including chlorinated VOCs; and 

semi-volatile organic compounds (“SVOCs”). Landfarming of the soils was successfully 

completed in 1997 (GE, 1990; Sprague, 1996; Sprague, 1997; DEC, 1998; EBI, 2005). 

In 1990, 80 to 100 gallons of 1,1,1-trichloroethane (“TCA”) was spilled from an above ground 

storage tank (“AST”) to a secondary containment area in the vicinity of the phosphate plating 

line in Building #41. Approximately 98 gallons of TCA were recovered, however, a small 

amount of TCA may have entered the municipal sewer system. The recovered TCA was 

properly disposed of off-site. No further action was taken by either the DEC or the City of 

Burlington until 2000 when sub-slab soil sampling (described below) was conducted under 

the containment structure (ENSR, 2001; EBI, 2005). 

In 1992, lead dust from the ventilation system of a wave flux unit located in the southeast 

corner of the Building #41 was deposited on exterior surface soils immediately adjacent to 

the ventilation hood. Approximately two cubic yards of surface soil were removed directly 

below the vent area. Subsequent sampling of surface soils indicated elevated levels of lead 

did not exist (EBI, 2005). 

In 1992, approximately 500 cubic yards of oil-stained soil was excavated from the former 

location of the 6,000-gallon fuel oil UST Tank #23 and land farmed on a portion of the 

asphalt parking lot of Building #41. Soil samples were analyzed for Total Hydrocarbons. The 

soil was remediated to below the DEC cleanup goal of 300 ppm in September 1992 and used 

for daily cover at the Burlington Landfill (GE, 1992; VTANR, 1992; DEC, 1998; ENSR, 2001). 

In 1993, approximately 47 gallons of hydraulic oil were released to the Burlington sanitary 

sewer system. The spill was identified as #93-127 but no further action was requested by the 

DEC (EBI, 2005). 

Based on information in the site investigation and remedial reports for the 1970 etching 

solution spill, the 1988 removal of USTs #23, #24, #25, and the 1990 land farmed soil from 
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Building #61, DEC issued GDAS a Sites Management Activities Completed (“SMAC”) letter on 

August 7, 1998. This letter stated that the Site did not pose any unacceptable risk to human 

health or the environment and that no additional work was required at that time. 

In 2000, General Dynamics conducted sub-slab soil sampling from five locations under 

Building #41. Samples were collected from near two existing sumps in the new and old 

plating rooms, a former degreaser where floor staining was visible, in the vicinity of the 

former chromic acid process tank, and the former TCA AST secondary containment structure 

where the reported release occurred in 1990. All samples were analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, 

and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act list of 8 metals (“RCRA 8 metals”; arsenic, 

barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium, and silver). Samples collected under 

the TCA AST containment structure (discussed above) indicated no evidence of a release of 

TCA to the environment. The only organic compounds detected were trichloroethene (“TCE”) 

and 1,2-dichloroethane (“1,2-DCE”). Concentration levels of TCE and 1,2-DCE detected in two 

sub-slab sampling locations were below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) 

Region 3 Risk-Based Concentrations (“RBCs”) and the Region 9 Preliminary Remediation 

Goals (“PRGs”) for industrial soil. Soil samples from the other three sub-slab locations did not 

have detectable concentrations or TCE or 1,2 DEC or any other organic compounds. Levels of 

arsenic at all five of the sub-slab soil sampling locations exceeded the RBCs and PRGs for 

industrial soil but were in the background concentration range for this metal in the 

northeast. DEC concluded the levels of contaminants found in the soil beneath Building #41 

did not pose any unacceptable risks to human health or the environment and, therefore, no 

additional response actions were required (DEC, 2000; ENSR, 2001; EBI, 2005). 

An Environmental Site Assessment (“ESA”), conducted by EBI in 2005, noted the presence of 

one additional UST and three additional ASTs at the Site: a 3,000-gallon buried septic for 

wastewater; a 550-gallon AST for #2 hearing oil; a 300-gallon AST for diesel fuel; and four 

75-gallon ASTs for hot water and compressed air. EBI noted that all tanks appeared to be in 

good condition with no significant staining (EBI, 2005). A site walkover conducted by VHB on 

November 12, 2020 verified that these ASTs are no longer present at the Site, but the septic 

tank remains and is still in use.   

EBI’s 2005 ESA also noted the existence of three pad-mounted transformers at the Site. One 

transformer, owned by Burlington Electric and located on the south side of the Building #41, 

showed no indications of leaks or staining on or below the transformer casing. The other two 

transformers were located on the southwestern corner of Building #41. Both transformers 

were property owned. The smaller of the two transformers showed no indications of leaking 

or staining. This transformer also had a non-polychlorinated biphenyl (“PCB”) label. The 

larger of the two transformers showed evidence of leaking with oil staining on the concrete 

pad, asphalt and dirt beneath the unit. No label was on the transformer. EBI cited a 2005 

letter from Clean Harbors indicating the fluid from this transformer had been drained, soil 

samples were found to be PCB-free, and the stained area of the concrete pad had been 

chemically cleaned. A subsequent wipe sample indicated it was PCB-free (EBI, 2005). 

Finally, EBI noted in their 2005 Phase I ESA that they had contacted EPA and the DEC who 

confirmed that the case had been closed based on the findings of previous assessments and 
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that the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, And Liability Information 

System (“CERCLIS”) listing was in the process of being changed to “No Further Remedial 

Action Planned (“NFRAP”). EBI further noted that the DEC had issued a SMAC designation in 

August 1998 for the historical environmental issues, including three USTs that have been 

removed from the Subject Property. 

1.5 Request for Site Investigation 

In an October 23, 2020 letter from DEC SMS to Burton, DEC SMS stated that it was contacted 

regarding concerns surrounding historical contamination at the 266 Queen City Park Road 

former General Dynamics facility, currently owned by Burton. As a result, DEC reviewed 

environmental reports and documents pertaining to previous environmental investigations 

and outlined a number of potential environmental concerns they had in a Request for Site 

Investigation letter to Burton (the current property owner) dated October 23, 2020.  DEC’s 

specific concerns include the following: 

1. Investigations conducted historically (most recently in 2000) were not comprehensive and 

do not address all areas where releases may have occurred during the production 

operations while owned by General Dynamics, both within the building and outside of the 

building. Soil sampling beneath the building footprint took place near former sumps in the 

plating room, but not at other locations throughout the building where releases may have 

occurred during the various onsite operations. 

2. Soil gas samples were not collected beneath the slab. Soil gas could contain various 

contaminants and could be migrating to indoor air. 

3. Our site files indicate the current building was constructed in 1962. This falls within the 

timeframe when there was widespread use of polychlorinated biphenyls (“PCBs”) in 

building materials including caulking, paint, flooring, etc. If present, PCBs could be 

impacting indoor air at concentrations in excess of screening values, and also may be 

present in exterior surface soil.  

4. Historical manufacturing processes conducted by General Dynamics may have used 

hazardous chemicals containing Perfluoroalkyl Substances (“PFAS”), which subsequently 

may have been released to the environment. These compounds may be present in 

groundwater and soil.  

1.6 Site Investigation Objectives  

The purpose of the proposed site investigation is to address DEC’s concerns regarding 

environmental data gaps at the Site listed in the October 23, 2020 Request for Site 

Investigation letter and summarized in Section 1.4. 
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1.7 Regulatory Requirements 

This Work Plan meets the requirements of a Site Investigation Work Plan and was prepared in 

accordance with DEC’s 2019 Investigation and Remediation of Contaminated Properties Rule 

(“IRule”). The proposed work will be conducted in accordance with Section 3 of the IRule. 

1.8 Performance Standards 

The building and property are currently used for commercial/non-residential purposes.  Also, 

this area of Burlington is zoned as Enterprise – Light Manufacturing, designating the property 

as non-residential per the IRule. Therefore, analytical results will be compared against non-

residential or industrial standards as described in the following sections. 

1.8.1 Soil Gas Standards 

The analytical results of the sub-slab soil gas samples will be compared to the Non-resident 

Sub-slab Soil Gas – Vapor Intrusion Standards (“SSG-VIS”) in the IRule.  

1.8.2 Soil Standards 

The analytical results of the soil samples will be compared to the Non-residential Vermont 

Soil Standards (“NRSS”) in the IRule or the current EPA Regional Screening Levels (“RSL”) for 

industrial sites. 

1.8.3 Concrete Standards 

The analytical results of the concrete samples will be compared to the Toxic Substances 

Control Act (“TSCA”) guidance thresholds defined in the Polychlorinated Biphenyl (PCB) Site 

Revitalization Guidance Under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) dated November 

2005. The November 2005 guidance document states that TSCA does not restrict use of 

porous surfaces such as stained concrete, containing a concentration of PCBs less than or 

equal to 1 mg/kg total PCBs. At concentrations greater than 1 mg/kg total PCBs, action must 

be taken to address a potential exposure risk if the material will be reused. 
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2 
Conceptual Site Model 
Several releases of hazardous materials were identified and appropriately addressed at the 

Site in the 1980s and 1990s. Previous investigations mainly focused on releases from former 

USTs, onsite treatment of contaminated soil, and soil samples collected from near sumps 

underneath the building slab. Soil and groundwater samples were collected and did not 

contain evidence of contamination above existing standards at that time (DEC, 2020). The 

Site was issued SMAC designation in 1998 by DEC under the assumption that it was 

continuing to be used as an industrial property. 

After DEC’s recent review of Site environmental investigation reports and documents, DEC 

suggested that the historic site investigations do not meet current requirements outlined in 

the IRule. Subsequently, DEC identified four items of concern in a Request for Site 

Investigation letter dated October 23, 2020 (see Section 1.4).  

The site investigation presented herein will address DEC concerns 1 and 2 through sub-slab 

soil gas sampling to identify if potential contamination of soil and groundwater beneath the 

building slab are impacting soil-gas. Soil sampling of landfarmed soil located east of the 

building will also be performed. DEC concern 3 will be evaluated through bulk concrete 

sampling of stained concrete to determine if a PCB release has occurred in areas where 

staining was identified. Due to the lack of evidence that PFAS-containing substances were 

used during manufacturing processes at the Site and the lack of PFAS impacts to the nearby 

South Burlington Fire District supply well (see Section 3.3), PFAS sampling is not warranted. 
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3 
Investigation Strategy 
The proposed site investigation will consist of a multi-day field effort involving the 

installation and leak testing of sub-slab soil gas points, sub-slab soil gas sampling, 

advancement of soil borings to collect soil samples of the landfarmed soil, and concrete 

sampling. Details specific to the proposed site investigation are provided in the following 

sections. 

3.1 Utility Clearance 

Prior to conducting intrusive activities on outdoor portions of the Site, VHB will pre-mark the 

Site using marking paint and/or stakes and flagging. As required by law, these areas will then 

be cleared for subsurface utilities by Dig Safe®. In addition, VHB will contact non-member 

utilities to clear the Site for the presence of utilities that are not marked out by Dig Safe®. 

VHB will also mark the proposed locations of the sub-slab soil gas sample points on the 

floor of the building. It is assumed that Burton will clear the sub-slab soil gas sample 

locations in the building. Should the location or presence of sub-slab utilities be unknown, 

VHB will request the services of a private utility locator to clear the proposed sub-slab soil 

gas sample locations of utilities. 

3.2 Site-Specific Investigation Procedures 

Details specific to the methodology proposed to sample sub-slab soil gas and concrete are 

discussed in the Sections below. Proposed sample locations are shown in Figure 3 and 

Figure 4. 

3.2.1 Sub-slab Soil Gas Sampling 

Sampling of soil and groundwater beneath the building to evaluate for the presence of 

subsurface impacts is not appropriate at this time given the lack of evidence of specific areas 

where a release may have occurred. However, in order to more broadly understand if a 

significant release of VOCs occurred below the building, building-wide sub-slab soil gas 

samples will be collected.  The characterization of soil gas on a broad level throughout the 

footprint of the building will preliminarily evaluate the potential for impacted sub-slab vapor 

to present a possible indoor air risk to occupants of the on-site building. These data will be 

used to determine if a significant release has possibly occurred beneath the building.  If such 

a release is identified, additional assessment of soil gas, soil, and groundwater in that area 

may then be warranted.  Sub-slab soil gas samples will be located in manner that provides 

spatially representative data from beneath the building slab with a focus on locations near 

the former plating rooms (“new” and “old”) and sumps.  Additional proposed sub-slab soil 
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gas sample points relative to the former building layout and use under GDAS are shown in 

Figure 3.  A total of eight permanent soil vapor monitoring points will be installed, and 

samples will be collected using flow-regulated, batch-certified Summa® canisters.   

Sub-slab soil gas sampling points will be installed using the VaporPin™ system distributed 

by Cox-Colvin and Associates, Inc. The VaporPin™ assembly consists of a stainless-steel 

device with barb fittings on each end, installed into a 5/8-inch diameter hole drilled through 

the concrete floor slab.  The lower barbed end of the device is fitted with a silicone sheath 

and the device is driven into place using tools provided by the manufacturer.  The silicone 

sheath seals the device tightly against the walls of the drilled hole.  The upper barbed end of 

the VaporPin™ is connected to Teflon tubing for seal integrity (leak) testing, purging, and 

collecting sub-slab soil gas samples. The VaporPin™ will be installed with the upper barbed 

end located below the top of the concrete slab. A flush-mount metal covering will be 

installed over the VaporPin™ in order to protect the sample point and to avoid obstructing 

normal building operations. The installation procedure is described in the VaporPin™ 

Standard Operating Procedure; Installation and Extraction of the VaporPin™ document 

provided in Appendix A.   

An air-tight seal between the VaporPin™ and the concrete floor slab prevents introduction of 

indoor air into sub-slab soil gas samples.  A seal integrity (“leak”) test will be performed for 

each installed VaporPin™ prior to the collection of sub-slab soil gas samples.  This testing 

procedure utilizes helium as a tracer gas to verify the integrity of the seal created between 

the sub-slab sampling point and the indoor air. A shroud will be placed over the VaporPin™ 

and a helium detector attached to the VaporPin™.  Helium will be injected into the shroud 

while the helium detector reads the concentration of helium pulled into the sample tubing 

over a 5 minute test interval. If elevated concentrations of helium are detected during the 

leak test the VaporPin™ will be reset and re-tested. The leak testing procedure is described 

in the Project-Specific Operating Procedure for Sub-Slab Soil Vapor and Indoor Air Sampling 

provided in Appendix B. 

Leak testing of the sampling train will be assessed at each location prior to collection of each 

sample by completing a “shut-in” test.  A shut-in test consists of assembling the above-

ground sampling apparatus (valves, lines, and fittings downstream of the top of the 

VaporPin™), and evacuating the lines to a measured vacuum of approximately 100 inches of 

water (approximately 7.3 inches of mercury), then shutting the vacuum in with the closed 

valves on opposite ends of the sample train.  The vacuum gauge is observed for at least 1 

min, and if there is any observable loss of vacuum, the fittings should be adjusted as needed 

until the vacuum in the aboveground portion of the sample train does not noticeably 

dissipate. 

Sub-slab soil vapor samples will be collected from the VaporPin™ locations into batch-

certified 6-liter evacuated stainless steel canisters equipped with 2-hour flow controllers.  

Prior to purging the sample tubing and sampling, sub-slab soil gas sampling devices will be 

sealed closed for a minimum of 8 hours to allow the sub-slab environment to re-equilibrate 

after installation and leak testing of the VaporPin™ are successfully completed.  
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The sub-slab soil gas samples will be transported under chain of custody (“COC”) protocol 

for analysis by ALS laboratory in Simi Valley, California which is accredited by the National 

Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (“NELAP”) and the US Department of 

Defense (“DoD”). The samples will be analyzed by gas chromatography mass spectrometry 

(“GC/MS”) selective ion monitoring (“SIM”) EPA Method Toxic Organics-15 (“TO-15”) for low-

level VOCs. 

3.2.2 Sampling of Landfarmed Soils 

Approximately 450 cubic yards of soil impacted with water soluble coolants, cutting oils and 

#2 fuel oil was reportedly placed on a double plastic liner with a six-inch layer of sand in-

between on the east side of the building for landfarming (see Figure 3 and Figure 4). The 

landfarmed soil has been previously sampled for VOCs, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

(“PAHs”) and TPH by others; however, no sampling has been performed for metals, PCBs or 

the full list of SVOCs.  

In order to evaluate the quality of the landfarmed soil a total of three soil borings will be 

advanced into the pile of material to the depth interval associated with the double plastic 

liner (approximately 6 fbgs). An electric jackhammer equipped with a split-spoon sampler 

will be used to extract continuous soil cores from each boring. Each soil core will be 

extracted from the boring in 2-foot runs to the termination depth of the soil boring and 

screened with a calibrated PID. Geologic characteristics, visual/olfactory observations, tactile 

features, and PID screening results will be recorded on soil boring logs. Analytical samples 

will be collected from the borings as described below. Once analytical sampling is complete, 

the remaining soils will be returned to the approximate depth in each boring from which 

they were extracted. Based on experience with similar boring projects, it is anticipated that 

all excess soils will be returned to the borings. The remaining portion of the borehole will be 

backfilled with bagged sand.  

To limit the loss of volatiles during sampling, inspection and PID screening of the soil cores 

will be conducted immediately after opening the cores. If elevated PID screening values or 

visual/olfactory/tactile evidence of impacts are identified, a “contingency” sample for volatile 

compound analyses will be collected from the depth interval associated with the observed 

impacts as soon as possible after completing the PID screening effort. Once soil has been 

placed into the sample vial for volatile compound analyses (if applicable), representative 

material will be collected from the depth interval associated with the landfarmed soil (i.e.: 

above the double plastic liner), placed into a zip-lock bag, homogenized, and the sample 

containers for the other analyses will be filled.  

All soil samples will be transported to the laboratory in ice-filled coolers under chain-of-

custody protocol to EAI and analyzed for SVOCs via EPA method 8270D, PCBs via EPA 

method 8082 with Soxhlet extraction, and RCRA 8 metals via EPA Method 6020. Contingency 

samples will be analyzed for VOCs via EPA method 8260C.  
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3.2.3 Building Materials;  Bulk Concrete Sampling for PCBs 

Site files indicate the current building was constructed in 1962. Burton understands that this 

falls within the timeframe when PCBs may have been used in building materials including 

caulking, paint, flooring mastic, etc. Concrete staining was observed at two locations during 

VHB’s Site walkover on November 12, 2020 in an electrical room and at the former location 

of an exterior transformer that formerly used PCB-containing oil. 

3.2.3.1 Building Materials  

Burton understands that PCB-containing building materials may be present at the Property.  

However, these building materials are currently in use and Burton does not anticipate 

disturbing them.  Furthermore, Burton understands that there is no regulatory requirement 

to test products that are in use to determine their PCB concentration.  As such, Burton 

requests further discussion with DEC to better understand the regulatory obligations it has 

to test in-use building materials, particularly in light of the numerous buildings throughout 

Vermont that also have building materials, in use, that may contain PCBs.  To that end, 

Burton would also like to better understand if DEC is requiring indoor air to be sampled in all 

buildings that were built or renovated between approximately 1950 and 1979 when PCBs 

were historically used in certain building materials.  

3.2.3.2 Bulk Concrete Sampling and Analysis for PCBs  

Stained concrete was identified at two locations during VHB’s site walkover on November 12, 

2020. Staining was observed on the concrete floor and wall of the former “electrical” room 

located at the central east portion of the building and slight staining was observed on the 

concrete pad associated with an “old” transformer located south of the southwest exterior 

corner of the building that had been decommissioned and removed from the Site by Burton 

in 2014 (see Figure 3). During decommissioning of the old transformer residual oil within the 

unit was sampled for PCBs. Dexsil Corporation (2005) provided Burlington Electric with a 

Transmittal Cover Sheet stating that PCB Aroclor 1260 was detected in the sample of residual 

oil at a concentration of 260 parts per million (“ppm”; equivalent to mg/kg). Due to the 

presence of PCBs in the transformer oil and the slight staining observed on the pad, PCB 

concrete sampling is warranted. 

One bulk concrete sample will be collected for PCB analysis from each of the two locations 

where staining was observed (see Figure 3 and Figure 4). A hammer drill equipped with a 

decontaminated drill bit will be used to advance a series of shallow drill holes (approximately 

2 inches deep) into the stained surface in order to collect enough sample volume for 

laboratory analysis. PCB-concrete samples will be transported in an ice-filled cooler under 

COC protocol to Eastern Analytical, Inc. of Concord, New Hampshire (“EAI”) for analysis for 

PCBs via EPA method 8082 with Soxhlet extraction. 

Following sample collection, the shallow drill holes made during sampling will be filled with 

hydraulic cement. 
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3.2.4 Decontamination  

All reusable tools that will come into contact with samples will be decontaminated prior to 

use and between samples. A paper towel will be used to remove any residual solids if 

necessary and the tool will be washed with a solution of Alconox and potable water. The tool 

will then be rinsed with distilled water. Any equipment used to collect PCB samples will also 

be wiped with a hexane wetted clean paper towel. 

3.2.5 Survey  

Following completion of exterior soil and concrete sampling, coordinates for each soil boring 

and concrete sample location will be collected using a sub-meter Trimble Global Positioning 

System (“GPS”) unit. Sub-slab soil gas and concrete sample locations inside the building will 

be measured relative to fixed, known locations such as room corners, utilities, or other 

features easily identifiable on an existing building layout map. 

3.2.6 Quality Assurance / Quality Control  

The quality assurance and quality control (“QA/QC”) sampling will include collection of one 

duplicate sample for every 20 parent samples of each analytical suite in each sample matrix.  

Therefore, one soil, one soil gas, and one concrete floor material duplicate will be collected 

for analysis of all analytical suites associated with each matrix.  

One equipment blank will be collected by running laboratory-supplied deionized water over 

decontaminated equipment used for soil sample collection and analyzed for the same 

analyses to determine the effectiveness of decontamination procedures. The equipment 

blank sample container for PCB analysis will be filled with laboratory-supplied deionized 

water run over equipment used to collect both soil and concrete samples. 

Dedicated, new equipment (e.g.: tubing, fittings, and VaporPins®) will be used to collect 

sub-slab soil gas samples instead of decontaminating re-usable equipment; therefore, no 

equipment blank will be collected during sub-slab soil gas sampling. It is unlikely that 

potential contamination in dedicated tubing or fittings used to construct the sampling 

apparatus contain levels of VOCs that would contribute to exceedances of the applicable 

screening levels. 

Additionally, all coolers containing soil and concrete samples will be shipped with a 

laboratory-prepared temperature blank and all soil and concrete samples will be packed in 

an ice-chilled cooler for delivery to EAI under chain of custody protocol.  A laboratory-

prepared trip blank will accompany sample containers and soil samples to/from the 

laboratory and will be analyzed for VOC only if soil samples are collected for VOC analysis. 

No trip blanks will be analyzed during the sub-slab soil gas investigation. Summa cannisters 

used to collect air samples are sealed with a valve and a threaded cap before and after 

sample collection; therefore, trip blanks for air samples typically only provide information 

regarding the cleanliness of that particular cannister and not information regarding potential 

cross-contamination during transport.  
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3.2.7 Investigation Derived Waste 

No Investigation Derived Waste (“IDW”) will be generated during the site investigation. Any 

soil extracted from the soil borings advanced into the landfarm soils will be collected for 

laboratory analysis or returned to borehole from the approximate depth interval it was 

extracted. 

3.3 Use of PFAS During Manufacturing at the Site  

In its October 2020 letter, DEC expressed concern that historical manufacturing processes at 

the Site may have used materials containing PFAS, which subsequently may have been 

released to the environment.  Based on VHB’s review of available documents, we did not 

identify evidence that PFAS-containing materials were manufactured at the Site by either 

GDAS or GE during historical manufacturing processes.  VHB followed up with DEC staff on 

November 16, 2020 to better understand specifically what processes they believe may have 

caused a release of PFAS and learned that their concern was related to the manufacturing of 

wire harnesses.  VHB concurs that coated wires did historically utilize PFAS containing 

materials; however, there is no record of coated wires having historically been manufactured 

at this Site.  Wiring harnesses were reportedly assembled at this Site using wiring that was 

manufactured offsite. 

VHB interviewed a former GE employee, Mike St. Onge, via email on November 19, 2020. Mr. 

St. Onge worked for GE from 1982 to 1991 in maintenance and indicated that no wire 

manufacturing occurred in “Building 41”. He also indicated that wire that was used in the 

wire harnesses was transported to the building in rolls that were stored on wire roll holders 

in the building. Excess wire was placed in containers and routinely transported off-site for 

disposal. Finally, Mr. St. Onge indicated that he was unaware of any illegal dumping of any 

kind on-site. 

PFAS were not detected at concentrations exceeding laboratory reporting limits in 

groundwater samples collected in 2016 and 2020 by others from the South Burlington Fire 

District supply well, located approximately 900 feet south of the Site (see Figure 2). These 

analytical results are provided in Appendix D. Furthermore, no metals, VOCs, pesticides, or 

herbicide exceedances of the 2020 Vermont Maximum Contaminant Levels (“VT-MCLs”) 

drinking water standards were identified in groundwater samples collected from the South 

Burlington Fire District supply well. Due to the lack of evidence that PFAS-containing 

substances were manufactured at the Site and the lack of PFAS impacts to the nearby South 

Burlington Fire District supply well, VHB is not proposing PFAS sampling at this time. 

3.4 Standard Environmental Investigation Procedures    

The following standard operating procedures (“SOPs”), applicable to the site investigation, 

will be followed by VHB (formerly The Johnson Company, “JCO”) unless modified by the Site-

specific groundwater and drinking water investigation procedures above. The following SOPs 
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are presented in VHB ‘s Generic Quality Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”; RFA 19105) and are 

available upon request.  

• SOP-JCO-007 Standard Operating Procedure for Chain-of-Custody Records 

• SOP-JCO-027 Standard Operating Procedure for Decontamination of Field 

Equipment 

• SOP-JCO-034 Standard Operating Procedure for Use of Field Log Books 

• SOP-JCO-044 Standard Operating Procedure for Calibration and Operation of the 

MiniRAE 3000 Portable Handheld VOC Photo-Ionization Detector 

• SOP-JCO-065 Standard Operating Procedures for the Collection of Bulk Concrete 

Samples 

• Project-Specific Operating Procedure for Soil Vapor, Sub-Slab Soil Vapor and 

Indoor Air Sampling (see Appendix B) 
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4 
Implementation Schedule 

The proposed investigation activities will be conducted within 3-5 weeks following 

approval of this Work Plan by DEC. Laboratory analytical data will be available within 14 

business days. An IRule-compliant Site Investigation Report summarizing the 

information obtained during the site investigation will be submitted to DEC within 90 

days of receipt of final laboratory analytical data, the time period required by the IRule.  

Although we will endeavor to adhere to this timeline, delays may be beyond our control 

due to weather, regulator review, evolving COVID-19 protocols etc. 
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i 0 400 800200 Feet

November 30, 2020
\\v

hb
\g

is\
pro

j\M
on

tpe
lie

r\5
85

39
.00

 Bu
rto

n E
V S

erv
ies

\Pr
oje

ct\
Fig

ure
 1 

- S
ite

 Lo
cat

ion
 M

ap
.m

xd

SITE BOUNDARY





")

")

")

!.

!.

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#*

#* #*

266 Queen City Park Road (Formerly 180 Industrial
Parkway) Former General Dynamics Facility Burlington, Vermont

FIGURE 3

Proposed Sample Locations-
Former Building Layout

Source Info:
 - Basemap from ENSR International figure dated January 2001.
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FIGURE 4

Proposed Sample Locations-
Orthophotograph

Source Info:
 - Basemap from ESRI/USGS Topo Map
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   Standard Operating Procedure 

Installation and Extraction 

  of the Vapor Pin™ 
Updated April 3, 2015 
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Scope: 

 

This standard operating procedure describes 

the installation and extraction of the Vapor 

Pin™ for use in sub-slab soil-gas sampling. 

 

Purpose: 

 

The purpose of this procedure is to assure 

good quality control in field operations and 

uniformity between field personnel in the use 

of the Vapor Pin™ for the collection of sub-

slab soil-gas samples or pressure readings. 

 

Equipment Needed: 

 

 Assembled Vapor Pin™ [Vapor Pin™ and  

silicone sleeve(Figure 1)]; Because of 

sharp edges, gloves are recommended for 

sleeve installation; 

 Hammer drill; 

 5/8-inch (16mm) diameter hammer bit 

(hole must be 5/8-inch (16mm) diameter 

to ensure seal. It is recommended that 

you use the drill guide). (Hilti™ TE-YX 

5/8" x 22" (400 mm) #00206514 or 

equivalent);  

 1½-inch (38mm) diameter hammer bit  

(Hilti™ TE-YX 1½" x 23" #00293032 or 

equivalent) for flush mount applications;  

 ¾-inch (19mm) diameter bottle brush; 

 Wet/Dry vacuum with HEPA filter 

(optional);   

 Vapor Pin™ installation/extraction tool; 

 Dead blow hammer; 

 Vapor Pin™ flush mount cover, if desired; 

 Vapor Pin™ drilling guide, if desired; 

 Vapor Pin™ protective cap; and 

 VOC-free hole patching material 

(hydraulic cement) and putty knife or 

trowel for repairing the hole following the 

extraction of the Vapor Pin™. 

 

 
Figure 1. Assembled Vapor PinTM 

 

Installation Procedure: 

 

1) Check for buried obstacles (pipes, 

electrical lines, etc.) prior to proceeding. 

 

2) Set up wet/dry vacuum to collect drill 

cuttings. 

 

3) If a flush mount installation is required, 

drill a 1½-inch (38mm) diameter hole at 

least 1¾-inches (45mm) into the slab. 

Use of a Vapor Pin™ drilling guide is 

recommended. 

 

4) Drill a 5/8-inch (16mm) diameter hole 

through the slab and approximately 1-

inch (25mm) into the underlying soil to 

form a void. Hole must be 5/8-inch 

(16mm) in diameter to ensure seal. It is 

recommended that you use the drill 

guide. 
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5) Remove the drill bit, brush the hole with 

the bottle brush, and remove the loose 

cuttings with the vacuum.   

 

6) Place the lower end of Vapor Pin™ 

assembly into the drilled hole.  Place the 

small hole located in the handle of the 

installation/extraction tool over the Vapor 

Pin™ to protect the barb fitting, and tap 

the Vapor Pin™ into place using a dead 

blow hammer (Figure 2).  Make sure the 

installation/extraction tool is aligned 

parallel to the Vapor Pin™ to avoid 

damaging the barb fitting. 

 

 
Figure 2. Installing the Vapor PinTM. 

 

During installation, the silicone sleeve will 

form a slight bulge between the slab and the 

Vapor Pin™ shoulder.  Place the protective 

cap on Vapor Pin™ to prevent vapor loss prior 

to sampling (Figure 3). 

 

Figure 3. Installed Vapor PinTM 

7) For flush mount installations, cover the 

Vapor Pin™ with a flush mount cover, 

using either the plastic cover or the 

optional stainless-steel Secure Cover 

(Figure 4). 

 

 
Figure 4. Secure Cover Installed 

 

8) Allow 20 minutes or more (consult 

applicable guidance for your situation) 

for the sub-slab soil-gas conditions to re-

equilibrate prior to sampling. 

 

9) Remove protective cap and connect 

sample tubing to the barb fitting of the 

Vapor Pin™. This connection can be made 

using a short piece of TygonTM tubing to 

join the Vapor PinTM with the Nylaflow 
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tubing (Figure 5). Put the Nylaflow 

tubing as close to the Vapor Pin as 

possible to minimize contact between soil 

gas and TygonTM tubing. 

 

Figure 5. Vapor PinTM sample connection. 

 

10) Conduct leak tests in accordance with 

applicable guidance. If the method of 

leak testing is not specified, an alternative 

can be the use of a water dam and 

vacuum pump, as described in SOP Leak 

Testing the Vapor PinTM via Mechanical 

Means (Figure 6). For flush-mount 

installations, distilled water can be 

poured directly into the 1 1/2 inch 

(38mm) hole. 

 

 
Figure 6. Water dam used for leak detection 

 

11) Collect sub-slab soil gas sample or 

pressure reading.  When finished, replace 

the protective cap and flush mount cover 

until the next event.  If the sampling is 

complete, extract the Vapor Pin™. 

 

Extraction Procedure: 

1) Remove the protective cap, and thread 

the installation/extraction tool onto the 

barrel of the Vapor Pin™ (Figure 7).  

Continue turning the tool clockwise to 

pull the Vapor Pin™ from the hole into 

the installation/extraction tool. 

 

2) Fill the void with hydraulic cement and 

smooth with a trowel or putty knife.   

 

 
Figure 7. Removing the Vapor PinTM. 

 

3) Prior to reuse, remove the silicone sleeve 

and protective cap and discard.  

Decontaminate the Vapor Pin™ in a hot 

water and Alconox® wash, then heat in 

an oven to a temperature of 265o F (130o 

C) for 15 to 30 minutes.   

 

The Vapor Pin™ to designed be used 

repeatedly, however, replacement parts and 

supplies will be required periodically.  These 

parts are available on-line at 

VaporPin.CoxColvin.com. 
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Operating Procedure 
for 

Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Soil Vapor Sampling 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 This procedure describes the activities to be undertaken prior to or during the collection of soil 

vapor and sub-slab soil vapor samples.  This procedure addresses the performance of gas tracer 
tests to verify the integrity of hardware installed for the collection of soil vapor samples and sub-
slab soil vapor samples using evacuated (e.g., SUMMA®) canisters.   

 
EQUIPMENT AND SUPPLIES 

 
A. Soil Vapor Probe and Sub-Slab Soil Vapor Pin Leak Testing 

 
• High Purity (HP) or Ultra High Purity (UHP) grade helium cylinder 
• Helium cylinder regulator with nominal ¼-inch male compression fitting 
• Helium detector (e.g., Radiodetection model MGD 2002) 
• Leak testing apparatus 
• In-line vacuum gauge 

 
B. Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Soil Vapor Sample Collection 

 
• 0.25-inch (¼-inch) outer-diameter (OD) Teflon® tubing  
• Swagelok™ nut and ferrules for 0.25-inch OD tubing  
• Flexible tubing to connect sampling assembly to soil vapor pin (for VaporPin® 

applications) 
• Swagelok quick-connect fitting to connect sampling assembly to soil vapor probe (for 

permanent soil vapor probe applications) 
• Passivated stainless-steel canister(s) as described in ASTM Method D5466-01  
• Laboratory calibrated flow control valve(s) for passivated canister(s)  
• Certified calibrated digital pressure gauge that can measure negative pressure 
• One manifold for each field duplicate sample collected (laboratory supplied or 

assembled in the field) 
• T-connector (e.g. Swagelok™ B-400-3) with Teflon® tubing 
• In-line valve (e.g. Swagelok™ B-4P4)  
• Calibrated vacuum pump 
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PROCEDURES 
   

 
A. Soil Vapor Probe and Sub-Slab Soil Vapor Pin Leak Testing 
 

This section describes a helium gas tracer test used to assess the integrity of sub-slab soil 
vapor pin and soil vapor probe installations and a “shut-in” test.  The helium tracer test is 
designed to detect leaks around or through soil vapor probe construction materials under 
pressure gradient conditions that are equal to or greater than pressure gradients induced 
during soil vapor sample collection.  The shut-in test is specified for identifying potential 
leakage in the sampling train.  
 
Helium Tracer Test 

 
1. Connect the leak testing apparatus to the sub-slab soil vapor pin/probe being tested, 

as shown in Figure 1.  The tracer testing apparatus should consist of an enclosure 
with an open bottom (such as an inverted bucket), and two ports - one port for 
injecting helium tracer gas into the enclosure, and a second port that allows a single 
piece of 0.25-inch OD tubing to pass through the enclosure.  The end of the 0.25-
inch OD tubing inside the enclosure is connected to the soil vapor probe using the 
appropriate air-tight fitting and the opposite end of the tubing is connected to a 
portable helium detector (such as a Radiodetection model MGD-2002 Multi-Gas 
Leak Locator) outside of the enclosure.  The connection with the portable helium 
detector should be sealed to prevent ambient air from entering the helium detector 
during operation.  The tracer injection port is connected to a cylinder containing high 
purity (HP) or ultra high purity (UHP) helium.  The bottom edge of the enclosure 
should be equipped with foam padding or soft weather stripping to limit leakage of 
tracer gas out of the enclosure during the test.  Fittings, ports, or holes in the 
enclosure should be sealed or plugged to limit leaking of helium from the enclosure 
during the test. 

 
3. Begin operation of the portable helium detector, and record the vacuum pump rate 

specified in the operation manual for the helium detector (e.g., 0.5 liters per minute).  
This pumping rate should be greater than or equal to the anticipated rate of soil vapor 
extraction from the probe during sample collection.  Wait for the reported helium 
concentration to stabilize; the stabilized helium concentration represents the baseline 
value for the leak test. 

 
4. Inject helium tracer gas into the enclosure by opening the valve on the helium 

regulator slightly.  During the initial introduction of helium gas, allow ambient air to 
escape from the bottom of the enclosure until the relatively low-temperature helium 
gas can be felt escaping, then rest the enclosure flat on the ground surface and apply 
downward pressure to limit helium escape from the enclosure.  Maintain helium gas 
pressure inside the enclosure by setting the helium regulator at a slightly open 
position for the duration of the leak test (allowing a continuous flow of helium into 
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the enclosure), or by adding 5 to 10 second bursts of tracer gas to the enclosure at 1-
minute intervals throughout the duration of the leak test.   

 
5. Allow the test to continue for a period of 5 minutes.  During the test, helium detector 

readings should be recorded at 1-minute intervals.  Peak helium concentrations 
measured in soil vapor should also be recorded.  The soil vapor probe seal is deemed 
acceptable if helium concentrations detected in soil vapor do not exceed 1% by 
volume (10,000 ppmv) above the baseline helium concentration at any point during 
the test.   

 
6. At the conclusion of the test, disconnect the leak testing apparatus from the soil 

vapor pin/probe.  Install a cap on the vapor pin.  Soil vapor probes are equipped with 
quick-connect fittings that close automatically when disconnected.  Close the 
protective roadbox cover over the soil vapor probe or install the protective metal cap 
over the vapor pin.  

 
Shut-in Test 
 
Leak testing of the sampling train will be assessed at each location prior to collection of each 
sample by completing a “shut-in” test.  A shut-in test consists of assembling the above-
ground sampling apparatus (valves, lines, and fittings downstream of the top of the 
probe/pin), and evacuating the lines to a measured vacuum of approximately100 inches of 
water (approximately 7.3 inches of mercury), then shutting the vacuum in with the closed 
valves on opposite ends of the sample train.  The vacuum gauge is observed for at least 1 
min, and if there is any observable loss of vacuum, the fittings should be adjusted as needed 
until the vacuum in the aboveground portion of the sample train does not noticeably 
dissipate.” 

 
B. Soil Vapor and Sub-Slab Soil Vapor Sample Collection 

 
Soil vapor and sub-slab soil vapor samples will be collected into evacuated canisters (sample 
canisters) at final pressures below atmospheric pressure.  Sample canisters described in this 
procedure consist of leak-free stainless-steel pressure vessels with passivated interior surfaces 
and a valve, such as SUMMA® or SilcoCan® canisters (ASTM, 2007).  The practice of 
using evacuated canisters to collect gas samples with final pressures below atmospheric 
pressure is referred to as “sub-atmospheric sampling” in the USEPA Region 1 Canister 
Sampling Standard Operating Procedure, Revision #4 (USEPA, 2007) and ASTM Method 
D5466-01 (ASTM, 2007).  Sub-atmospheric sampling involves the use of a flow controller 
that limits the rate of gas entry into the canister. 
 
1. Equilibration: Allow soil vapor probes and sub-slab soil vapor pins to equilibrate to 

subsurface conditions for a period of time after installation and leak tests are 
completed.  Allow Summa canisters and flow controllers an appropriate equilibration 
period so that the canister and flow controller surfaces are at ambient temperature. 
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2. Sample Containers and Flow Controllers: Six-liter Summa canisters will be used 
for sample collection.  Flow controllers will be calibrated such that samples are 
collected over a period of 2 hours.  For a 6-liter canister, this equates to a flow rate of 
approximately 50 milliliters per minute (ml/min). 
 

3. Pressure Check: Use the certified calibrated digital pressure gauge to check the 
canister pressure prior to and just after sample collection as a check on the flow-
controller pressure gauge and to assess for potential pressure changes that may occur 
during canister shipment.  Pressure checks should be conducted in outdoor air or 
away from the sampling area.  
 
A low initial canister vacuum reading may be indicated by a faulty vacuum gauge on 
the flow controller or caused by canister leakage during transportation from the 
laboratory to the Site.  The canister vacuum before sampling should be within 3 
inches of mercury (in Hg) of the laboratory-recorded initial pressure.  For example, if 
the laboratory initial pressure in a 6-L Summa® canister is reported as -27 in Hg; for 
use, the field measured pressure should be between -24 and -30 in Hg, or between 24 
and 30 in Hg vacuum).  If the initial canister vacuum reading is more than 3 in Hg 
less than the vacuum applied to the canister at the laboratory (as measured by a 
calibrated pressure gauge), do not use the canister for sample collection.  
 

4. Purging: Connect the sample canister to the sub-slab soil vapor probe/pin as shown 
in Figures 2A and 2B.  Assemble the sample tubing, flow controller, valves (in closed 
position) and fittings prior to connecting the sample tubing to the soil vapor sampling 
points.   

 
Connect a vacuum pump to the in-line valve (see Figures 2A and 2B) using air-tight 
fittings.  Open the in-line valve and turn on the vacuum pump to begin purging.  
Total purge volume should be equal to 3 to 5 times the internal volume of the soil 
vapor probe/pin assembly and the 0.25-inch OD sample tubing and fittings.  The 
purge rate should not exceed 0.2 liters per minute.  Total duration of purging may be 
calculated by dividing the desired total purge volume by the flow rate of the 
calibrated vacuum pump.   
 
If field replicate soil vapor or sub-slab soil vapor samples are being collected, an in-
line T-connection will be used as shown on Figure 2B.  After purging, open the valve 
on both canisters simultaneously; the replicate samples will be collected 
simultaneously.   
 
When purging is complete, shut off the in-line valve while the pump is running to 
prevent backflow, then turn off the vacuum pump.  Disconnect the vacuum pump.   
 

5. Start Sample Collection: Begin sample collection by opening the valve on the 
sample canister.  Record the sample start time, the initial vacuum reading from the 
gauge on the flow controller (after opening the canister valve), and canister 
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identification number on the sampling form provided in Attachment JCO-SOP-062-
002.  If field duplicate soil vapor samples are being collected from a sub-slab soil 
vapor probe, attach the duplicate sampling manifold prior to purging.  After purging, 
open the valve on both canisters simultaneously; the duplicate samples will be 
collected simultaneously.  
 

6. Stop Sample Collection: Check the canister gauge at the approximate half-way point 
during sampling to confirm that the flow rate is correct.  For a 6-L Summa® canister 
evacuated to a pressure of -30 in Hg, a target stop pressure is between -3 in Hg and -9 
in Hg. At the conclusion of the planned sample collection period, record the final 
vacuum reading from the gauge on the flow controller and close the canister valve.  
Use the calibrated digital vacuum gauge to measure the final vacuum in the canister.  
Ensure that the canister valve is not over-tightened because this is a frequent cause of 
leaks.   

 
Although flow controllers are calibrated to fill sample canisters to desired final 
vacuum levels within the specified time period, such calibrations are not exact, and 
subsurface conditions may restrict the flow of soil vapor into a probe.  Thus, it is 
sometimes beneficial to extend the sample collection period to obtain a sample 
volume sufficient to achieve the required detection limits.  Discuss with the project 
manager before extending the sample period beyond the 2-hour target.  After closing 
the valve on the canister, disconnect the sample tubing from the soil vapor probe/pin,  
disassemble the sampling apparatus and remove the vapor pin.  Plug the vapor pin 
hole with hydraulic cement.  
  

7. Chain of Custody and Shipping: Package and ship the sample canisters to the 
analytical laboratory for next-day delivery (or courier pickup) under chain-of-custody 
protocol.  Record sample collection start and end times, initial vacuum, and final 
vacuum for each sample canister on the chain-of-custody form.   

 
 
 
REFERENCES 
 
ASTM International (ASTM, 2007).  Standard Test Method for Determination of Volatile Organic 

Chemicals in Atmospheres (Canister Sampling Methodology) Designation D- 5466-01 
(Reapproved 2007). 

 
United States Environmental Protection Agency Region 1 (USEPA, 2007). Canister Sampling Standard 

Operating Procedure, Revision #4.  Office of Environmental Measurement and Evaluation.  
Ecosystems Assessment Team.  11 Technology Drive, North Chelmsford, Massachusetts.  August 
31, 2007. 



VHB (formerly THE JOHNSON COMPANY, INC.) SOP-JCO-062 (02/10) 
100 State Street, Suite 600  Rev. 02/10 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 DRAFT Page 6 of 9 
(802) 229-4600 

 
 

 

TRACER 

GAS

WEATHERSTRIPPING OR SIMILAR

SEMI-PERMEABLE GASKET 

(DO NOT AFFIX TO FLOOR, AIR SHOULD

VENT THROUGH THIS GASKET)

ENCLOSURE

SAMPLE PROBE

SURFACE SEAL

TO TRACER 

GAS DETECTOR

 (~20 FEET FROM 

ASSEMBLY)

 

Figure 1.  Tracer gas assembly. 
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Figure 2A.  Soil vapor sampling assembly. 
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Figure 2B.  Duplicate soil vapor sampling assembly. 



 

 

 

 

Attachment 001 

 

Ambient Air and Soil Vapor Field Sampling Form 

 



 

 

Soil Vapor Sampling Form 

Site Name:         Personnel:        VHB #:     

Canister Size:         Barometer/Thermometer Source/ID:          

Pressure Check:  Summa Canister ID #:      Pressure Gauge Make/Model:        

Gauge Calibration Date:       Pre-Sampling Pressure Check:  Location:        Pressure Gauge Reading:     

Post-Sampling Pressure Check:   Location:        Pressure Gauge Reading:      

Sample ID        

Summa Canister 
ID (not barcode) 

       

Flow Controller #        

Sampling Height 
(ft) 

       

Date Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Time Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Flow Controller 
Vacuum (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Digital Pressure 
Gauge (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Ambient 
Temperature (C) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Barometric 
Pressure (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Controller Flow 
Rate (mL/min) 

       

COC Number        

Replicate Information:  Original Sample Name:       Replicate Name:       

Replicate Collection Method (Circle one):  T-Connection   or   Side-by Side  or   Consecutive   or  Other (specify):         



 

 

 

Sample ID        

Summa Canister 
ID (not barcode) 

       

Flow Controller #        

Sampling Height 
(ft) 

       

Date Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Time Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Flow Controller 
Vacuum (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Digital Pressure 
Gauge (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Ambient 
Temperature (C) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Barometric 
Pressure (in Hg) 

Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: Start: 

End: End: End: End: End: End: End: 

Controller Flow 
Rate (mL/min) 

       

COC Number        

Background Sample Information:  Sample Name:        Location:           

Other weather conditions:           Wind Speed/Direction (Start):        

Wind Speed/Direction (specify interval):        /         

Shipping Information:  Shipping Method:         Date Shipped:        
 
Notes:                    

                   



266 Queen City Park Road (Formerly 180 Industrial Parkway) Former General Dynamics Facility: 
Site Investigation Work Plan 

Appendix C 

South Burlington Fire District Supply Well PFAS Analytical 
Results 



11/16/2020PFAS Data

WSID System Town Lab Number Date Type Sample 
Point

Facility 
ID

Compound Concentration (ppt)

VT0005090   SOUTH BURLINGTON FIRE 
DISTRICT

SOUTH 
BURLINGTON L2001380-01 1/8/2020 RT EP001       TP001 Interim Drinking Water Standard

sum of 5 PFAS compounds ND

(*PFHPA) PERFLUOROHEPTANOIC ACID ND
(*PFHXS) PERFLUOROHEXANESULFONIC 
ACID

ND

(*PFNA) PERFLUORONONANOIC ACID ND
(*PFOS) PERFLUOROOCTANESULFONIC ACID ND
(*PFOA) PERFLUOROOCTANOIC ACID ND
(PFBS) PERFLUOROBUTANESULFONIC ACID ND
(PFDA) PERFLUORODECANOIC ACID ND
(PFDOA) PERFLUORODODECANOIC ACID ND
(PFHXA) PERFLUOROHEXANOIC ACID ND
(PFTA) PERFLUOROTETRADECANOIC ACID ND
(PFTRDA)  PERFLUOROTRIDECANOIC ACID ND
(PFUNA) PERFLUOROUNDECANOIC ACID ND
11CHLOROEICOSAFLUORO3OXAUNDECANE1
SULFONI

ND

9CHLOROHEXADECAFLUORO3OXANONE1SU
LFONICAC

ND

(ADONA)4,8-DIOXA-
3HPERFLUORONONANOICACID

ND

(HFPODA)HEXAFLUOROPROPYLENEOXIDE 
DIMER A

ND

(NETFOSAA) N-ETHYL 
PERFLUOROOCTANESULFON

ND

(NMEFOSAA) N-METHYL 
PERFLUOROOCTANESULFO

ND

VT0005090   SOUTH BURLINGTON FIRE 
DISTRICT

SOUTH 
BURLINGTON 200437614 4/18/2016 SP EP001       TP001 Interim Drinking Water Standard

sum of 5 PFAS compounds ND

(*PFHPA) PERFLUOROHEPTANOIC ACID ND
(*PFHXS) PERFLUOROHEXANESULFONIC 
ACID

ND

(*PFNA) PERFLUORONONANOIC ACID ND
(*PFOS) PERFLUOROOCTANESULFONIC ACID ND
(*PFOA) PERFLUOROOCTANOIC ACID ND
(PFBS) PERFLUOROBUTANESULFONIC ACID ND

ND = Non-detect, result was below the level that can be confidently reported by the analytic laboratory.
Interim drinking water standard is the 5 PFAS compounds currently regulated in Vermont. These compounds are identified in red and with an asterisk below. 



























From:                                         Provencher, Lynda
Sent:                                           Tuesday, January 12, 2021 2:59 PM
To:                                               Muller, Kurt
Cc:                                               Justin Worthley (he/him); Eric Bergstrom; Mojo, Jennifer
Subject:                                     RE: [External] VHB Workplan for  266 Queen City Park Rd (152 Industrial Parkway) ‐ Former GD facility
 
Hi Kurt – I have reviewed the revised work plan and approve of the proposed work.  Please keep me updated as to when work
is scheduled to occur at the site.
 
In addition, I understand that there is stormwater system improvement work planned for the 266 and 180 Queen City Road
properties, and that this work will entail excavation of some soils.  Burton should be aware that if contamination is suspected
to be present in soils to be excavated, the SMS recommends that pre‐characterization samples be collected to insure the soil is
handled in accordance with State Rules and Regulations.   If deemed necessary, the pre‐characterization sampling plan should
be submitted for review by the SMS. 
 
Feel free to contact me with any questions.
‐Lynda
 

 
Due to the coronavirus (COVID‑19), the Agency of Natural Resources is taking additional safety measures to protect our employees, partners and customers.
We are now working remotely and focused on keeping our normal business processes fully functional. We encourage you to communicate electronically or via
phone to the greatest extent possible.  Thank you for your patience and understanding that responses may occasionally be delayed.
 
Lynda Provencher |  Environmental Analyst (she/her)
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation
Waste Management and Prevention Division | Sites Management Section
Davis 1, 1 National Life Drive | Montpelier, VT 05620‑3704
(802)249‑5562
https://dec.vermont.gov/waste‑management/contaminated‑sites
 
 
 

From: Muller, Kurt <kmuller@vhb.com> 
Sent: Friday, January 8, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Provencher, Lynda <Lynda.Provencher@vermont.gov>
Cc: Justin Worthley (he/him) <JustinW@burton.com>; Eric Bergstrom <ericb@burton.com>
Subject: RE: [External] VHB Workplan for 266 Queen City Park Rd (152 Industrial Parkway) ‐ Former GD facility
 
EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the sender.
Hi Lynda,
Thank you for providing comments ﴾by e‐mail dated December 23, 2020﴿ on VHB’s December 15, 2020, Site Investigation Work Plan
for 266 Queen City Park Road ﴾formerly 152 Industrial Parkway﴿, Former General Dynamics Facility SMS# 2020‐4979 ﴾the “Work Plan”﴿,
submitted on behalf of the Burton Corporation. 
 
First, in response to your comment requesting clarification regarding the number of land‐farmed soil samples we have revised the
Work Plan as follows :

one soil sample will be collected from each of the three soil borings advanced into the land‐farmed soil for a total of three soil
samples. Based on our review of prior reports we anticipate the thickness of the land‐farmed soil to be approximately 1.5 feet;
therefore, each soil sample will represent the entire depth interval of the land‐farmed soil at each soil boring location. Given
that this soil was reportedly tilled periodically, we anticipate that the land‐farmed soil is homogenous; therefore, soil samples
representing the entire depth interval of the material are representative. See revisions in Section 3.2.2 of the Work Plan.

Second, turning to the broader goals of the Work Plan, as you are aware the investigation of potential historical contamination at the
Site is intended to be an iterative process, as is typically done for the investigation of contaminated sites.  Thus, should the results of
this phase of the investigation suggest that supplemental sampling is required, it would need to be addressed in a supplemental
plan.  At this time there is no direct evidence of releases of hazardous substances having occurred within the building; as such, the



Work Plan focuses on the investigation of soil vapor in a broader manner beneath the building; results of this proposed investigation
will be used to guide supplemental investigation should impacts be identified.
 
Third, at your suggestion we have also reviewed the comments/recommendation that were furnished to VTDEC by Stone
Environmental, on behalf of the South Burlington Fire District #1, dated December 22, 2020.  Given the iterative nature of the
investigation, we expect that several of Stone’s comments should be resolved through the generation of data and information from
the proposed investigation and any potential supplemental assessment, if warranted. For example, if the results of this investigation
suggest the need for additional sub‐surface assessment ﴾i.e. groundwater and soil quality evaluation﴿, a supplemental investigation
could include logging geology, groundwater elevation measurements, potentiometric mapping, and a more refined determination of
groundwater flow direction. The Conceptual Site Model ﴾CSM﴿ was developed based on the information that is currently available, and
as more data and information is collected the CSM will be expanded upon.  [It is important to note that if further investigations or
other responses actions are needed based upon the results of this investigation, Burton feels that it will be critical for VTDEC to notify
the prior owners and operators of the Site – General Electric and General Dynamics in particular – and require those responsible
parties to participate in the performance of such work.]  Where possible, we have addressed several of Stone’s comments in the
revised redline version of the Work Plan ﴾attached﴿, including the following:

We have resolved the acronym discrepancy involving 1,2‐DEC / 1,2‐DEC / 1,2‐DCA ﴾see Section 1.4﴿. The text has been modified
to define 1,2‐DCE as “cis‐1,2‐dichloroethene” and 1,2‐DEC and 1,2‐DCA have been revised to 1,2‐DCE.

 
We have also modified Figure 1 through Figure 4 to appropriately reflect the address of the Site as “Formerly 152 Industrial
Parkway” instead of “Formerly 180 Industrial Parkway”.

 
One of the two landfarming events that occurred at the Site consisted of approximately 500 cubic yards of soil impacted with
#2 fuel oil. The impacted soil was identified in 1992 at the former location of a 6,000‐gallon #2 fuel oil underground storage
tank ﴾“UST”﴿ that was located along the southwest corner of Building #41 ﴾DEC, 1998; ENSR, 2001﴿. In May and June 1992,
General Electric excavated approximately 500 cubic yards of the impacted soil for landfarming on part of the asphalt parking
lot located to the south of Building #41 ﴾DEC, 1998; ENSR, 2001﴿. Soil‐jar headspace photoionization detector ﴾“PID”﴿ screening
values of the impacted soil ranged from 0 to 400 ppm ﴾ENSR, 2001﴿. Seven soil samples were collected from the land‐farmed
soil in August 1992 for analysis of total hydrocarbons ﴾GE, 1992﴿. Analytical results ranged from 21 to 120 mg/kg. In a letter to
General Electric dated September 23, 1992, DEC approved of completion of the landfarming project and approved the land‐
farmed soil as daily cover at an offsite landfill ﴾DEC, 1992﴿. Due to the former location of this soil on asphalt, the relatively low
levels of total hydrocarbons, and the offsite disposal of this material, assessment of this area is not warranted. The other land‐
farmed soil described in the Work Plan remains on‐site and will be sampled during the proposed investigation.

Fourth, per our conversation on Tuesday ﴾1/5/2020﴿, we acknowledge DEC’s interest in better understanding whether PFAS‐containing
products may have been used at or transported to the Site by General Dynamics ﴾and GE before it﴿. Since our conversation we have
performed additional research to better understand the potential for PFAS to be present in the land‐farmed soil, as well as the
potential use of PFAS‐containing products in the plating process.

1.  PFAS in Landfarming Area:  Stone indicated that “Lubrizol” may have been present in the soil that was transported from a
release at what was formerly known by GED/GD as Building #61 to the east side of Building #41 ﴾the Site﴿ for landfarming.
Note: Building #61 is located on the west side of Queen City Park Road ﴾#179﴿, which is northwest of the Site and not on
property owned by Burton. The Material Safety Data Sheet ﴾MSDS﴿ for “Lubrizol 5345” was provided in GE Armament Systems
Department’s Status Report for the Building 61 Oil Cleanup and Landfarm Project report dated August 1990.   PFAS are not listed
in the MSDS sheet for Lubrizol 5345. MOCAYCO®, a distributor for Lubrizol, describes Lubrizol 5345 as an “extreme pressure
additive based on active sulfur and chlorine to be formulated in direct‐cut oils, semi‐synthetic and mineral‐type soluble cutting
oils.”  Based on this information, it cannot be established that PFAS were used in Building #61 and thereafter disposed of in the
land‐farmed soil; however, VHB understands that MSDSs are often proprietary and as a result the constituent information is
limited.  As such, in an exercise of conservatism Burton has agreed for PFAS analysis to be added to the soil sampling
assessment proposed in the landfarmed soil east of the building.

 
2.  PFAS from plating operations.  PFAS, specifically PFOS, was commonly used in chrome‐based plating operations as a chrome

fume suppressant to reduce hexavalent chromium vapors, until it was phased out between 2012 to 2015 ﴾NASF, 2019﴿. This type
of plating included hard and decorative chromium plating, chromic acid anodizing, and chromium etch for plating on plastic
processes ﴾NASF, 2019﴿. 

Based on our review of prior environmental reports and a 1985 EPA site visit, there was no mention of hard and decorative chromium
plating, chromic acid anodizing, and chromium etch occurring at the Site ﴾EPA, 1985; ENSR, 2001; EBI, 2005﴿. Rather, a phosphate
anodizing line was reportedly used at the Site ﴾ENSR, 2001; EBI, 2005﴿. Phosphating ﴾the term for phosphate plating﴿ is a non‐
chromated conversion process containing metal phosphates used mainly for some ferrous substrates and is generally used for
subsequent painting, oiling or lubrication films ﴾ECHA, 2021﴿. The industry standard for phosphating can include the addition of iron,
manganese, nickel, and/or zinc to the solution to bond with the metal phosphate ﴾EPA, 1998﴿. Hydrogen gas is a byproduct of
phosphating ﴾EPA, 1998; Duszczyk et al., 2018﴿, rather than hexavalent chromium vapors as is the case in chromium plating processes.
The phosphate plating line at the Site did not produce hexavalent chromium vapors. Hydrogen, a non‐toxic gas, is produced during
phosphating and would not have required mitigation.  The available information thus suggests that PFAS were not used in the plating
conducted at the Site. 
 



 
Finally, it is our understanding that PFAS have not been detected in the nearby South Burlington Fire District #1’s supply well, based
upon the recurring testing that is required by the State for public water supplies. Combined with the information described above
concerning the nature of the past plating operations, PFAS‐related groundwater sampling is not warranted at this time.
Please see attached our revised workplan, which I have left redlined using tracked changes for your convenience.  With your approval
of the revised Workplan ﴾attached – redline and pdf﴿, we are prepared to implement the currently proposed scope in the coming
weeks.
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Kurt
 
 
 
Kurt Muller, P.E.
Vermont Director of Site Investigation & Remediation

P 802.778.1278  M 802.343.0384
www.vhb.com
 

From: Provencher, Lynda <Lynda.Provencher@vermont.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 23, 2020 11:12 AM
To: Muller, Kurt <kmuller@vhb.com>
Cc: Justin Worthley (he/him) <JustinW@burton.com>; Daniel Voisin (dvoisin@stone‐env.com) <dvoisin@stone‐env.com>;
Coppolino, Patricia <Patricia.Coppolino@vermont.gov>
Subject: [External] VHB Workplan for 266 Queen City Park Rd (152 Industrial Parkway) ‐ Former GD facility
 
Good morning – I have reviewed VHB’s Site Investigation Work Plan dated December 15, 2020 for the Former General Dynamics
facility located at 266 Queen City Park Road in Burlington and am providing the following comments:
 

Additional detail must be provided regarding the number of soil samples to be collected in the area of the landfarmed
soils. The work plan states that three soil borings will be advanced but it is not clear how many soil samples will be lab
analyzed from these borings.
The VTDEC’s October 23, 2020 letter stated that due to the age of the current building, it is possible that PCBs are present
in building materials which, if present, could pose a risk to human health and the environment.  The DEC does not
regulate PCBs; therefore, we can only recommend that sampling occur to determine if a risk is present, but we can not
require sampling occur.  There is no current requirement by the VTDEC that indoor air be sampled in all buildings built
between 1950 and 1979.

 
I am also attaching comments received by Stone Environmental, who has been contracted by a local citizen’s group. 
 
Please address all comments received by January 7, 2021.  Feel free to contact me with any questions.
 
‐Lynda
 

 
Due to the coronavirus (COVID‑19), the Agency of Natural Resources is taking additional safety measures to protect our employees, partners and customers.
We are now working remotely and focused on keeping our normal business processes fully functional. We encourage you to communicate electronically or via
phone to the greatest extent possible.  Thank you for your patience and understanding that responses may occasionally be delayed.
 
Lynda Provencher |  Environmental Analyst (she/her)
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation
Waste Management and Prevention Division | Sites Management Section
Davis 1, 1 National Life Drive | Montpelier, VT 05620‑3704
(802)249‑5562



https://dec.vermont.gov/waste‑management/contaminated‑sites
 
 
 

From: Muller, Kurt <kmuller@vhb.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, December 15, 2020 10:35 AM
To: Provencher, Lynda <Lynda.Provencher@vermont.gov>
Subject: FOR YOUR REVIEW ‐ Workplan for 266 Queen City Park Rd (152 Industrial Parkway) ‐ Former GD facility
 
EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize and trust the sender.
Hi Lynda,
In response to the supplemental assessment of the above referenced site that was requested in the Oct. 23, 2020 letter from DEC to
Burton, VHB has prepared the attached Work Plan. 
On behalf of Burton, VHB is prepared to implement this plan as soon as possible.  Should you have any questions or comments,
please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 
Thanks,
Kurt
 
 
Kurt Muller, P.E.
Vermont Director of Site Investigation & Remediation

40 IDX Drive
Building 100, Suite 200
South Burlington, VT 05403‐7771
P 802.778.1278 | M 802.343.0384 | F 802.495.5130 
kmuller@vhb.com

Engineers | Scientists | Planners | Designers
www.vhb.com

VHB Viewpoints 
Explore trends and critical issues with our thought leaders.
 

This communication and any attachments to this are confidential and intended only for the recipient(s). Any other use, dissemination, copying, or disclosure of this
communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us and destroy it immediately. Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. is not
responsible for any undetectable alteration, virus, transmission error, conversion, media degradation, software error, or interference with this transmission or attachments
to this transmission.
Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. | info@vhb.com



   
 

December 22, 2020 
 
Lynda Provencher 
Environmental Analyst 
Waste Management and Prevention Division 
Vermont Department of Environmental Conservation 
1 National Life Drive, Davis West 
Montpelier, Vermont 05602 
Electronic delivery 
 
Stone Project No. 20-124 
Subject: Comments on Site Investigation Work Plan, Burton Property, 266 Queen City Park 
Road, Burlington, Vermont 
 

Dear Lynda, 

On behalf of South Burlington Fire District #1 (SBFD1), Stone Environmental presents for your 
consideration the following review of the Work Plan for Site Investigation of the former General 
Dynamics Facility located at 266 Queen City Park Road in Burlington, Vermont (the Site). The 
Work Plan was prepared by Vanasse Hangen Brustlin, Inc. (VHB) and dated December 15, 2020 
for immediate implementation. As you are aware, SBFD1 is a community water system located 
approximately 1,050 feet south of the Site and should be considered a nearby sensitive receptor 
and is an interested party with respect to effective and appropriate environmental management 
of the Site.  

Our review of the Work Plan has revealed several shortcomings with the approach to the Site 
Investigation that we feel require further explanation and revision to the document.   

Site Investigation Approach 

Under Subchapter 3 of the IRule, the Site Investigation shall include a preliminary conceptual 
site model (CSM). The CSM should consider all existing Site data, geology and hydrogeology, 
historical land use practices, contaminants of concern, points of release, sources of 
contamination, media of interest, fate and transport mechanisms of contaminants in the 
environment, and sensitive receptors. It is a dynamic construct that is continually updated as 
more information are available. Essentially, the CSM is comprised of hypotheses on how 
contaminants were released, where they reside, and their migration pathways; it is the basis of 
the Site Investigation, remediation, and management of the Site. The Work Plan, as presented, 
does not present the required elements pursuant the I-Rule (§35-303) and, subsequently, the 
basis of the Site Investigation lacks comprehensive understanding of the Site. Specific elements 
that are not adequately addressed include: 



 

2 

1) The understanding of groundwater hydrogeology of the Site is based on a) Site-specific 
data from five wells (Wehran, 1989) installed to assess release(s) of former underground 
storage tank in the northern end of the property and b) anecdotal observations of local 
features (e.g., the nearby railroad right-of-way ditch). Despite this limited understanding 
of Site hydrogeology and potential threat to nearby sensitive receptors, there is no 
groundwater assessment proposed as part of the upcoming Site Investigation. While the 
design of the investigation may be such that an iterative approach is intended, such as 
starting with soil gas and transition to groundwater, this approach is not detailed within 
the Work Plan. We feel the omission of groundwater assessment at this stage is a critical 
error. Assumptions of hydraulic head distribution and groundwater quality should be 
demonstrated through collection of data. To begin, the groundwater assessment should 
both confirm or establish site-wide hydraulic head distribution and groundwater 
concentrations of Site contaminants of concern along the southern property boundary. 

2) Description of geologic conditions at the Site are based on nine soil borings in the 
northern end of the Site (Wehran, 1989) and few locations performed to assess releases 
from sumps within the building. The Work Plan notes that clay is present beneath 
overlying fill and silt and that the clay unit is an aquitard thereby dismissing downward 
migration of contaminants.  To date, no data are provided for unconsolidated deposits in 
the southern half of the Site, however, if trends observed in the north are true in the 
south, the contact between fill and lacustrine deposits may dip to the south1. With the 
known use of chlorinated solvents on site including a documented release of 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA), subsurface stratigraphy and the geometry of bedding planes 
and contacts between units can result in migration of contaminants in directions that 
vary greatly from hydraulic gradients. Furthermore, subsurface utilities including water 
and sewer lines could serve as a preferential pathway for Site contaminants. Further 
characterization of Site geology is necessary to evaluate mechanisms of transport in the 
subsurface. 

3) Past land use of the Site has included over 40 years of manufacturing to support 
armament production including plastic molding, plating, and assembly along with 
ancillary Site activities.  

a. Contaminants of concern include metals, solvents, paints, petroleum, 
polychlorinated biphenyls, and various inorganics that, if released, have the 
potential to impact soil, soil gas, groundwater, and surface water. The proposed 

                                                   
1 Geologic descriptions provided within the Wehran report indicate that the fill unit thins to the north. 
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Site Investigation focusses on VOCs in soil gas beneath the Site building, SVOCs, 
PCBs, and metals in shallow soil within one of the two land farm areas, and PCBs 
in concrete within the building.  Using this limited approach as a basis to focus 
future investigation has the potential to miss impacted areas of the Site.  

b. According to accounts of past employees, as mentioned in the Work Plan, 
manufacturing of wire was not performed on Site. However, according to the 
December 4, 1984 trip report by VT DEC, 4,4-methylene bis [2-chloroaniline] – a 
resin used in cable manufacturing – was produced by General Electric at that time. 
It is uncertain whether this material was produced or used at the Site.  

c. While the Work Plan notes that electrical wire was not manufactured on Site, per 
and poly fluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) were commonly used within the plating 
industry dating to 1954.  In addition, the Site was used for landfarming soils 
contaminated during a spill at the nearby Building #61 facility (formerly 80 
Industrial Avenue, 180 Queen City Park Road). Chemicals used within Building 
#61, may or may not have been in use at the Site but were deposited on the Site 
during the land farm; these chemicals may have included those that contain 
PFAS2. Based on the current Site understanding and the lack evidence to the 
contrary, we believe that PFAS should remain a contaminant of concern for the 
Site and warrants assessment. 

d. Potential and known points of entry for contaminants at the Site are numerous 
and likely changed over the time that the plant operated.  

i. According to historical reports reviewed, it was common practice that 
industrial wastewater was periodically discharged to the municipal sewer. 
Breaks within the sewer service main or holding tanks may serve as a point 
of entry to the subsurface at the Site and may transmit contaminants that 
are removed from proposed investigation areas.  

ii. Intentional disposal of wastes at the Site and two land farms of 
contaminated soils  

iii. Subsurface obstructions, such as legacy footers remaining from the 
construction of an addition to the Site building in 1979 and other 

                                                   
2 Material safety data sheets provided within the August 1990 Status Report for Building 61 Oil Cleanup and 
Landfarm Project include “Lubrizol”.  Initial review of available information on this product indicates Lubrizol is 
trade name for a wide array of products used for coatings some of which contain PFAS. 
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foundations, may inhibit contamination movement in soil gas below the 
slab.   

The Work Plan approach to the soil gas assessment should be robust enough to 
account for the variability of site conditions. In addition, the status of the land 
farm area to the south of the Site building should be assessed for the presence of 
contaminants of concern at concentrations above relevant regulatory criteria.  

4) Recent manufacturing processes, specifically those performed at the Site while under 
Burton’s ownership are not presented. The use and generation of wastes from these 
processes should be included within the Work Plan. 

5) While the Site is currently zoned for commercial use, residential neighborhoods are 
present nearby and institutional controls have not been placed within the land record. At 
a minimum, we ask that reporting limits should allow for the comparison of 
concentration data to residential standards.  

Clarity is also warranted on a few errors within the report, specifically: 

• On page 5, first full paragraph, the report includes a statement that 1,2-dichloroethane 
was detected in sub slab soils in 2000 by General Dynamics but is abbreviated as 1,2-DCE 
and later as 1,2-DEC. 1,2-Dichloroethane is typically abbreviated as 1,2-DCA due to the 
presence of a single bond within the ethane molecule. Dichloroethene (DCE) includes a 
double bond and has three isomers – cis-1,2-DCE, trans-1,2-DCE, and 1,1-DCE. Prior 
reports mention DCE without distinguishing between isomers. As toxicity, breakdown 
pathways, and regulatory criteria for these compounds vary, further clarity is needed as to 
which specific compound or compounds are present at the Site.  

• Figures 1 through 4 refer to the Site as formerly 180 Industrial Parkway however the Work 
Plan text refers to the site as formerly having an address of 152 Industrial Parkway. 

Based on our review of available documents and our understanding of the Site, we present the 
following recommendations: 

1. Groundwater assessment should be performed Site-wide and include an evaluation to the 
potential for off-Site migration to the south and east.  

a. Hydraulic head determination should be performed Site-wide. 

b. Groundwater quality assessment should be performed along the southern property 
boundary to evaluate potential migration toward nearby potable water sources including 
the SBFD #1 well protection area and VELCO substation well. 
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2. Geologic assessment should be performed contemporaneously with the groundwater 
assessment to evaluate the geometry of the silt-clay contact.  

3. An assessment of the various Site contaminants of concern should be performed of all 
potential release mechanisms and source areas. Samples should be collected that are 
representative of potentially impacted media and analyzed for relevant Site contaminants 
of concern. 

4. Samples of groundwater and soil should be collected to specifically assess for the 
presence/absence and degree, nature, and extent of PFAS in the environment.  

Thank you for taking the time to consider our thoughts on this matter. We appreciate the 
opportunity to work with you to ensure the SBFD #1 source protection area can remain a reliable 
source of drinking water for this community.  

Please feel free to reach out with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Daniel T. Voisin 
Senior Geologist, Director of Environmental Assessment and Remediation 
Direct Phone / 802.229.1875 
Mobile / 802.279.8174 
E-Mail / dvoisin@stone-env.com 
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STATE OF VERMONT
NATURAL RESOURCES BOARD

DISTRICT 4 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION

Act 250 Land Use Permit Application )
#4C0174-6 & 4C0368-3 )
The Burton Corporation, Burlington )

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Stephen Crowley, certify that on March 5, 2021, I served copies of the  SBFD#1
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS FOR MARCH 10 HEARING and associated exhibits on behalf of  the
South Burlington Fire District #1 to the service list below by email:

By Email:

Thomas A. Little, Chair
District 4 Environmental Commission
111 West Street
Essex Junction, VT 05452
NRB.Act250Essex@vermont.gov
aaron.brondyke@vermont.gov

The Burton Corporation
c/o JustinWorthley, Mike Fialko-Casey, Eric
Bergstrom
180 Queen City Park Road
Burlington, VT 05401
justinw@burton.com;
MikeF@burton.com;
ericb@burton.com

Brian Dunkiel, Jonathan Rose, Malachi
Brennan
Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand,
PLLC
91 College Street, P.O. Box 545
Burlington, Vermont 05402-0545
bdunkiel@dunkielsaunders.com;
jrose@dunkielsaunders.com;
mbrennan@dunkielsaunders.com

John Caulo
LandPlan Development Services, LLC  61
Central Avenue
Burlington, VT 05401
John.caulo@gmail.com

Tyler Barnard, Paul Boisvert

Engineering Ventures
208 Flynn Ave, Suite 2A
Burlington, VT 05401
tylerb@engineeringventures.com
paulb@engineeringventures.com

Susan Molzon, Senior Engineer  Burlington
Department of Public Works
645 Pine Street
Burlington, VT 05401
smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov

Katherine Schad, Town Clerk
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning
Commission
City of Burlington
149 Church Street
Burlington, VT 05401
burlingtontownclerk@burlingtonvt.gov
lolberg@burlingtonvt.gov
jshannon@burlingtonvt.gov

Donna Kinville, Town Clerk
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning
Commission
City of South Burlington
575 Dorset Street
South Burlington, VT 05403
dkinville@sburl.com
abolduc@sburl.com
pconner@sburl.com
memery@sburl.com

mailto:smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov


Attn: Sharon Behar & Stephen Caflisch  c/o Jed
Lowy, SBFD #1 PC Chair  South Burlington Fire
District #1
c/o Mandy McDermott
5 Pine Place
South Burlington, VT 05403
j3lowy@gmail.com

Taylor Newton
Chittenden County Regional Planning
Commission
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202
Winooski, VT 05404
permitting@ccrpcvt.org
TNewton@ccrpcvt.org

Agency of Natural Resources
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2
Montpelier, VT 05602-3901
ANR.Act250@vermont.gov

Dept. of Public Service
112 State Street, Drawer 20
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601
barry.murphy@vermont.gov
PSD.VTDPS@vermont.gov

VTrans Policy, Planning & Research Bureau
Barre City Place
219 N. Main Street
Barre, VT 05641
AOT.Act250@vermont.gov

Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets
116 State Street, Drawer 20
Montpelier, VT 05620-2901
AGR.Act250@vermont.gov

Division for Historic Preservation
National Life Building, Drawer 20
Montpelier, VT 05620
scott.dillon@vermont.gov
james.duggan@vermont.gov
ACCD.ProjectReview@vermont.gov

Colin McNeil
McNeil, Leddy & Sheahan, P.C.  271
South Union Street
Burlington, VT 05401
cmcneil@mcneilvt.com

Counsel for the City of South Burlington

James A. Dumont, Esq.
Law Offices of James A. Dumont P.C.  15
Main Street
PO Box 229
Bristol, VT 05443
dumont@gmavt.net
Counsel for Smith, Waters, Turner, Logan,  de
Terra, Goodman, Landauer, Bratt,  O’Neill,
Walrath, Herrick, Ellis, and Copp

Sabrinajoy Milbury
8 Maple Ave
South Burlington, VT 05403
sabrinajoymilbury@gmail.com

Kerry Anderson
3 Maple Ave
South Burlington, VT 05403
28sabre@comcast.net

Lori Hayes
3 Lyons Ave
South Burlington, VT 05403
lorihayes151515@gmail.com

Harris Roen
46 Scarff Avenue
Burlington, VT 05401
harris@roen.net

Mark Furnari
mark.furnari@gmail.com

Dated at South Burlington, Vermont, March 5,
2021.

By:  Stephen Crowley
Asst Water Operator

mailto:28sabre@comcast.net


 

 

 

  

 

 March 8, 2021 

Via First Class Mail & Email 

Aaron Brondyke, State Coordinator 
District 4 Environmental Commission 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT 05452 
NRB.Act250Essex@vermont.gov 
 
Re: Act 250 Land Use Permit Application Nos. 4C0174-6, 4C0368-3 – The Burton 

Corporation, Burlington 

 

Dear Aaron: 

Applicant Burton Corporation (“Burton”) of the above-referenced land use permits 
submits the attached Wastewater and Potable Water Supply Permits, Nos. WW-4-2436-2 & WW-
4-0489-4 for the involved properties.   

Please let me know if you or the Commission have any questions about this updated 
information.   

 

 Sincerely,  

 

 

 Brian Dunkiel 
 On behalf of the Burton Corporation 

 

cc:  Service List 

 



   
State of Vermont   Agency of Natural Resources 
Department of Environmental Conservation                          Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection Division 
  

WASTEWATER SYSTEM AND POTABLE WATER SUPPLY PERMIT 
 

LAWS/REGULATIONS INVOLVED 
10 V.S.A. Chapter 64, Potable Water Supply and Wastewater System Permit 

Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Rules, Effective April 12, 2019 
 

 
Regional Offices – Montpelier/Essex Jct./Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury 

 

Permittee(s): Burton Corporation 
180 Queen City Park Road  
Burlington,  VT 05401 

 Permit Number: 
 

WW-4-0489-4 
 

This permit affects the following property/properties in the City of  Burlington, Vermont: 
Lot Parcel SPAN Acres Book/Page #’s 
1 060-1-057-000 114-035-20462 8.60 Book:536 Page:697 

This application, consisting of the relocation of an existing sewer line for an existing commercial  building 
on an existing, 8.60 acre parcel utilizing municipal water and wastewater services,  located at 180 Queen 
City Park Road, Burlington, VT 05401 in Burlington, Vermont, is hereby approved under the requirements 
of the regulations named above subject to the following conditions. Any person aggrieved by this permit 
may appeal to the Environmental Court within 30 days of the date of issuance of this permit in accordance 
with 10 V.S.A. Chapter 220 and the Vermont Rules of Environmental Court Proceedings. 

1. GENERAL 

1.1 The permittee is responsible to record this permit in the City of Burlington Land Records within 30 
days of issuance of this permit and prior to the conveyance of any lot subject to the jurisdiction of this 
permit. 

1.2 The permittee is responsible to record the design and installation certifications and other documents 
that are required to be filed under these Rules or under a permit condition in the City of Burlington 
Land Records. 

1.3 Each assign or successor in interest shall be shown a copy of the Wastewater System and Potable Water 
Supply Permit and the stamped plan(s) prior to the conveyance of a lot. 

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

1.5 This permit does not relieve the landowner from obtaining all other approvals and permits from other 
State Agencies or Departments, or local officials prior to construction. 

1.6 All conditions set forth in WW-4-0489-3 shall remain in effect except as amended or modified 
herein. 

2. CONSTRUCTION  

2.1 Construction shall be completed as shown on the plans and/or documents prepared by Engineering 
Ventures PC (Paul M. Boisvert), with the stamped plans listed as follows: 

Title Sheet  Plan Date Revision 
Existing Conditions C1.1 Mar 13 2020 10-23-20 

Demolition Plan 1 of 2 C1.3 Mar 13 2020 10-23-20 
Grading and Utility Plan C2.1 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 

Sewer Profile 1 of 2 C2.2 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 
Sewer Details C3.6 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 

Bill.Zabiloski
Notice of recording



Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Permit  
WW-4-0489-4   Page 2 of 2 
 

Water Details C3.7 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 

2.2 Construction of wastewater systems or potable water supplies, or buildings or structures (as defined by 
the Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Rules), or campgrounds, not depicted on the stamped 
plans, or identified in this permit, is not allowed without prior approval by the Drinking Water and 
Groundwater Protection Division. 

3. INSPECTIONS 

3.1 No permit issued by the Secretary shall be valid for a substantially completed wastewater system until 
the Secretary receives a signed and dated certification from a qualified Vermont Licensed Designer (or 
where allowed, the installer) on a Secretary-approved form that states:  

“I hereby certify that, in the exercise of my reasonable professional judgment, the installation-related 
information submitted is true and correct and the wastewater system was installed in accordance with 
the permitted design and all permit conditions, were inspected, were properly tested, and have 
successfully met those performance tests”  

or which satisfies the requirements of §1-311 of the referenced rules. 

4. DESIGN FLOW 

4.1 Lot use and design flows (gpd) shall correspond to the following:  

Lot Building Use / Design Flow Basis Wastewater Water 
1 Commercial building with 325 employees  4,875 4,875 

5. WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

5.1 The lot/project is  approved for connection to the City of Burlington wastewater treatment 
facility as depicted on the plan(s) stamped by the Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection 
Division.  

6. POTABLE WATER SUPPLY 

6.1 The lot/project is approved with the existing  connection to the water supply system owned by the City 
of Burlington as depicted on the plan(s) stamped by the Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection 
Division. 

 
Peter Walke, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
 
Dated December 21, 2020  
 

By   
William E.  Zabiloski, Environmental Analyst VI 
Essex Junction Regional Office 
Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection Division 
 

cc:       Engineering Ventures PC   
 

Bill.Zabiloski
Notice of recording



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify on this 8th day of March, 2021, a copy of the foregoing letter from Acting Chief of Police Jon Murad of the City of Burlington concerning Act 

250 Land Use Permit Application 4C0174-6,4C0368-3, was sent to the following individuals by email at the addresses listed. 

 

 

The Burton Corporation 
c/o Justin Worthley, Mike Fialko-Casey, Eric Bergstrom 
180 Queen City Park Road 
Burlington, VT 05401 
justinw@burton.com; MikeF@burton.com; ericb@burton.com  
 
John Caulo 
LandPlan Development Services, LLC 
61 Central Avenue 
Burlington, VT  05401 
John.caulo@gmail.com  
 
Tyler Barnard 
Engineering Ventures 
208 Flynn Ave, Suite 2A 
Burlington, VT 05401 
tylerb@engineeringventures.com  
 
Brian Dunkiel, Jonathan Rose, Malachi Brennan 
Dunkiel Saunders Elliott Raubvogel & Hand, PLLC 
91 College Street, P.O. Box 545 
Burlington, Vermont 05402-0545 
bdunkiel@dunkielsaunders.com; jrose@dunkielsaunders.com; 
mbrennan@dunkielsaunders.com  
 
Katherine Schad, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning Commission 
City of Burlington 
149 Church Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
burlingtontownclerk@burlingtonvt.gov; lolberg@burlingtonvt.gov; 
jshannon@burlingtonvt.gov  
 
Susan Molzon, Senior Engineer 
Burlington Department of Public Works 
645 Pine Street 
Burlington, VT  05401 
smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov  
 
Colin McNeil 
McNeil, Leddy & Sheahan, P.C. 
271 South Union Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
cmcneil@mcneilvt.com  
 
Donna Kinville, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning Commission 
City of South Burlington 
575 Dorset Street 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
dkinville@sburl.com; abolduc@sburl.com; pconner@sburl.com; 
memery@sburl.com 
 
Stephen Crowley, Asst. Water Operator 
South Burlington Fire District #1 
12 Pleasant Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
steve.crowley1@gmail.com  
 
Taylor Newton 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT  05404 
permitting@ccrpcvt.org; TNewton@ccrpcvt.org 
 
Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT  05602-3901 
ANR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
 
 
 

Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 
barry.murphy@vermont.gov; PSD.VTDPS@vermont.gov 
 
VTrans Policy, Planning & Research Bureau 
Barre City Place 
219 N. Main Street 
Barre, VT 05641 
AOT.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
116 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2901 
AGR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Division for Historic Preservation 
National Life Building, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620 
ACCD.ProjectReview@vermont.gov 
 
FOR YOUR INFORMATION 

 
District 4 Environmental Commission 
  Thomas Little, Chair,  
  Monique Gilbert, Pam Loranger  
  111 West Street 
  Essex Junction, VT 05452 
nrb.act250essex@vermont.gov  
 
Luc Logan 
39 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
LALogan@hotmail.com  
 
Diane de Terra 
39 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
deterrafirma@gmail.com  
 
Lawrence Smith & Laura Waters 
50 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
wlbsmithvt@gmail.com; waterslj@gmail.com  
 
Almy Landauer 
161 Austin Drive, Unit 139 
Burlington, VT 05401 
almy.landauer@gmail.com 
 
Wendy Bratt 
52 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
wbratt@gmavt.net  
 
Doug Goodman/364 QCP Road LLC 
66 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
douggoodmanphoto@gmail.com  
 
Wendy Copp 
11 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
WendyCopp@msn.com 
 
Sabrinajoy Milbury 
8 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
sabrinajoymilbury@gmail.com  
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Sharon O’Neill 
20 Arthur Court 
Burlington, VT 05401 
grayoak2@msn.com 
 
 
Dana Walrath 
42 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
dana.walrath@gmail.com  
 
Stephanie Herrick 
161 Austin Drive, Unit #151 
Burlington, VT 05401 
stephherrick@myfairpoint.net 
 
Michael Turner 
110 Central Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
comittina@comcast.net  
 
Janice Ellis 
161 Austin Drive #83 
Burlington, VT  05401 
redosier@comcast.net  
 
Kerry Anderson 
3 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT  05403 
28sabre@comcast.net  
 
Lori Hayes 
3 Lyons Ave 
South Burlington, VT  05403 
lorihayes151515@gmail.com  
 
Harris Roen 
46 Scarff Avenue 
Burlington, VT 05401 
harris@roen.net  
 
Mark Furnari 
mark.furnari@gmail.com  
 
 
Dated at Hinesburg, Vermont, this 8th day of March, 2021. 
 
By: /S/ Kimberlee J. Sturtevant 
 Kimberlee J. Sturtevant, Esq. 

Assistant City Attorney 
Office of City Attorney & Corporation Counsel 
149 Church St., Room 11 
Burlington, VT 05401 
(802) 865-7121 
 
ksturtevant@burlingtonvt.gov 
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State of Vermont   Agency of Natural Resources 
Department of Environmental Conservation                          Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection Division 
  

WASTEWATER SYSTEM AND POTABLE WATER SUPPLY PERMIT 
 

LAWS/REGULATIONS INVOLVED 
10 V.S.A. Chapter 64, Potable Water Supply and Wastewater System Permit 

Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Rules, Effective April 12, 2019 
 

 
Regional Offices – Montpelier/Essex Jct./Rutland/Springfield/St. Johnsbury 

 

Permittee(s): Burton Corporation 
180 Queen City Park Road  
Burlington,  VT 05401 

 Permit Number: 
 

WW-4-2436-2 
 

This permit affects the following property/properties in the City of Burlington, Vermont: 
Lot Parcel SPAN Acres Book/Page #’s 
1 060-1-058-000 114-035-20463 6.90 Book:1006 Page:697 

This application, consisting of a mixed use building for 74 employees, 15 skate park participants with 6 
spectators, a food concession area, a performance space with capacity for 1,500 attendees, and a restaurant 
with 150 seats serving 2 meals/day on an existing, 6.90 acre parcel, utilizing municipal water and 
wastewater services, located at 266 Queen City Park Road in the City of Burlington, Vermont, is hereby 
approved under the requirements of the regulations named above subject to the following conditions. Any 
person aggrieved by this permit may appeal to the Environmental Court within 30 days of the date of 
issuance of this permit in accordance with 10 V.S.A. Chapter 220 and the Vermont Rules of Environmental 
Court Proceedings. 

1. GENERAL 

1.1 The permittee is responsible to record this permit in the City of Burlington Land Records within 30 
days of issuance of this permit and prior to the conveyance of any lot subject to the jurisdiction of this 
permit. 

1.2 The permittee is responsible to record the design and installation certifications and other documents 
that are required to be filed under these Rules or under a permit condition in the City of  Burlington 
Land Records. 

1.3 Each assign or successor in interest shall be shown a copy of the Wastewater System and Potable Water 
Supply Permit and the stamped plan(s) prior to the conveyance of a lot. 

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

1.5 This permit does not relieve the landowner from obtaining all other approvals and permits from other 
State Agencies or Departments, or local officials prior to construction. 

1.6 All conditions set forth in WW-4-2436-1  shall remain in effect except as amended or modified 
herein. 

2. CONSTRUCTION  

2.1 Construction shall be completed as shown on the plans and/or documents prepared by Engineering 
Ventures PC (Paul M. Boisvert), with the stamped plans listed as follows: 

Title Sheet  Plan Date Revision 
Existing Conditions C1.1 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 

Demolition Plan 2 of 2 C1.4 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 
Grading and Utility Plan C2.1 Mar 13 2020 12-9-20 

Bill.Zabiloski
Notice of recording



Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Permit  
WW-4-2436-2   Page 2 of 3 
 

Sewer Profile 2 of 2 C2.3 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 
Sewer Details C3.6 Mar 13 2020 12-9-20 
Water Details C3.7 Mar 13 2020 10-15-20 

2.2 Construction of wastewater systems or potable water supplies, or buildings or structures (as defined by 
the Wastewater System and Potable Water Supply Rules), or campgrounds, not depicted on the stamped 
plans, or identified in this permit, is not allowed without prior approval by the Drinking Water and 
Groundwater Protection Division. 

3. INSPECTIONS 

3.1 No permit issued by the Secretary shall be valid for a substantially completed potable water supply and 
wastewater system until the Secretary receives a signed and dated certification from a qualified 
Vermont Licensed Designer (or where allowed, the installer) on a Secretary-approved form that states:  

“I hereby certify that, in the exercise of my reasonable professional judgment, the installation-related 
information submitted is true and correct and the potable water supply and wastewater system were 
installed in accordance with the permitted design and all permit conditions, were inspected, were 
properly tested, and have successfully met those performance tests”  

or which satisfies the requirements of §1-311 of the referenced rules. 

4. DESIGN FLOW 

4.1 Lot use and design flows (gpd) shall correspond to the following:  

Lot Building Use / Design Flow Basis Wastewater Water 
1 74 employees, 15 skate park participants with 6 spectators, a 

food concession area, a performance space with capacity for 
1,500 attendees, and a restaurant with 150 seats serving 2 

meals/day 

9,690 9,690 

5. WASTEWATER SYSTEM 

5.1 The lot/project s approved for connection to the City of Burlington  wastewater treatment 
facility as depicted on the plan(s) stamped by the Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection 
Division.  

5.2 This permit is based, in part, on a determination by the municipality that sufficient capacity exists in 
the wastewater treatment facility and associated sanitary sewer collection line to accommodate the 
design flow of this project. This permit does not imply the municipality will grant allocation to the 
building.    

6. POTABLE WATER SUPPLY 

6.1 The lot/project is approved for connection to the water supply system owned by the City of Burlington   
as depicted on the plan(s) stamped by the Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection Division. 

6.2 This permit is based, in part, on a determination by the municipality that sufficient capacity exists in 
the municipal public water system to accommodate the design flow approved by this permit. This 
permit does not imply that the municipality will grant allocation for the building.  
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6.3 The landowner shall install and maintain backflow prevention devices that conform to Vermont 

Department of Public Safety standards and NFPA 13 for any connection of a sprinkler fire suppression 
system to a public drinking water system. 

 
Peter Walke, Commissioner 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
 
Dated January 7, 2021  
 

By    
William E.  Zabiloski, Environmental Analyst VI 
Essex Junction Regional Office 
Drinking Water and Groundwater Protection Division 
 

cc:        Engineering Ventures PC 
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STATE OF VERMONT 
NATURAL RESOURSES BOARD 

DISTRICT 4 ENVIRONMENTAL COMMISSION 

 
Act 250 Land Use Permit Application ) 
#4C0174-6 & 4C0368-3 ) 
The Burton Corporation, Burlington ) 
 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I, Grace Grundhauser, certify that on March 8, 2021, I served copies of Wastewater and 
Potable Water Supply Permits, Nos. WW-4-2436-2 & WW-4-0489-4 on behalf of the Burton 
Corporation in the above-referenced proceeding to the service list below by the delivery method 
noted:  
 
By Email: 

Thomas A. Little, Chair 
District 4 Environmental Commission 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT 05452 
NRB.Act250Essex@vermont.gov 
aaron.brondyke@vermont.gov 
By Email and First Class Mail 
 
John Caulo 
LandPlan Development Services, LLC 
61 Central Avenue 
Burlington, VT 05401 
John.caulo@gmail.com 
 
Tyler Barnard, Paul Boisvert 
Engineering Ventures 
208 Flynn Ave, Suite 2A 
Burlington, VT 05401 
tylerb@engineeringventures.com 
paulb@engineeringventures.com 
 
Susan Molzon, Senior Engineer 
Burlington Department of Public Works 
645 Pine Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
smolzon@burlingtonvt.gov

Katherine Schad, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning 
Commission 
City of Burlington 
149 Church Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
burlingtontownclerk@burlingtonvt.gov 
lolberg@burlingtonvt.gov 
jshannon@burlingtonvt.gov 
 
Donna Kinville, Town Clerk 
Chair, Selectboard/Chair, Planning 
Commission 
City of South Burlington 
575 Dorset Street 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
dkinville@sburl.com 
abolduc@sburl.com 
pconner@sburl.com 
memery@sburl.com  
 
Stephen Crowley, Asst. Water Operator 
South Burlington Fire District #1 
12 Pleasant Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
steve.crowley1@gmail.com



Attn: Sharon Behar & Stephen Caflisch 
c/o Jed Lowy, SBFD #1 PC Chair 
South Burlington Fire District #1 
c/o Mandy McDermott 
5 Pine Place 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
j3lowy@gmail.com 
 
Taylor Newton 
Chittenden County Regional Planning 
Commission 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT 05404 
permitting@ccrpcvt.org 
TNewton@ccrpcvt.org 
 
Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT 05602-3901 
ANR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 
barry.murphy@vermont.gov 
PSD.VTDPS@vermont.gov 
 
VTrans Policy, Planning & Research Bureau 
Barre City Place 
219 N. Main Street 
Barre, VT 05641 
AOT.Act250@vermont.gov 
 
Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
116 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2901 
AGR.Act250@vermont.gov

Division for Historic Preservation 
National Life Building, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620 
scott.dillon@vermont.gov 
james.duggan@vermont.gov 
ACCD.ProjectReview@vermont.gov 
 
Colin McNeil 
McNeil, Leddy & Sheahan, P.C. 
271 South Union Street 
Burlington, VT 05401 
cmcneil@mcneilvt.com 
Counsel for the City of South Burlington 
 
James A. Dumont, Esq. 
Law Offices of James A. Dumont P.C. 
15 Main Street 
PO Box 229 
Bristol, VT 05443 
dumont@gmavt.net 
Counsel for Smith, Waters, Turner, Logan, 
de Terra, Goodman, Landauer, Bratt, 
O’Neill, Walrath, Herrick, Ellis, and Copp 
 
Sabrinajoy Milbury 
8 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
sabrinajoymilbury@gmail.com 
 
Kerry Anderson 
3 Maple Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
28sabre@comcast.net



Lori Hayes 
3 Lyons Ave 
South Burlington, VT 05403 
lorihayes151515@gmail.com 
 
Harris Roen 
46 Scarff Avenue 
Burlington, VT 05401 
harris@roen.net 
 
Mark Furnari 
mark.furnari@gmail.com

 

 
 
Dated at Burlington, Vermont, this 8th day of March, 2021.   

 
 

By: /s/ Grace Grundhauser 
 Grace Grundhauser 
 Paralegal 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

TO:   District 4 Environmental Commission 

   c/o Aaron J. Brondyke, State Coordinator 

   ref Case No. 4C0174-6, 4C0368-3 

FROM:  Acting Chief of Police Jon Murad 

DATE:  February 9, 2021 

RE:   Reiterating Burlington Police Department Letter of Support for Burton’s Burlington 

   Hub / Higher Ground Performing Arts Center and application for an Act 250 permit 

 

In letters dated April 17, 2020, and April 30, 2020 (attached at bottom), the Burlington Police 

Department (BPD) offered its support to the Burlington Development Review Board for a 

proposal by Burton to develop a mixed-use facility in Burlington’s south end. 

 

In the ten months since, the Burlington City Council has drastically limited the BPD’s authorized 

headcount, and the BPD now foresees significant service reductions. Neighbors have cited 

these potential reductions as a source of concern about the project. These possible reductions 

do not change our support of the Burton project, however. 

 

Both Mayor Miro Weinberger and I have publicly expressed concerns about the staffing 

trajectory, but both of us are also committed to doing all that we can to continue providing 

public safety staffing at levels Burlingtonians expect. Nevertheless, service disruptions are 

possible, particularly from 0300 hours to 0730 hours, which is the BPD’s Midnight Shift. The 

rationale for locating disruptions in those hours is to prioritize patrol for the Day Shift and the 

Evening Shift. This means that even if service disruptions become necessary, BPD will maintain 

coverage until 0300 hours. Thus, the period of possible service disruption does not overlap 

Burton’s anticipated hours of operation. Furthermore, I am hopeful that the service disruptions 

may be addressed by new resource deployments by the time the pandemic has ended and the 

Burton mixed-use facility is open for business. 

 

Stipulating that the BPD still expects the project leads to adhere to the Operational 

Management Plan discussed in my letter of April 20, 2020, the BPD reiterates its support of 

Burton’s Conditional Use application. 

 

 

_________________________ 

Jon Murad, Acting Chief of Police 









 

HEARING RECESS ORDER 
 
 

 
State of Vermont 
Natural Resources Board 
District 4 Environmental Commission [phone] 802-879-5614 
111 West Street 
Essex Junction, VT  05452 
https://nrb.vermont.gov/ 

 
 

 
CASE NO:  4C1301-3 LAWS/REGULATIONS INVOLVED 

BC Community Housing, LLC 
PO Box 1335 
Burlington, VT  05402 

 
351-375 North Avenue Home Owners 
Association, LLC 
PO Box 1335 
Burlington, VT 05402 

10 V.S.A. §§ 6001 - 6111 (Act 250) 
 
 
 
  

 

I. Introduction 

On November 30, 2020, BC Community Housing, LLC, and 351-375 North Avenue Home Owners 
Association, LLC (the “Applicants”) filed application number 4C1301-3 for the following 
revisions to the Cambrian Rise Development: (a) increasing the maximum number of units for 
the Cambrian Rise Development from 739 to 770; (b) increasing the maximum number of hotel 
rooms from 42 to 50; (c) increasing the maximum square footage of commercial space to 112,600 
square feet; (d) converting one level of understory parking in Building C to residential units for 
a total of 125 units; (e) altering Building M by adding an additional floor for a total of six floors, 
increasing the building footprint for a total of 117 units, adding a second level of understory 
parking, expanding the surface parking, revised landscaping, and façade changes; (f) adding an 
additional floor to Building P for a total of five floors; and (g) adding an additional floor to 
Building Q/R for a total of six floors. The project is located at 311-375 North Avenue in Burlington, 
Vermont. This application was deemed complete on December 29, 2020 after the receipt of 
supplemental evidence.  A copy of the application and plans for this project are available for 
review online at the Natural Resources Board web site (http://nrb.vermont.gov) by clicking on 
"Act 250 Database" and entering project number 4C1301-3. 

The Commission convened a Prehearing Conference for application 4C1301-3 on February 5, 
2021, for the purpose of identifying contested facts and legal issues, discussing party status, and 
determining a hearing schedule.  Pursuant to Executive Order 01-20 and associated Addenda and 
Directives issued by Governor Scott based upon the coronavirus (COVID-19) emergency, and as 
authorized under Act 92 (2020), this prehearing conference was conducted remotely via Microsoft 

http://nrb.vermont.gov/
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Teams video conferencing software.  The Prehearing Conference was conducted pursuant to Act 
250 Rule 16, with Chair Thomas A. Little presiding.  Prior to the prehearing conference, a site visit 
was held at the project site. 

On March 1, 2021, the Commission held a Hearing for application 4C1301-3. The Hearing was 
conducted remotely via Microsoft Teams video conferencing software.  Pursuant to Act 250 Rule 
13(B), the Commission recessed the Hearing pending submittal of additional information by the 
Parties as set forth below. 

II. Party Status 

1. The following persons are entitled to party status pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 6085(c)(1): 

A. The Applicants, by Eric Farrell and Sonya Enright of BC Community Housing, LLC and 
Farrell Real Estate at the Prehearing Conference and Hearing; Dave Marshall of Civil 
Engineering Associates at the Hearing; Corey Mack of Resource Systems Group, Inc. at 
the Hearing; and Michael Buscher of T. J. Boyle Associates at the Hearing.  

B. The Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission (“CCRPC”) at the Prehearing 
Conference and Hearing by Taylor Newton and through an entry of appearance dated 
February 9, 2021 by Charlie Baker. CCRPC is a statutory party. 

C. The Vermont Agency of Transportation (“VTrans”) through an entry of appearance 
dated February 4, 2021 by Christopher Clow. VTrans is a statutory party. 

D. The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources (“ANR”) through an entry of appearance 
dated February 4, 2021 by Jennifer Mojo. ANR is a statutory party. 

E. The Vermont Division for Historic Preservation (“VDHP”) at the Hearing by Elizabeth 
Peebles. VDHP is a statutory party.  

2. No other persons were present at the Prehearing Conference or Hearing and no requests for 
party status or Friends of the Commission status were made. 

Pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 6085(c)(6), the Commission will re-examine its party status decisions prior 
to the close of the Hearing and will state its final party status decisions either in the decision it 
issues on the case or in a separate memorandum. 

III. Supplemental Evidence 

Pursuant to Act 250 Rule 20(A), and with regard to the testimony provided, the Commission 
requires that the Applicant submit the following information: 

1. Water and wastewater allocation letters that relate to the proposed project, or other 
documentation showing that the proposed project’s impacts are fully covered by prior 
allocation letters.  

2. Cross section plans depicting the grade and proposed building heights that were shown 
at the Hearing. 
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IV. Order 

1. The Applicants shall file the required supplemental evidence with the Commission on or 
before March 10, 2021 at 4:30 PM.  

2. Parties may file responses to filings made by the Applicants on or before March 19, 2021 
at 4:30 PM.  

3. The above documentation shall be provided to all Parties listed on the attached certificate 
of service and one (1) digital version of the documentation plus one (1) paper set shall be 
submitted to the District Commission Office. The Commission requests that the 
Commission’s digital version be attached as an email to the NRB public folder (nrb-
act250[district office]@vermont.gov) or, if larger than 3 MB in size, uploaded to the NRB 
ftp site (see http://nrb.vermont.gov/documents/application-guide-act-250 ).  Any upload 
to the NRB ftp site should be followed up with an email to the NRB public folder and to 
the District Coordinator informing that the files have been uploaded. 

After the above information has been received, the Commission will reconvene the hearing only 
if there are outstanding questions or if the Commission determines that a party has reasonable 
questions about the additional information.  If the information has not been received within 30 
days from the date of this notice, or if the hearing is not reconvened, the Commission will set a 
date for adjournment and issue a final decision based on the existing record following a full 
deliberation of the issues.  If the Applicant wishes to continue the recess beyond 30 days from the 
date of this notice, it must notify the District Commission in writing on or before the 30th day. 

An appeal from this order may be filed with the Environmental Court in accordance with 10 
V.S.A. Chapter 220 and the Rules for Environmental Court Proceedings. 

If any party has any questions or wishes to request the hearing be reconvened, please contact the 
District Coordinator, Rachel Lomonaco at Rachel.Lomonaco@vermont.gov or 802-879-5658.  

 

Dated this 1st day of March 2021. 

By /s/Thomas A. Little, Chair 
     Thomas A. Little, Chair  
     District 4 Commission 

 
Other Commissioners participating in this decision: 
Parker Riehle 
Monique Gilbert 

mailto:nrb-act250essex@state.vt.us
mailto:nrb-act250essex@state.vt.us
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
I hereby certify on this 1st day of March 2021, a copy of the foregoing ACT 250 HEARING RECESS ORDER #4C1301-3, was sent by U.S. mail, 
postage prepaid to the following individuals without email addresses and by email to the individuals with email addresses listed. 
  
Note:  any recipient may change its preferred method of receiving notices and other documents by contacting the District Office staff at the 
mailing address or email below.  If you have elected to receive notices and other documents by email, it is your responsibility to notify our 
office of any email address changes.  All email replies should be sent to NRB.Act250Essex@vermont.gov 
 
 
BC Community Housing, LLC 
PO Box 1335 
Burlington, VT  05402 
efarrell@farrellpropertiesvt.com 
senright@farrellpropertiesvt.com 
 
351-375 North Avenue Homeowner’s Association, LLC 
PO Box 1335 
Burlington, VT  05402 
efarrell@farrellpropertiesvt.com 
 
Alain Youkel 
ayoukel@youkel.com 
 
Dave Marshall 
Civil Engineering Associates 
10 Mansfield View Lane 
South Burlington, VT  05403 
dmarshall@cea-vt.com 
 
Corey Mack 
Resource Systems Group 
corey.mack@rsginc.com 
 
Michael Buscher 
T.J. Boyle Associates 
mike@tjboyle.com 
 
Chair, City Council/Chair, City Planning Commission 
City of Burlington 
149 Church Street 
Burlington, VT  05401 
abovee@burlingtonvt.gov 
 
Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission 
c/o Charlie Baker, Exec. Dir./Taylor Newton 
Regina Mahony, Planning Program Manager 
110 West Canal Street, Suite 202 
Winooski, VT  05404 
permitting@ccrpcvt.org 
tnewton@ccrpcvt.org 
 
Elizabeth Lord, Land Use Attorney 
Jennifer Mojo, Reg. Policy Analyst 
Agency of Natural Resources 
1 National Life Drive, Davis 2 
Montpelier, VT  05602-3901 
anr.act250@vermont.gov  
jennifer.mojo@vermont.gov 
 
Barry Murphy/Vt. Dept. of Public Service 
112 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2601 
barry.murphy@vermont.gov; psd.vtdps@vermont.gov 
 
Craig Keller/Jeff Ramsey/Christopher Clow 
VTrans Policy, Planning & Research Bureau 
Barre City Place 
219 N. Main Street 
Barre, VT  05641 
aot.act250@vermont.gov 
 
Vt. Agency of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
116 State Street, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620-2901 

AGR.Act250@vermont.gov 
 

Division for Historic Preservation 
c/o Elizabeth Peebles 
National Life Building, Drawer 20 
Montpelier, VT 05620 
elizabeth.peebles@vermont.gov 
scott.dillon@vermont.gov; james.duggan@vermont.gov 
accd.projectreview@vermont.gov 
 
 
FOR YOUR INFORMATION 
 
District #4 Environmental Commission 
  Thomas Little, Chair 
  Parker Riehle/Monique Gilbert  
  111 West Street 
  Essex Junction, VT 05452 
 
 
Charlie Pughe 
cwpughe@gmavt.com 
 
 
 
 
Dated at Essex Junction, Vermont, this 1st day of March, 2021. 
 
 
                /s/Christine Commo 

Natural Resources Board Technician 
879-5614 
christine.commo@vermont.gov  

 
 
Y:\NRB\Essex\DISTRICTS\DIST4\PROJECTS\4C1251-4C1500\4C1301\4C1301-3\Published 
Documents\District Commission Documents\4C1301-3 coshro.docx 
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