
TOWN OF WILLISTON 

Planning Commission  

Minutes of March 1, 2022– 7:00 P.M. 

Location: Zoom Meeting ID 158-006-871 on zoom.us/join or by calling 1-646-558-8656 

Williston Police Station, Williston Road  

Zoom Recording: https://youtu.be/-pBsMFsZGBk  

 

Planning Commission Present: Meghan Cope (Chair), Chapin Kaynor (Vice Chair), Cate Lamar, Ellie 

Beckett, Jill Pardini; Staff: Matt Boulanger, Melinda Scott, Emily Heymann, Taylor Newton (CCRPC), 

Geoff Ferrell (FBC Consultant); Public: Al Senecal, Chris Snyder, Jeff Nick, Ian Campbell, Deb ?, 

Marcy Kass, Sherry Arnold, Morgan Cole, Ron Bomer. 
 

7:00 PM  CALL TO ORDER  Meghan Cope called the meeting to order at 7:02 pm. 

7:05 PM PUBLIC COMMENT (Items not on the agenda) There was no public comment. 

7:05 PM  MINUTES OF March 1, 2022  

Chapin Kaynor moved approval of the March 1 minutes  as amended. Ellie Beckett seconded the motion. 

The motion was carried with a 6-0 vote. Meghan reminded staff to include the full name the first time a 

person speaks. 

- - BYLAW AMENDMENT WORK SESSION - - 

 

Meghan stated that the Planning Commission would now be having a work session to discuss and attempt 

to resolve the remaining friction points in the Code. She said she hoped the Planning Commission 

members had gotten a chance to watch the video staff had put together as it was tremendously helpful in 

providing guidance on those friction points. Meghan stated that she would like to hold off on hearing 

comments from the public until the end of the meeting to give the Planning Commission time to focus on 

working through the details of the Code, and noted that there has been ample opportunity for public to 

provide testimony both in letters received and during the three previous public hearings.  

 

7:10 PM LIVE POLLING OF COMMISSIONERS WITH MENTIMETER  

   

Matt Boulanger explained that staff has prepared a slideshow that embeds an interaction tool called 

Mentimeter. The idea is to survey Planning Commission members on where they are at with regards to 

several topic areas and alternative means of regulation. After the Planning Commission members get a 

chance to vote on each item, then there will be a chance to discuss them. The intent is to obtain clear 

direction from the Planning Commission on the remaining edits for the Selectboard transmittal version of 

the Form Based Code. 

 

7:30 PM  REVIEW TOPIC AREAS  

 

7:35 PM  TOPIC 1: PITCHED VS. FLAT ROOFS – Should the Selectboard transmittal version 

include a change to the pitched roof requirement? If so, what change? (pick 1) 

 

Initial Vote: 

https://youtu.be/-pBsMFsZGBk


 
 

Discussion:  

Jill Pardini asked if the pitched roof could be a requirement in areas where aesthetics are more important 

and not be a requirement where aesthetics are less important or where roofs are less visible. Meghan 

stated that was her idea as well. Both Jill and Meghan said they could vote to keep the requirement as is. 

Meghan said the argument for requiring pitched roofs on 2/3 story buildings where more visible and not 

requiring them on 4/5 stories where rooftops are less visible is compelling. Flat roofs would be more 

aesthetic if integrated with interesting features like parapets and corbels. Meghan stated her preference 

would be to keep the requirement as is but with more flexibility for taller buildings. Chapin said he thinks 

it is wrong to require pitched roofs and instead they should be encouraged. He would like it made clear in 

the Code that you can have a cut out in the middle of a pitched roof to allow for mechanical equipment. 

Shayla Livingston stated she is willing to require pitched roofs for 2-3 story buildings and allow a flat 

roof for taller buildings if that is doable. Cate Lamar and Ellie Beckett each stated they are fine with 

allowing some flexibility.  Meghan asked whether it makes sense to require pitched or encourage roofs on 

2-3 story buildings and allow flat roofs on taller buildings. Meghan stated there was a sense that pitched 

roofs are a regionally historical, interesting feature. However, lots of main streets have flat roofs. Taylor 

Newton requested guidance and repeated what he had heard – require pitched roofs on 2-3 story buildings 

and allow flat roofs in some or all situations for taller buildings. Meghan agreed. Chapin stated one of the 

reasons for pitched roofs was to lend a unique feeling to the Taft Corners; however, there are other 

elements such as requiring balconies on the front façade and the wide tree belts that lend uniqueness to 

the area. He is in favor of the compromise idea but would also be okay with choosing either to require 

pitched roofs everywhere or not for the time being and then to revisit this idea at a later time. Geoff 

Ferrell thinks the pitched roof requirement should stand, but if the Planning Commission wants to allow 

more flexibility, he recommending to do something simple rather than complex. A lot of what he heard 

can’t be translated into regulations. Shayla suggested keeping the language as is and seeing how it plays 

out, stating it be revisited later. Chapin suggested a simple rule like requiring pitched roofs for 2 story 

buildings and allowing flat roofs for 3 stories and over might work. At Meghan’s suggestion, the Planning 

Commission redid the survey question. This time, all Planning Commission members voted in favor of no 

change – the existing pitched roof requirement with exemptions for solar-ready roofs and rooftop private 

open space is sufficient, with the idea to revisit the requirement at a later time. 

 

7:40 PM  TOPIC 2: DOORYARDS – Should the Selectboard transmittal version include a change 

to the Dooryard Standard? If so, what change? (pick 1) 

 

Initial Vote:  



 
 

Discussion: 

Chapin stated that the pictures in the code don’t match the words. Meghan noted that the combined width 

of the dooryard, sidewalk and tree lawn is 18-22 feet and she thinks that is sufficient. Emily Heymann 

noted that in other codes Geoff has drafted the dooryard is narrower. Chapin asked how deep the 

balconies are allowed to be and Geoff stated it is 5ft, which would make them come out to the edge of the 

sidewalk. Chapin said he would acquiesce but noted that the option to have larger dooryards would take 

space away from the developable part, and he can’t imagine developers would do that voluntarily. 

 

7:45 PM  TOPIC 3: BUILDING HEIGHT, 3-5 STORIES – Should building heights be 

changed? If so, how? 

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion: 

Emily went over the different areas of the Taft Corners district where different building heights are 

allowed. Matt stated the allowed building heights in the Code reflect the number of full stories allowed, 

and there is an attic story allowed on top of the full stories provided it is built into a pitched roof with 



specific architectural standards. It amounts to ¾ story. If building height is measured in feet, it would not 

differ significantly from the 56 ft height limit we have today. Meghan stated if 4/5 story buildings are 

allowed to have flat roofs, it would decrease the maximum heights. Meghan stated the Planning 

Commission members should keep in mind the 4-story height bonus currently allowed under the bylaw 

for affordable housing and structured parking. So this would not represent much change from what is 

currently allowed. Geoff noted that the Code is very particular about the attic story in that there are 

specific requirements about roof pitch and a limit on dormer size. Meghan noted the benefits of allowing 

taller buildings such as greater efficiency in costs, energy use, transportation, tax base – all goals of the 

Comprehensive Plan. Cate stated she is not in favor of 5 stories at all. She thinks it will change the feel of 

the town. She may be in favor of 4 stories in some places. Chapin says is sympathetic to Cate’s viewpoint 

but respectfully disagrees with her. Meghan stated it might be helpful to think of it more in terms of a 

college campus – this is closer to that than to Boston or other urban area. Cate stated that UVM also has a 

lot of green space, which the Regulating Plan does not have, so it would feel different. Meghan stated 

Alex Daley is also not in favor of 5-story buildings. The Planning Commission redid the survey. Five 

Commissioners voted not to change building height allowances and one Commissioner voted to decrease 

the maximum building height.  

 

7:50 PM  TOPIC 4: BUILDING HEIGHT, 1 STORY – Should single-story buildings be allowed 

in the Form Based Code Overlay District? 

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion: 

Chapin asked if the Vision Plan had some single-story buildings. Taylor doesn’t recall that. Chapin said 

he thought he remembered a slide with a single story building along the side of a parking lot. If single-

story buildings were allowed south of Marshall Ave. but they had to meet every other aspect of the Code, 

would it satisfy Mr. Davis? Matt said he thought that it could but it would be challenging to meet all other 

elements of the Code. Applied to single-story buildings he thought the architectural and building form 

standards would result in better buildings than exist currently. Chapin does not think the Code should 

outlaw all single-story buildings but they should have to conform to the Code in every other way. Geoff is 

skeptical of the chances that redevelopment at a minor scale (such as along the edges of parking lots) 

could happen because of long-term property leases, and if a property proposes to redevelop it is likely to 

be on a major scale. The PC redid the survey. Five Commissioners voted to keep the minimum height at 2 

stories, one Commissioner voted to allow single stories throughout the Overlay District with limitations. 

 



7:55 PM  TOPIC 5: BUILDING FOOTPRINT – Should building footprints be changed from 

15,000/18,000 SF to 20,000 SF? 

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion:  

Cate stated she doesn’t really have another idea but voted this way because she felt she didn’t have 

enough knowledge to answer the question. Cate stated she is fine with the additional square footage. 

Meghan stated she agrees with the same square footage applying universally and not according to use.  

 

8:00 PM  TOPIC 6: PARKING CALCULATIONS – Should the parking requirements be 

changed? 

 

Initial Vote:  

 
Discussion: 

Meghan stated the parking requirement is complex due to the multiple variables (residential, commercial, 

shared, reserved, surface, structured). Matt went over the parking table he had prepared. There are 

minimum amounts of parking required for both commercial and residential uses. There are minimum 

reserved parking requirements for residential uses. Maximums are focused on surface parking and 

reserved parking. Not focused on shared and structured parking. You can build as much shared parking as 

desired, build as much structured parking and street parking as desired. There is a lot of flexibility in the 



Code as drafted while still requiring a hefty minimum for residential and a hefty, shared parking 

minimum for commercial. Cate stated Burlington is a disaster to park in and she doesn’t want that to 

happen here. Parking should be convenient. Chapin referred to Chris Snyder’s concern with building size 

because of not being able to fit structured parking, and Chapin asked if there was anything preventing 

someone from having one structured parking lot shared between two buildings, and Matt stated the code 

wouldn’t prevent it. Geoff stated Form Based Code has no concern about that.  

 

8:05 PM  TOPIC 7: ESSEX ALLIANCE CHURCH – Should the Regulating Plan be amended as 

shown? (for the EAC property) 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion: 

Meghan said this was not the question she was expecting. She asked for clarification. Emily admitted 

there should have been another question about excluding or including the property in the overlay district. 

The Planning Commission took a second vote on whether to include or exclude the EAC property from 

FBC overlay district. Five Commissioners voted to include EAC in the Form Based Code, one 

Commissioner voted to exclude it. Chapin stated neither the Regulating Plan nor Snyder’s plan show a 

connection to the rec path going along 2A, which is important. He expects it to be a continuous off-road 

path from Essex to Taft Corners. He wants to see it in the Regulating Plan because the EAC property may 

get redeveloped later. Geoff stated here the bike path is within the street but in this location he does not 

see a conflict because the streets will be local with slow speed traffic. Taylor noted the connection has 

been added within a green space. Geoff said this can be added by shifting the perimeter street. Chapin 

stated that since neither the Snyder plan nor the Regulating Plan is “right” he would recommend sticking 

with the current Regulating Plan and working on making changes later. Matt stated the draft Official Map 

does identify a desired multi-use path connection across the property. Should the regulating plan be 

revised for the EAC property? Six Commissioners voted no. 

 

8:10 PM  TOPIC 8: COTTONWOOD CROSSING/LAPIERRE – Should the Regulating Plan 

be revised? (for the Cottonwood Crossing property) 

 

Initial Vote: 



 
Discussion: 

Chapin stated he was not in favor of it. Given the wetlands the proposed additional developable area 

seems arbitrary anyways, and there is a wildlife corridor that would be eliminated with the new proposal. 

Chapin stated that the Regulating Plan will need to be revised anyway once wetlands are delineated and it 

doesn’t make sense to revise it now based on incomplete information. The Planning Commission redid 

the survey. The second vote was 3-3. Matt stated the wetland delineation is very old. He also noted that 

streets can cross wetlands under the town’s bylaw and state law. It’s likely a developer would be asking 

the Planning Commission to amend the Regulating Plan because it’s a ways out and there are constraints 

that need to be figured out.  masterplan a development so would require amendments anyway, so he 

thinks it doesn’t matter much. Emily stated the original intent was to have the street up against the Bur 

Oak Knoll, increasing access to the public. She thinks keeping as is would be more in line with the intent 

of the vision plan, but to expect a revision to this quadrant in the future. Meghan suggested keeping it as 

is for the time being, with the understanding that there will be a lot of changes in the future.  

 

8:15 PM  TOPIC 9: TCA, SOUTH OF MARSHALL AVE – Should single story buildings be 

allowed south of Marshall Ave? Should more land be excluded from the FBC Overlay District? 

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 



Discussion: Meghan noted there was strong support for leaving the boundary and building heights as is, 

but some support for changing it. She asked for comments but there were none.  

 
8:20 PM  TOPIC 9B: TRADER LANE GREEN – Should the Trader Lane Green location be 

adjusted between the TCA and Riechelt properties?  

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion: No further comments. 

 

8:20 PM  TOPIC 10: REGULATING PLAN FLEXIBILITY – I _________with this statement:  

“Regulating Plans and Official Maps need to be authoritative, otherwise the Town Plan goals are 

undermined by well-intentioned but small-minded goals. The current code includes the flexibility 

to move street location up to 75ft. Moving streets more than 75ft, deleting streets, or reducing 

park sizes would be a legislative decision. The Planning Commission and Selectboard, not the 

Development Review Board, are the appropriate bodies to modify and amend the Regulating 

Plan/Official Map. After adoption of FBC, staff can draft a staff report and review process so the 

Commission can review Regulating Plan/Official Map changes in a fair and efficient manner.” 

 

Initial Vote: 

 
 

Discussion:  



Planning Commission wants amendments to be a legislative process rather than administrative or through 

the DRB. Meghan said she supports this because the process would ensure transparency. 

 

 
8:25 PM TOPIC 11: OTHER COMMENTS – Having received the written and spoken testimony 

of February 1, February 15, and March 1 from the public, as well as the input letters from other 

Commissioners, are there any outstanding topic areas that should be discussed before the Commission 

votes? Are there any outstanding edits or amendments to the FBC or Regulating Plan that should be 

discussed before the Commission votes? 

 

 
 

 

Discussion: 

On the question of green space, Matt stated the currently mapped green space on the Regulating Plan 

represents a huge step from what the town regulations currently require. The green space in Taft Corners 

is also mapped on the Official Map. These are the strongest tools the town has ever had to make those 

identified green spaces come to fruition. However, the Selectboard will still need to make decisions on 

whether to spend money to acquire the open space when the time comes. The mapped open space aligns 

with the Vision Plan, but represents no more than what is in the Vision Plan. The Regulating Plan can be 

amended as the town’s desires change, in particular if there are identified locations for community 

facilities. What is not on the Regulating Plan - the building form standards also call for private open area 

equal to 15% of the total block area, and it needs to be provided in no more than two discrete areas. There 

is also a lot of green along the streets including the dooryards, the tree lawn and the street trees. Chapin 

stated that not all the green space on the Regulating Plan will get developed as green space, some will be 

lost. He would like more public green space but does not want to hold the process up. He would like to 

add more green space in the amendment process. Jill agrees. Geoff stated there are specifications for the 

green spaces that will help prevent them from being left as dying grass.  

 

On the question of streamlined amendment process, Meghan stated that does not necessarily need to be 

created now but noted as future work plan item. Matt noted that an amendment to Section 8 can be made 

to streamline the amendment process, such as “The Planning Commission will review requested 

amendments to the Regulating Plan as a bylaw amendment, and the Planning Commission will review 

and make a decision in a timely manner.” Taylor said he would want to know very specifically from the 

developer what they would like to amend. The timeline of review and decision needs to be specific – like 

90 or 120 days. Taylor would also like to include some language that prevents repetitive applications 

(developer who keeps applying for the same thing). Emily stated that a lot of this relates more to the 

Administrative checklist for bylaw amendment requests. Mirro the process for DRB hearings for the sake 



of efficiency. Matt agrees, and also suggested allowing some flexibility for the applicant to work with the 

Administrator on figuring out the required submittals based on the nature of the request. Emily asked, 

even if the Planning Commission doesn’t like what is being proposed, does it still go to the Selectboard? 

Meghan stated this would take way the authority of the Planning Commission. Chapin noted that the 

Code should also allow for amendments initiated by the Planning Commission. Taylor said that staff are 

trying to set up a meeting with VTrans to discuss the Regulating Plan and Official Map.  

 

8:30 PM WRAP UP TOPICS AREAS  

 

The Commissioners and staff clarified the decisions made on topic areas.  

 

8:40 PM  CLOSING COMMENTS/QUESTIONS FROM COMMISSIONERS  

There were no more comments. 

 

9:00 PM VOTE: TRANSMIT “BYLAW AMENDMENT” TO SELECTBOARD  

 

• I, Chapin Kaynor, move that the Williston Planning Commission, having heard 

and duly consider the public testimony of February 1st, 15, and March 1st, transmit 

the “Bylaw Amendments: Form-Based Code” to the Selectboard for adoption as 

amended.  

 

   Second:  Shayla  Vote: 5 in favor, 1 opposed.  

    

Matt thanked the Planning Commission for their hard work and recommended the Planning Commission 

skip the April 5 meeting and take a break. He stated the transmittal memo will reflect the conflicts the 

Planning Commission had and the diversity of opinions. Next step is an informational hearing by the 

Selectboard. They could choose to warn a public hearing, send the Code/Regulating Plan back to the 

Planning Commission to do more work on it, or make substantive changes and send it back to the 

Planning Commission. Al Senecal stated he had comments and was hoping to speak, he asked if he 

should he send his comments in a letter. Meghan stated yes. Chapin stated the process will take a long 

time so that should be made public.  

 
9:20 PM ADJOURN  

 

 
 


