
To:  Matt Boulanger, Williston Town Planner 

CC: Meghan Cope, Planning Commission Chair 

From:  Chapin Kaynor, Planning Commission Vice-Chair 

Date:  3/5/22 

RE: 2/1, 2/15, and 3/1 Hearing on Taft Corners Growth District FBC -- thoughts 

Introduction:  I am just one member of the Planning Commission.  We are volunteer citizens doing our 

best to look out for the future of our town.  I offer the below points for consideration by my peers and 

for comment by the professionals (consultants, CCRPC, and staff) and I will be pleased to go with the 

majority opinion on any specific point.  We have worked on this project for over a year now and are 

more intimately familiar with the FBC than most residents. While our best judgment is not perfect, our 

collective judgment is the best bet for Williston’s future.   

One area that I struggle with is understanding who will live in the new residential buildings in the growth 

center and what their needs and aspirations will be.  I assume it will be people with different 

expectations from those who have built homes on individual properties in town and different from what 

we PC members currently assume.  We already see a tendency to smaller households and more very 

young and old residents in what has been built at Finney Crossing.  Will household size continue to 

shrink?  How many cars will our future residents need or want?  Will they value green spaces as much as 

we do?  What shared amenities are we not considering that will be important?   

With these caveats, here are my thoughts on the hearing testimony we have taken over the past three 

meetings… 

1. I think the “pink updates” to the text of the FBC as present for the March 1 hearing continuation are 

all good, so I won’t address the testimony that resulted in those changes.  Thanks for those changes.   

2. Building Height (multiple points):  I’m OK as written—five floors in the core districts seems like a 

lot, but I think it is a valid trade-off between allowing more height and the restrictions we are 

placing on development.  I also expect it to reduce the overall carbon footprint of development and 

increase the chance for more affordable housing.  The 2-3 floor requirement in the outer districts is 

right on.  From a 50 year perspective, I think it would be shortsighted to have maximum floor 

heights set lower.  Regarding Mr. Davis’ desire for single-story businesses South of Marshall Avenue, 

I don’t agree but it is a complex subject and we have excluded the area closest to the Interstate 

(Walmart and Home Depot) from FBC.  Moving that line a bit, perhaps combined with the change 

requested below for the Harvest Lane loop to be public space might make sense as a negotiation—a 

compromise between the vision and the current development pattern that Mr. Davis points out.  

Mr. Senecal also requested single-story buildings for businesses.  I respectfully think that wouldn’t 

meet the vision, in part because we have so many single-story businesses in the area which has the 

cumulative effect of making the area extremely automobile-centric.  We are not asking for those to 

be changed, just for new development to be more pedestrian-centric in part through requiring 

multiple stories. 



3. Street layout, block size and alley ways:  I would like to leave that to the “experts” (Geoff, Taylor, 

Matt, and their teams).  If they suggest ways to accommodate while maintaining the vision, let’s 

discuss. 

4. Building square footage:  I would also like to leave this to the “experts.”  However, to Mr Synder’s 

point about underground parking, is there any reason why below-ground infrastructure such as 

parking can’t encompass multiple building footprints?  On that theme, I’m unclear if we are allowing 

below-ground pedestrian pathways or not.  I favor allowing underground connections for many 

reasons. 

5. Dooryard size:  I was the only one to comment on this, but I feel this can’t wait for a post-adoption 

revision and I feel strongly that 5’ is not enough for the reasons I listed in my 2/1/22 hearing 

testimony (given both verbally and in the memo attached).   If I’m in the minority, I’ll stand down, 

but how do other PC members feel?   

Important new point:  The scenes liked by our public and even many of the photos used as 

examples in the FBC document have dooryards significantly wider than 5’.  These two photos are 

on page 18 in the Building Form Standards.  I don’t like the first partly because of what would be a 

disallowed height of the first floor and partly because it shows a wider dooryard than even I prefer, 

but I do like the second.  Both of these photos are repeated on subsequent pages as are others with 

dooryards significantly wider than 5’.   

   

Not all examples are more than 5’ but perhaps the two most important ones are on page 68 in the 

Public Realm Standards, labeled “Intent Illustration” to demonstrate dooryards (and they are the 

only illustrations explicitly demonstrating dooryards) and these are what I’d like to be in the code!... 

    



I realize there is some flexibility for developers to expand the dooryards a couple of feet by building 

a bit behind the Required Building Line, but this reduces their buildable square footage in favor of 

public space and I don’t think that will happen much—the standard needs to specify wider 

dooryards.  I also realize that this changes the underlying CAD map, but to me this is important and 

if other PC members agree, I’d like to see it changed.  Sorry and thanks.  

 

6. Pitched roof requirement:  In response to hearing the input we received, I weigh in as opposed to 

pitch roofs being required.  Putting my own opinions together with the testimony received: 

a. Pitched roofs are not conducive to maximizing solar production.  In addition to having faces 

that are not directed south, they may shade adjoining roofs reducing the ability of their 

neighbors to have solar. 

b. Mechanicals need to be placed on the roofs for most designs and they include multiple heat 

pump compressors in today’s heating and cooling technology.  Therefore pitched roofs will 

almost always have a large well in them, reducing them to a cosmetic “skirt” effect rather 

than giving the feeling of a true pitched roof. 

c. I disagree with Geoff’s response on this--they do present a hazard for snow and ice to slide-

off or icicles to break-off and fall multiple stories on pedestrians below. 

d. They will not be visible from the street except at distant angles. 

e. Parapets can hide the mechanicals and provide a visual dressing to the top of the buildings 

that was deemed attractive both in our public input and by PC members as we reviewed the 

code in detail. 

f. Mansard roofs are steep enough they have a smaller risk of snow and ice issues and they 

can lower the perceived height of buildings and make the top story feel like an attic story.  

Unlike the pitches that we require, Mansard roofs can be a “skirt” around a mechanical well 

without feeling cosmetic.   

I think pitched roofs, especially Mansard roofs, should be allowed and even encouraged 

(perhaps count as an attic story) but I don’t think they should be required.   

7. Green space:  I think more green space needs to be defined on the regulating plan.  It may not all 

come to be, but we are starting out too skimpy for what we have heard from residents of Williston.  

I’ve specifically suggested a small green space near or under the power lines north of Peter Judge’s 

property as there is almost no public green space nearby.  The NW quadrant (Blair Park) is mostly 

built-out with wide building spacing and generous dooryards and the SE quadrant has significant 

defined green spaces, but there should be more in the SW and NE quadrants.  The EAC parcel is the 

only significant undeveloped parcel in the NE quadrant and I support negotiating a compromise with 

Mr. Snyder that includes more public green space and a more direct recreation path connection. 

(See 2/1 regulating plan comments for rationale.)  

8. Green/civic space:  I believe the Harvest Lane loop should be reserved for civic use as well as open 

space.  Although this takes value from Mr. Davis, it would increase the value of nearby land.  (See 

2/1 regulating plan comments for rationale.)    



9. Civic space:  I’d like to see the central SW block (from Friendly’s to Shaw’s and the Majectic Theater) 

reserved for future civic uses (See 2/1 regulating plan comments for rationale.)  

10. Storm-water management:  We have not identified locations reserved for shared stormwater 

management on the regulating plan, and the danger is that it will be managed on individual blocks 

to the detriment of its overall impact.  I believe that in the end it will need to be municipal and it 

certainly needs to be shared among properties once any subdividing occurs.  I agree with Mr. Davis’s 

comments about this, especially that it may require different street alignments at times.  This need 

can be combined with the need for more green space if we make pedestrian paths with benches, 

plantings, and even sculpture as in the S. Burlington Market Street storm water facility.  I’m not sure 

what to do initially, however, other than to acknowledge that this is one possible reason to realign 

streets. 

11. Flexibility:  We will not get FBC 100% “right” at first and the need for some flexibility, as stressed by 

several of the developers, is real.  However, FBC is based on certainty, not flexibility, and it is a 

trade-off.  I would favor a streamlined process for amending the bylaw for the array of things we 

heard testimony on from moving streets to allowing a non-conforming project that meets the goals 

but not the letter of the FBC.  Until we have such a process, at least we should stress our intent to 

make the amendment process move faster than traditional bylaw changes would. 

12. Solar:  I would like to see us go further in pushing the theme of solar, but am grateful for the 

changes already made and no longer feel we are discouraging it.  Let’s move on. 

13. Affordable Housing:  There is clearly support for more affordable housing and concern for its 

management.  I believe this FBC will enable more but I also think we may be ready for inclusionary 

zoning components.  I suggest we take that up as a follow-on to the FBC and expect that the newly 

added Energy and Planning position could facilitate this.  As Ms Roeser pointed out, some of the 

solutions may be programmatic rather than zoning. 

14. Parking:  I think future residents will be less auto-dependent.  They will use public transportation, 

Uber/Lyft, e-bikes, and walking more.  For this reason I am not in favor less required parking per 

unit, but we have already discussed this and I’m content to leave the pink text as-is and consider 

amendments in the future when we have more information about demand or lack of it.  This is for 

clarification--no action requested. 

15. Jeff Davis/Jeff Nick letter:  I’ve addressed their concerns above as much as I am able.  Location of 

the Trader Lane green is key to the green space in the regulating plan.  However, I believe it could be 

moved by amendment at a later time.  Their 2/1 proposed alternative to the Trader Lane park has 

public space (playground, urban park, etc) inside the large block.  While this looks attractive within 

itself and is a marked departure from past development in the SW quadrant, it does not meet the 

vision of street-facing buildings and public spaces.    I thank Mr. Davis and Mr. Nick for their clarity in 

commenting and flexibility in adapting. 

16. Al Senecal letter:  I think Mr. Senecal’s comments on mid-block parking and parking maximums 

stem from a misunderstanding.  Perhaps it could be clarified.  I don’t support changing the draft 

code on street furniture and private open space.  As with all developers who are invested in what 

they already have built and plan to build, I’m glad we have negotiated as much as we have—in a 

sense the results are the kinds of things the DRB would evaluate project-by-project under the old 



code and with the new FBC, the developer has surety from the start even if it does not entirely suit 

their vision.  I thank Mr. Senecal for his continued leadership in mix-use development and flexibility 

working with the town. 

17. Chris Snyder:  I don’t think there is a letter from Mr. Snyder but he has been consistent and clear in 

his objection to having to redesign a development that has a concept plan approved under the 

current zoning.  I think all PC members are sympathetic to his situation and also think that his 

concept plan falls short of the goals of the Growth Center vision.  I don’t support taking the EAC 

property out of the district because his project may change directions before it is all built out and 

future redevelopment of that property should follow FBC.  I do support working with Mr. Snyder to 

determine a compromise.  There are ways in which we could and should have meshed earlier, but 

let’s address the conflict as best we can now.  

18. Donna Roeser letter:  I’ve addressed some of Ms. Roeser’s concerns above.  Some are not about 

FBC but about other zoning history.  She is not alone in wanting lower building heights and this is the 

one area where I’m respectfully disagreeing.  The outer parts of the FBC district are limited to 2- and 

3- story buildings which is less than some of the development that has already occurred.  The inner 

“core” parts are allowing higher buildings which I support for the reasons above.  I thank Ms Roeser 

for articulating opinions shared by others who may not be speaking up. 

19. Carol Lawless letter:  These comments pertain primarily to the Snyder proposal for the EAC property 

and its interaction with adjoining streets and paths.  I think that if the Snyder proposal continues 

under current zoning, these comments should be forwarded to the DRB.  If an agreement with Mr. 

Snyder can be reached to have his development conform more to the draft FBC, these comments 

should inform that compromise. 

20. David Rath letter:  I believe that we have considered and included bike/pedestrian safety and 

facilities.  I hope that Planner Emily Heymann’s response is helpful, and thank Mr. Rath for his 

support of those aspects of the FBC draft. 

21. Others:  Have we heard from Peter Judge or Blair Park?  Are there folks we should engage further 

with? 

 

Repeating… These are thoughts of one PC member—not opinions of the PC or town.  They are offered in 

the hope they help staff lay out options for the full Planning Commission to consider at our continued 

work session on FBC.  I will go with the majority on all decisions as I feel our combined viewpoints are 

more representative than any one of us alone.  I also feel we should move forward as soon as possible 

so that developers don’t have to face a shifting landscape and so that the town can see results as soon 

as possible.  We should perhaps emphasize that it will take YEARS for the effects of this change in 

zoning to be clearly visible.  We must act now, and we must be patient in seeing the result of our efforts 

over many years. 

 

Enc:  2/1/22 Input to FBC Hearing included for supporting rationales on some of the above. 

  



To:  Williston Planning Commission 

From:  Chapin Kaynor 

RE: 2/1/22 Input for the Taft Corners Growth District FBC Hearing 

 

These are things I’ve said during Planning Commission discussion as we developed the FBC Zoning for 

the Taft Corners growth district in Williston, but I’d like to include them in the public input received 

since they remain at least partially unresolved for me… 

 1 Introduction and Definitions, G Intent and Key Concepts (page 5):  Identify the concept of 
“solar canopies.”  These are not specified in the code because solar is regulated through the 
PUC, but a theme of the growth center as described in section 1 introduction is “Taft Corners is 

intended to be a model of sustainability, employing smart planning and technologies for solar 

gain and generation, stormwater management and enabling transportation alternatives to the 

automobile.”  To flesh out this statement, section 1G should explain that solar canopies over 
parking, solar awnings, and rooftop solar are considered contributing features. 

 

 Regulating Plan: The SW section (Harvest Lane loop opposite Gardner’s Supply) should remain 
“open” space (it is listed as ½ residential and ½ park).  It is ideally suited to recreation facilities 
like ball fields, and to festivals, outdoor concerts, and other large scale events because of nearby 
parking (Walmart & Home Depot included), road access, lack of residential nearby, and slopes.  
As the core of Taft Corners is developed, the value of perimeter areas for open space will 
become more important.  A future revision could make this residential if this doesn’t play out, 
but we should start with more reserved open space on the perimeter of the growth center.  The 
same goes for the Essex Alliance Church property in the NE section of the regulating plan.  A 
community center, a dog park, community gardens, ball fields and other open-space public 
amenities could serve the large number of residential units already in that quadrant.  As with all 
public spaces, push may come to shove and the town may need to reward a land-owner if their 
land is not developed due to the regulating plan, but on the whole the regulating plan 
INCREASES the value of developer-owned land immensely, and the open spaces and community 
services are part of that value-add. 

 

 Regulating Plan (still):  Please reserve all of the block on the SE corner of the main intersection 
bounded by Rte 2A, Rte 2, Connor Way, and Sycamore Street as for civic structures.  In addition 
to the indicated Transit Center, we may have need for a satellite library, police station, 
community center, playground, Tourist Information Center, museum, etc and this area around 
the Maple Tree Place stormwater pond is ideally suited.  Also, this area is already developed as 
part of Maple Tree Place so additional buildings are not planned and some of it is already 
reserved for public use.  This is to say that we would not be removing it from developer 
expectations, and the presence of civic facilities would increase the value of the adjacent 
properties. 

 

 5.5 Public Relm Standards, Street Specifications:  ST-36/74 and 38/74, ST-38/86PCT, and ST-2A 
all have 5’ door-yards (ST-36/80 and 38/80 have 7’ dooryards).  I understand the desire to keep 
buildings from being too far apart across the street, to have density, and to be more “urban” 
than “suburban,” but the narrowness bothers me even after the modifications made during this 



process (which I appreciate greatly).  Dooryards serve as space for plantings and a bit of grass in 
some areas and as space for outdoor restaurant seating or possibly street vendors or kiosks on a 
temporary basis in other areas.  Given dog-walking, snow removal, and anticipated pedestrian 
volume, I would like to see wider dooryards.  7’ seems absolutely minimal.  5’ is too small.  At 5’, 
the feel is like a city.  I am not comfortable as a pedestrian in Winooski and Essex Junction where 
buildings are close to the street.  Market Street in South Burlington has a better feel.  My 
request is to expand the “dooryard” dimension to at least 7’ in the street specifications listed 
above.  Thanks. 

 

 6 Parking and Loading:  Thank you for the photo example of solar canopies over parking.  I’d like 
us to encourage this more than we have.  We can’t regulate solar, but I’d like us to include a 
statement of intent that use of solar canopies is encouraged in this section.  I could even see 
going as far as defining dimensions for solar support structures much as we do for lampposts. 
 

 I’m not sure where this goes (regulating plan?), but:  I’d like to see more outdoor public spaces, 
whether playgrounds, parks, or just undeveloped space with paths.  The spaces in the regulating 
plan are great, but many are of “pocket park” size and not suitable for throwing a Frisbee or 
whatever.  In short, I’d like to have more such spaces. 
 

Thank you for considering this input! 
 
 


