
Queen City Park Road Bridge  
Initial Project Definition Report    

 

  

 March 17, 2008 

 



QUEEN CITY PARK ROAD BRIDGE  
INITIAL PROJECT DEFINITION REPORT    
 

Table of Contents 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION..............................................................................................................1.1 

2.0 SUMMARY.......................................................................................................................2.1 

3.0 BACKGROUND INFORMATION ....................................................................................3.2 
3.1 PROJECT AREA..................................................................................................3.2 
3.2 GENERAL INFORMATION AND BRIDGE DESCRIPTION .................................3.3 
3.3 TRAFFIC VOLUME AND OPERATION ...............................................................3.3 
3.4 POSTED SPEED AND WARNING SIGNS. .........................................................3.5 
3.5 ACCIDENT HISTORY ..........................................................................................3.5 
3.6 DRIVEWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS .................................................................3.5 
3.7 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLISTS........................................................................3.6 
3.8 RAILROAD ...........................................................................................................3.6 
3.9 DRAINAGE...........................................................................................................3.6 
3.10 RESOURCES IDENTIFICATION .........................................................................3.7 

3.10.1 Wetlands.................................................................................................3.7 
3.10.2 Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species ..........................................3.7 
3.10.3 Agricultural..............................................................................................3.8 
3.10.4 Land and Water Conservation Fund Sites..............................................3.8 
3.10.5 Hazardous materials...............................................................................3.8 
3.10.6 Cultural Resources .................................................................................3.8 

4.0 LOCAL CONCERNS MEETING......................................................................................4.8 

5.0 PURPOSE AND NEED....................................................................................................5.9 

6.0 DESIGN CRITERIA .......................................................................................................6.10 

7.0 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES .........................................................................7.11 
7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1:  REHABILITATE THE EXISTING SINGLE LAND BRIDGE AND 

BRACKET SUPPORTED SIDEWALK................................................................7.11 
7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  REPLACE THE EXISTING BRIDGE WITH A TWO LANE 

STRUCTURE .....................................................................................................7.13 
7.3 ALTERNATIVE 3:  DO NOTHING......................................................................7.15 
7.4 ALTERNATIVES PRESENTATION MEETING ..................................................7.15 

8.0 PROJECT STEERING COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ........................................8.16 
 

ls v:\1953\active\195310130\transportation\report\qcpr_ipdr_20080317.doc i  



QUEEN CITY PARK ROAD BRIDGE  
INITIAL PROJECT DEFINITION REPORT    
 

ls v:\1953\active\195310130\transportation\report\qcpr_ipdr_20080317.doc 2.1  

1.0 Introduction 

The purpose of this Initial Project Definition Report (IPDR) is to develop and evaluate 
alternatives to address the ongoing structural deterioration and functional deficiencies of 
the Queen City Park Road Bridge over Vermont Railway in Burlington.  This scoping 
process includes soliciting public input and seeking endorsement of a preferred 
alternative. 
 
In February, 2007, the Chittenden County Metropolitan Planning Organization (CCMPO) 
contracted Stantec to work with a project steering committee to establish the purpose 
and need, develop and evaluate alternatives, and involve the community in the project 
development process.  The Project Steering Committee consisted of representatives 
from Burlington and South Burlington Public Works Departments, Burlington’s Bicycle 
and Pedestrian Planner and the South Burlington City Manager. 
 

2.0 Summary 

The Project Steering Committee held a public local concerns meeting and developed a 
purpose and need statement as well as some potential alternatives to address those 
purposes and needs.  Stantec developed the alternatives and summarized costs, 
features, and impacts associated with the alternatives. 
 
A public meeting was held on November 8, 2007, to present the alternatives being 
considered.  Public comments and opinions were solicited at the meeting. 
 
The Project Steering Committee weighed these public comments in a meeting on 
February 26th, 2008 and concluded to recommend that the City Council pursue 
Alternative 2 – Replacing the existing structure with a two lane structure as the 
preferred alternative. The committee was also in agreement that the design of the 
proposed bridge replacement should explore aggressive traffic calming features to 
promote safe vehicular speeds in the vicinity of the crossing while accommodating 
trucks and larger vehicles. 
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3.0 Background Information  

3.1 PROJECT AREA 

The proposed project is located on the southern border of Burlington and South 
Burlington west of U.S. Route 7 and south of I-189 as shown on the Project Location 
Map that follows.  Queen City Park Road is classified as an urban collector and 
provides access to Red Rocks Park, the Queen City Park Community south of Red 
Rocks Park, and numerous businesses on Industrial Parkway.  The road crosses the 
railroad corridor (operated by Vermont Railway) just west of the Champlain Water 
District (CWD). 
 
There is an existing power substation near the northwest corner of the bridge, and the 
Vermont Electric Company (VELCO) is in the process of building a new substation near 
the southwest corner of the bridge.  There are numerous overhead utilities in the project 
area.   
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Figure 1:  Project Location Map 
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3.2 GENERAL INFORMATION AND BRIDGE DESCRIPTION 

The Queen City Park Road Bridge was constructed in 1966 and is owned and 
maintained by the City of Burlington.  The superstructure consists of steel beams with a 
concrete deck and bituminous pavement.  The existing bridge is 79 feet long with an 
overall deck width of 17.2 feet and a roadway width of 14.1 feet.  There is a 5 foot wide 
open grating sidewalk that is cantilevered off the south side of the bridge.  The 
abutments are reinforced concrete abutments supported by spread footings.  The 
approach roadway width is 28 feet and there is a paved sidewalk leading up to the 
bridge. The structure was rehabilitated in 1973. 
 
The bridge has been inspected at 2-year intervals by the Vermont Agency of 
Transportation (VTrans) in accordance with the Federal Surface Transportation Act of 
1978.  Inspection reports and recent observations indicate the pavement is deteriorated 
with multiple patches and pot holes. The concrete deck is spalled along the fascia with 
exposed reinforcing that is heavily rusted.  Existing bridge railing and approach rail do 
not meet the current standard.  The paint system on the bridge beams is failing leaving 
them exposed to corrosive elements.  There are some cracks and leaks in the 
abutments, but overall they appear to be in good condition.  The structure is rated as 
functionally deficient due to the single lane configuration.  The structure has a federal 
sufficiency rating of 43.2 (out of 100).  Copies of the recent bridge inspection reports 
and Inspection, Inventory and Appraisal sheets are included in Appendix A. 
 

3.3 TRAFFIC VOLUME AND OPERATION  

Queen City Park Road is a two lane roadway with the exception of the one lane bridge.  
On the approaches to the one lane bridge, the roadway width is transitioned from a two 
lane width to the 14 foot curb to curb width of the bridge within a distance of 150 feet.  
The centerline of the bridge extends along centerline of the eastbound approach.  
Queen City Park Road in the immediate vicinity of the bridge is generally straight and 
provides good line of sight. 
 
The CCMPO conducted a traffic count near the bridge in June 2006.  Based on this 
count, the average daily traffic is approximately 2500 vehicles per day.  Slight traffic 
peaks occur during the AM and PM commuting times as well as a midday peak.  
Distribution of the traffic volumes for westbound, eastbound, total vehicles and total 
trucks are shown in the Figure 2.   
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Figure 2:  Weekly Hour Variation - Queen City Park Road  

 
Vehicle Hourly Variation - Queen City Park Road West of 

Pine St.

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

12
:0

0 
A

M

2:
00

 A
M

4:
00

 A
M

6:
00

 A
M

8:
00

 A
M

10
:0

0 
A

M

12
:0

0 
P

M

2:
00

 P
M

4:
00

 P
M

6:
00

 P
M

8:
00

 P
M

10
:0

0 
P

M

A
ve

ra
ge

 V
eh

ic
le

 p
er

 H
ou

r

WB Vehicles

EB Vehicles

Total Vehicles

Total Trucks
and Buses

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As part of this study, the CCMPO travel demand model was run to forecast the changes 
in traffic volumes on Queen City Park Road when Champlain Parkway is constructed.  
Based on this analysis, opening Champlain Parkway will reduce the traffic on Queen 
City Park Road.  When Champlain Parkway is constructed the traffic volume is 
predicted to decrease to 900 vehicles per day (based on 2005) and then increase back 
to 1500 vehicles per day in 2020.   
 
Design hourly volumes (DHV) have been interpreted from the observed and projected 
average daily traffic volumes using the VTrans standard tables for that purpose.  These 
DHVs are presented in Table 1. 
 
Condition Average Daily Volume Design Hour Volume 

Existing 
 

2500 320 

Horizon Year 
with Champlain Parkway 

1500 220 

Design Year 
with Champlain Parkway 

900 155 

Table 1:  Design Hourly Volumes - Queen City Park Road 

 
The Proposed Southern Connector project is expected to reduce the daily and hourly 
traffic flow.  The increase in traffic volumes due to the Burton expansion is not known 
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but assumed to be no greater than the 1000 vehicle per day difference between the 
existing and the horizon year with the Southern Connector.   For a worse case 
consideration, the following discussion is based on the existing traffic volume 
conditions.   
 
During most of the day, the rate of vehicles approaching the bridge is generally equal on 
both approaches with vehicles arriving on the average of one every 36 seconds or more 
on each approach and one every 18 seconds on either approach.  Under this average 
hourly condition, delays at the bridge are minimal.  
 
During peak hour conditions, the existing one lane operation causes vehicle delay.  This 
delay is greatest when a group of opposing vehicles approaches the bridge and cross 
as a platoon.  More widely spaced vehicles traveling in the same direction will also 
cross the bridge in succession if vehicles are following within 200 feet (about 10 -12 
vehicle lengths).  When this occurs, waiting vehicle delays exceed 30 seconds.   
 
In general, for the average driver under average daily conditions, delays associated with 
the crossing are not significant.  Under peak hour conditions the average delays are 
greater and in some instances can be significantly greater when the flow of traffic is 
continuous in one direction for extended periods.  These conditions would occur at the 
beginning or ending of a workday or at the end of an event at the park. 
 

3.4 POSTED SPEED AND WARNING SIGNS. 

Queen City Park Road has a posted speed limit of 30 mph.  A warning sign with the 
legend, ONE LANE BRIDGE, is posted approximately 50 feet in advance of the bridge 
on both approaches.   
 
3.5 ACCIDENT HISTORY 

There is no recorded crash history on the bridge, however the bridge approach rails 
appear to have sustained impact damage and there is anecdotal evidence of near miss 
incidents in the bridge vicinity.       
 

3.6 DRIVEWAYS AND INTERSECTIONS 

There are two intersections within the project vicinity and one driveway.   
 
Arthur Court is a cul-de-sac that intersects Queen City Park Road approximately 175 
feet to the east of the bridge.  The street intersects Queen City Park Road at 
approximate 90 degrees and the current configuration provides approximately 275 feet 
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of site distance for cars looking to the west before entering Queen City Park Road.  
There is a sidewalk that runs along the east side of Arthur Court. 
 
Central Avenue and Industrial Avenue intersect Queen City Park Road approximately 
400 feet west of the existing bridge.  Industrial Avenue connects with Queen City Park 
Road and continues at approximately the same east-west direction as Queen City Park 
Road.  Central Avenue intersects the other two streets at approximately 80 degrees 
coming from the south southwest.  Traffic entering Queen City Park Road from Central 
Avenue and Industrial Avenue are controlled with a stop condition.  
 
The driveway for CWD facility lies at the eastern end of the project area on the south 
side of Queen City Park Road.  There is also a drive accessing the VELCO substation 
near the south east corner of the bridge.    
    

3.7 PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLISTS 

Queen City Park Road is a designated bicycle route between US Route 7 and Pine 
Street and is a popular bicycle route to access Red Rocks Park.  There is a sidewalk on 
the south side of the existing bridge.  However, the sidewalk on Queen City Park Road 
only extends from Route 7 to the CWD.  Beyond CWD, pedestrians walk along a path 
on the side of the road.  Residents of Queen City Park neighborhood walk along Queen 
City Park Road to access shopping areas along Route 7.  
 

3.8 RAILROAD 

Vermont Railway leases the right-of-way for the rail corridor in the vicinity of the bridge 
from the Vermont Agency of Transportation.  Stantec contacted Vermont Railway to 
confirm their requirements for vertical clearance over the existing tracks.  Vermont 
Railway confirmed the current clearance of 21 feet 3 inches is adequate if the bridge is 
to be rehabilitated.  Vermont Railway also noted that if the bridge were to be replaced, 
they would request that the vertical clearance be increased to 23 feet to meet today’s 
standards and accommodate the increased height of modern double stack railcars.   
 
Vermont Railway also indicated that there is a failing retaining wall located on the banks 
of the railroad tracks directly in front of the bridge abutment.      
 
3.9 DRAINAGE 

The project is located in a small watershed that discharges to Lake Champlain near 
Blanchard Beach and Oak Ledge Park via a small unnamed stream.  This stream has 
been referred to in previous hydrology studies as the “Oak Ledge Tributary”.  Although 
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Oak Ledge Tributary exhibits some water quality deficiencies, it is not identified at an 
“impaired waterway”. 
 
Drainage off the existing roadway flows over the roadway crown, shoulder and side 
slopes into adjacent properties and to the swales adjacent to the railroad tracks below 
the bridge.  Swales follow the railroad bed to the north toward the Oak Ledge Tributary.     
 
Vermont Railway indicated the need for drainage improvements near the rail bed below 
the bridge.  VT Railway’s initial assessment indicates that these drainage issues can be 
resolved by reshaping the ditch profile in the vicinity of the bridge. Vermont Railway 
anticipates that this can be resolved without a change to the track profile. 
 
3.10 RESOURCES IDENTIFICATION 

Stantec worked with Woodlot Alternatives Inc, to perform a reconnaissance level 
environmental review of the project area.  Woodlot’s findings and recommendations are 
summarized in the following three paragraphs (refer to Woodlot’s Letter report in 
Appendix B for more information).   
 
3.10.1 Wetlands 

One small area of wetland was identified in the vicinity of the project.  It is located in the 
southwest portion of the project area, south of the existing recreation path and east of 
Central Avenue.  The wetland is not shown on the Vermont Significant Wetlands 
Inventory maps and would be considered a Vermont Class Three wetland.  Such 
wetlands are not subject to the Vermont Wetland Rules (VWR) and have no required 
buffers under the VWR, however the City of South Burlington regulates wetlands under 
Section 12.02 of its Land Development Regulations (effective October 26, 2006).  All 
wetlands require a 50-foot buffer in South Burlington, but wetland and buffer impacts 
may be allowed by the Design Review Board if impacts are minimized and/or mitigation 
is provided.  It is not clear from the preliminary project designs whether there would be 
any impact to this small wetland area. 
 
3.10.2 Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species 

The area does occur on Adams and Windsor A soils.  According to the Vermont 
Nongame & Natural Heritage Program these sandy soil types are known to support a 
number of rare, threatened, and endangered plant species.  Based on the disturbed site 
conditions, it is unlikely that any rare plant species occur within the project right-of-way; 
however, it is recommended that additional survey be conducted for potential rare sand 
plain species, once a preferred alternative is selected. 
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3.10.3 Agricultural 

Although the original soils in the project vicinity are identified as prime agricultural soils, 
none of the areas immediately near the bridge or roadway are in active agricultural use.  
Due to existing uses, lands near the bridge are unlikely to support agriculture in the 
future.   
 

3.10.4 Land and Water Conservation Fund Sites 

Stantec confirmed that no Land and Water Conservation Fund Sites are located within 
the limits of the project.   
 
3.10.5 Hazardous materials 

The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources maintains GIS mapping of active hazardous 
sites in the study area (refer to Appendix B).   
 
3.10.6 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource investigations will be concluded following selection of a preferred 
alternative. 

4.0 Local Concerns Meeting 

Existing issues and concerns were solicited from the project committee members and 
the public during a Local Concerns Meeting held on March 14, 2007.  Some of the 
major comments and issues mentioned included: 
 

• Pedestrians walk in the road to avoid the open grate sidewalk. 
• The open grate sidewalk is dangerous for animals, as their paws can slip through 

the grating. 
• During commuting hours, 2-3 vehicles have to wait their turn to cross the bridge. 
• Noise is a concern of residents in Queen City Park.  
• The one lane bridge acts as a traffic calming device and helps to reduce speed. 
• Many expressed the concern that a two lane bridge would promote higher 

speeds making it more dangerous for pedestrians. 
• Several residents of Queen City Park expressed the desire to make structural 

repairs to the existing bridge and maintain it as a one lane bridge. 
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These issues were documented in the meeting notes with emails received from 
individuals that were unable to attend the meeting.  This information is included in the 
Appendix C. 

5.0 Purpose and Need 

Through work with the project committee and soliciting input at the Local Concerns 
Meeting, the following project purpose and need statement was developed: 
 

Purpose:  The purpose of the Queen City Park Road bridge project is to address 
the ongoing deterioration of the bridge and provide a safe crossing of the railroad 
for the traveling public, including pedestrians and bicyclists while meeting the 
clearance needs of the railroad. 

 
Need: The existing bridge deck is deteriorated, with spalled concrete on the 
surface creating a rough riding surface. The reinforcing along the fascia is 
exposed and corroding resulting in a weakened section that supports the bridge 
rail. 

 
The paint system on the steel girders has failed, allowing corrosion of the girders 
to occur. As the corrosion continues, it will result in loss of structural capacity and 
eventually a reduced live load carrying capacity of the bridge. 

 
The open grate sidewalk is a hazard for animals whose legs can slip though the 
grating. Pedestrians walking their dogs generally use the bridge instead of the 
sidewalk creating a potentially hazardous condition. 

 
The vertical clearance over the railroad tracks is 21 feet which is less than 
today’s standard of 23 feet. 

 
The existing bridge operates as a one lane bridge due to the overall travel width 
of 15 feet (rail to rail).  This one lane operation causes vehicle delays, which 
contributes to increased emissions of air pollutants and increased noise from 
trucks and busses starting and stopping at the bridge. 

 
The roadway width and characteristics should promote vehicle speeds that 
respect the 30 mph posted speed limit. 
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6.0 Design Criteria 

Based on pertinent standards and references, applicable design criteria are tabulated 
below (Table 2).  

Table 2:  Design Criteria 

Parameter 
QUEEN CITY 
PARK ROAD Reference 

Functional Classification Urban Collector  
AADT (2006) * 2,500 vpd  
Design Vehicle WB-62  
Posted Speed 30 mph  
Design Speed 35 mph  
Stopping Sight Distance 225 ft. VSS Sect. 5.4.1 
Corner Sight Distance 385 ft. VSS Sect. 5.4.2 
ROADWAY WIDTHS   
Travel Lane Width   

Minimum 9 ft. VSS Sect. 5.5 
Existing 11 to12 ft.  

Proposed 11 ft.  
Shoulder Width (Urban)   

Existing 2 to 4 ft.  
Shared use with Bicycles 3 ft. VSS Sect.5.14 

Shared use curb lane with Bicycles 13 ft. VSS Sect. 5.5 
Proposed 3 ft.  

Clear Zone   
With Vertical Curb 1.5 ft. VSS Sect. 5.9 

Without Vertical Curb 14 to 16 ft. VSS Sect. 5.9 
Horizontal Alignment   

 @ emax = 0.04 440 ft. AASHTO, Table 
III-8 

@ sensitive resources (DS-10 
mph)

215 ft. AASHTO, Table 
III-8 

@ intersection approach (DS-15 
mph)

130 ft. AASHTO, Table 
III-8 & III-7 

BRIDGE WIDTHS   
Existing 14 ft. curb to curb 

With 5' sidewalk 
 

Rehab / Replacement Match existing bridge 
width / 

existing street width 
(28 to 34 ft.) 

VSS Sect. 5.7 

Bicycles on new bridges Match roadway width VSS Sect. 5.14.2 
As referenced in  Vermont State Standards for the Design of Transportation Construction, 
Reconstruction and Rehabilitation on freeways, Roads and Streets, (VSS) and a Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (AASHTO) 
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7.0 Development of Alternatives 

Based on the input received at the Local Concerns meeting, a total of three alternatives 
were studied including a “Do Nothing” alternative and two “Build” alternatives.  The 
following is a brief description and list of features and impacts of each alternative. 
 
Features common to both “build” alternatives include the following: 

• Bridge will be closed for the duration of construction; traffic will be detoured on 
other local roads. 

• Extend sidewalk with curb and new green belt from Champlain Water District 
(CWD) to Central avenue 

• New curbed section will require a closed stormwater collection system which will 
consist of a series of catch basins.  Potential outlets for the stormwater system 
are the swales adjacent to the rail bed, or the grassed swales that run parallel to 
Industrial Avenue.  

• Provide a new crosswalk connecting to Arthur Court. 
• Additional environmental survey for the potential occurrence of rare sand plain 

plant species and to delineate wetland boundaries is recommended as part of the 
conceptual plan development. 

• Investigation for potential impacts on cultural resources (archeological or historic) 
is recommended as part of the conceptual plan development. 

 

7.1 ALTERNATIVE 1:  REHABILITATE THE EXISTING SINGLE LANE BRIDGE 
AND BRACKET SUPPORTED SIDEWALK. 

This alternative involves replacing the existing bridge deck, adding shear studs to the 
existing beams, replacing the railings and approach rail and replacing the open grating 
on the sidewalk with a solid surface decking.  In addition, the steel girders would be 
cleaned and painted. 
 
Analysis of the single lane traffic operation indicated that maintaining the current ONE 
LANE BRIDGE warning sign is adequate for the control of current traffic conditions and 
the reduced traffic volumes anticipated after Champlain Parkway is built.  However, if 
traffic volumes increase due to development in the area, the city should consider the 
addition of a YIELD sign on the minor volume approach or the eastbound approach if 
volumes are balanced.  Further increases in volume could necessitate STOP signs or a 
signal to control traffic over the bridge.  Alternative 1 has the following features and 
impacts: 

• Bridge does not match width of approach roadway 
• Bridge functions as a traffic calming feature.  
• Does not improve the vertical clearance over the railroad. 
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• Has less impacts to existing utilities. 
• Eliminates the open grating on the sidewalk. 
• Will provide the same or better live load capacity of the bridge. 
• Does not require additional ROW. 
• Does not address traffic delays associated with single lane bridge 
• Possible impacts to wetland buffer zone (S. Burlington Ordinance) 
• Has a total estimated project cost of $550,000 

 

7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2:  REPLACE THE EXISTING BRIDGE WITH A TWO LANE 
STRUCTURE 

This alternative provides for complete replacement of the existing bridge with a new two 
lane bridge with a 5 foot sidewalk on the south side.  The profile of the road would be 
raised approximately 2 feet to provide additional clearance over the railroad.  The 
improved approach roadway would include traffic calming features.  Features and 
impacts of this alternative are as follows: 
 

• Matches the width of the approach roadway and allows two lanes of traffic to 
cross the bridge simultaneously. 

• Improves the vertical clearance over the railroad to meet the current 
requirements. 

• Eliminates the open grating sidewalk. 
• Increases the live load capacity of the bridge to current design standards. 
• Requires some additional ROW. 
• Requires relocating numerous overhead utility lines. 
• Accommodates cyclists in both lanes. 
• Eliminates traffic calming associated with single lane bridge, but includes traffic 

calming features on both eastbound and westbound bridge approach.  Please 
note that specific traffic calming measures depicted in this report (e.g. textured 
median, vertical features on bridge) are conceptual only and should be revisited 
during final design of the project to insure they promote appropriate vehicular 
speed and pedestrian/bicycle safety.   

• Requires widening of existing substructure. 
• Will include re-grading existing fill slopes (to 1.5 horizontal to 1 vertical) in front of 

the abutment to eliminate existing retaining wall adjacent to the railroad tracks. 
• Possible impacts to wetland buffer zone (S. Burlington Ordinance). 
• Has a total estimated project cost of $1,100,000. 
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7.3 ALTERNATIVE 3:  DO NOTHING  

Under this alternative, no action would be taken except continued routine maintenance.  
This alternative does not satisfy the purpose and need statement; it is being included 
primarily to serve as a baseline or benchmark for comparative purposes. 
 

• Does not address ongoing deterioration of the existing structure which may lead 
to restricted weight limit on structure in the near future. 

• Does not address traffic delays associated with single lane bridge. 
• Does not address concerns about the open grating on the sidewalk. 
• Continued high maintenance costs. 
• No impacts to environmental, land use or historic resources. 
• No right-of-way or utility impacts. 
• No construction cost. 

 

7.4 ALTERNATIVES PRESENTATION MEETING 

A public meeting was held on November 8, 2007 to present the alternatives being 
considered.  The presentation reviewed the scoping process, project purpose and need 
and the proposed alternatives including the costs, features, and impacts associated with 
each alternative.   
 
Stantec presented an Evaluation Matrix to summarize the features, impacts and costs of 
the alternatives (refer to Figure 3) and solicited comments and reactions to alternatives.   
Figure 3:  Alternatives Evaluation Matrix 

Alternative A 
One Lane 

B 
Two Lane 

C 
Do Nothing 

Total Construction Cost $550,000 $1,100,000 - 

Annual Maintenance Cost $5000 $1300 Increased! 
(>$5000) 

Purpose & Need   
Address Eventual                             
Deterioration of Structure Yes Yes No 

Pedestrian Safety Improved Improved No Change 

Bicycle Safety No change Improved No Change 

Traffic Noise No change Improved No Change 

Delays Not Improved, may 
get worse with time Improved May get worse with 

time. 
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Comments and reactions were varied and covered a large range of topics, but the 
following is a summary of the major focus of the debate regarding the alternatives: 
  
Residents of Queen City Park expressed the concern that a two lane bridge would 
promote higher speed and would draw additional traffic to the route.  Several residents 
insisted that the traffic calming qualities of the bridge are necessary and noted that the 
textured median and vertical architectural features on the bridge would not do enough to 
slow traffic.  In contrast, residents from Home Avenue and Austin Drive argued that 
keeping a single lane configuration would unfairly force a growing traffic volume to use 
Home Avenue. 
 
Some individuals expressed a need to maintain the restricted speeds induced by the 
single lane bridge, while others offered the opinion that it was not prudent to make such 
a significant long term investment in infrastructure that does not allow the option for free 
flowing traffic at the crossing.  There appeared to be some room for compromise 
between the two factions if more aggressive traffic calming features were incorporated 
into the two lane alternative.     
 
These comments and reactions were documented in the meeting notes, emails, and 
written comments received from individuals.  This information is included in the 
Appendix C of this report. 

8.0   Project Steering Committee Recommendation 

The Project Steering Committee met on February 26th, 2008 to discuss conclusions of 
the scoping process.  The committee weighed the various public opinions received 
regarding the public presentation of alternatives and discussed how to proceed with the 
project.  
 
The committee concluded to recommend that the City Council pursue Alternative 2– 
Replacing the existing structure with a two lane structure as the preferred alternative.  
The committee recognized public concern that traffic calming measures depicted with 
the two lane alternative may not be aggressive enough.  The committee was in 
agreement that the final design of the proposed bridge replacement should explore 
traffic calming options in greater detail, with the understanding that this is a truck route 
as well as a pedestrian corridor.   
 
The City of Burlington asked the CCMPO to request that the project be added to the 
Transportation Improvement Program which authorizes the implementing agency (e.g., 
VTrans) to obligate federal funds for listed projects and operations over the next four 
federal fiscal years.  In addition, the City intends to request that the project be added to 
VTrans capital program.  
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