
Work 
Session 
Survey 

March 15, 2022 

Å Intent: obtain clear direction from 

Commissioners on remaining edits for 

the Selectboard Transmittal version 

of Form -Based Code 

Å Intent: summarize facts and correct 

misstatements made about the code 

visioning process and code standards 

during the public hearings  



Work Session Topics 

In no particular orderé

1. Pitched vs. Flat Roofs 

2. Dooryards

3. Building Height: 2 -5 stories 

4. Building Height: 1 story 

5. Building Footprint 

6. Parking Calculations

7. Essex Alliance Church (Snyder)

8. Cottonwood Crossing -LaPierre (Senecal, Allen Brook Development)

9. South of Marshall Ave (Taft Corners Associates, Jeff Davis/Jeff Nick) 

10. Regulating Plan flexibility 

11. Testimony & Comments



Geoffõs team behind-the -scenes 

(GFA)

Architects, urban designers, engineers, economists



1. Pitched vs. Flat Roofs

Pitched roof help combat the 
ñsamenessò seen in much of new 
multistory development - but so do 
some of Williston's other draft 
architectural requirements. Aside 
from the flat roofs, other elements of 
the buildings in these pictures  would 
NOT be approved by our code 
becauseé 



1. Pitched vs. Flat Roofs

Question: I understand the information about pitched 

roofs. 

Strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree 

Question: Should the SB Transmittal Version include a 

change to the Pitched Roof Requirement? If so, what 

change? (pick 1)

a. No change. The existing pitched roof 

requirement with exemptions for solar -ready 

roofs and rooftop private open space is 

sufficient. 

b. òDitch the Pitch.ó Drop the pitched-roof 

requirement.

c. I have another idea (explain during discussion) 



2. Dooryards

Å Flexibility: Under the draft Code, developers can move their 
building back 2 -3 feet to make a 7 ð8-foot dooryard out of a 5 -
foot dooryard. (3.1.A.1.b). 

Å Additional Flexibility: Added language could allow developers 
to move the Required Building Line and Parking Setback Line 
back 2 -3 feet to accommodate 7 ð8-foot dooryards where 5õ 
minimum dooryards are allowed/required. 

Å Increasing 5õ Dooryards to 7õ: Increasing the 5 -foot minimum 
would significantly delay the project because the Regulating 
Plan and Official Map would have to be redrawn. 



2. Dooryards



2. Dooryards

Å Purple and blue colored streets 

require 7õ dooryards. 

Å Everywhere else 5õ dooryard 

Å Not including the flexibility to 

provide more dooryard (see prior 

slides) 



What do Geoff and 

Taylor think? 

The building -to-building distance is already maxed out. Any 
wider and the street will be less pedestrian-friendly because 
buildings will feel too far apart. To avoid this, increasing 
dooryards would need to be accompanied by a reduction in tree 
lawn or vehicle lane widths. The flexibility provided gives the 
option to build a 7ô or wider dooryard where 5ô minimum is 
required. 

The plan includes a variety of street sections. It is not ñone-size-
fits -all.ò Extra green streets where it makes sense. In most 
places, the . Compared to other codes Iôd drafted, these are 
wider greener streets. 

Originally were 2-3ô dooryards and increased to 5 and 7ô. 

2. Dooryards



2. Dooryards

Question: I understand the information about dooryards. 

Strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree 

Question: Should the SB Transmittal Version include a change to the Dooryard 

Standard? If so, what change? (pick 1)

a. No change. The existing dooryard standard and flexibility to add 2 -3õ is sufficient 

b. Increase all dooryards from 5õ to 7õ 

c. Increase some dooryards from 5õ to 7õ 

d. I have another idea (explain during discussion) 



3. Height: 2 -5 Stories



3. Height: 2 -5 Stories



3. Height: 2 -5 Stories

Testimony varied among Commissioners and the public. 

Some agree the keep the height as is to further encourage the concentration of new 

development in Taft Corners, create the framework for affordable housing, and reduce 

development pressure on the outlying rural parts of Williston. 

Others agree to reduce the building heights to reduce the impact of new development 

on the viewshed and character of Taft Corners. For example, changing the Min/Max from 

3/5 to 2/4 or 2/3. 

Current zoning: 36ô maximum with incentive: ñthe height limit will be increased from 36 to 52 

feet where perpetually affordable housing and/or structured parking are provided... It is not the 

intent of the building height incentive to permit the construction of four or five story buildings 

with flat roofs. This incentive is intended to make it possible to build three or, depending on the 

grade of the site, four story buildings that have diverse, attractive rooflines.ò



Å Affordable housing: Housing affordability is impacted by 
development costs, including land costs. A key approach to reducing 
land costs per unit is increasing the density so that more units share the 
land cost.  

Å Energy and the Environment: 4-5 story buildings are a more 
sustainable/efficient use of land and energy, more compact, less 
stormwater runoff per capita, and is a more efficient use of 
construction/material resources, etcé 

Å Tax Base: Increased height will significantly enhance the municipal tax 
base - at minimal cost to the Town's operations budget. The extra units 
will be using the same land, streets, utilities, fire and safety services. 
Increased height will generate revenues that can be used to address 
stormwater in a holistic manner --storm-water dept./system and a 
storm-water master plan.

3. Height: 2 -5 Stories

What does the 

Vision Plan say 

about building 

height? 

Energy Plan Land Use Pathway 5.10: Reevaluate allowable residential density in mixed use 
and village zoning districts. Provide housing opportunities in attractive, efficient building 
forms that equitably serve existing and future residents of Williston enables a lifestyle 
without the expense of owning and operating a personal vehicle and reduces 
expenditures on building energy consumption. 

https://img1.wsimg.com/blobby/go/459b3358-7a2d-40dc-a5f7-1e3330ed377f/Workshop%20Report%20Planning%20Commission_Select%20Boa.pdf
https://www.town.williston.vt.us/vertical/Sites/%7BF506B13C-605B-4878-8062-87E5927E49F0%7D/uploads/Approved_Williston_Energy_Plan_September_1_2020.pdf


3. Height: 2 -5 Stories

Question: I understand the information about building height 

2-5 stories. 

Strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree 

Question: Should building heights be changed? If so, how?

a. I donõt want to change anything about building heights 

as shown on the table. 

b. I want to decrease minimum building heights

c. I want to increase minimum building heights

d. I want to decrease maximum building heights

e. I want to increase maximum building heights  



WDB 37: Mixed -Use Commercial (MUCZD) 

3-of -8 criteria excerpt: 

WDB 41: Taft Corners (TCZD) 

5-of -9 criteria excerpt: 

Current zoning bylaws discourage single -story and single -

tenant retail buildings. 

4. Single -story buildings



4. Single -story buildings 
WDB 38: Mixed -Use Residential (MURZD) 

3-of -3 criteria excerpt: 

Current zoning bylaws discourage single -story and single -tenant retail 

buildings. Single -story and single -tenant buildings are desirable to 

national chains. 



4. Single -story buildings 

VT Case Law : 

òWhere the zoning is 

vague, it shall be 

interpreted in favor 

of applicant.ó 

These elements may be provided 
cumulatively, in or accessory to, 
multiple buildings that are part of 
a single development proposal é. 
multiple stories , not just the 
appearance of multiple stories 
where the floor area of upper -
level stories must be at least 60% 
or more of the first story floor 
area; 

Existing bylaws are challenging to administer and can easily undermine Town Plan goalsé.

http://www.vpic.info/Publications/Reports/DevelopmentReviewModules/Interpreting.pdf


4. Single -story buildings 

Footprint size and context matters

Feb 2015: TCA pre -app for multi -tenant, single -story retail 

building. DRB/HAAC requested building be pulled to street 

per WDB design requirements. DP not filed. 

PetSmart

REI

253 W Main Street, Vergennes VT 

Single -story restaurant nestled between a 2 -story 

shopfront buildings and 2 -story colonial house



4. Single -story buildings 

Should single -story buildings be allowed in the Form -Based Code 

Overlay District? 

a. No, keep minimum height at 2 stories 

b. Yes, throughout the Overlay District and with limitations*

c. Yes, only south of Marshall Ave and with limitations*

d. I have another idea (explain in discussion) 

*Parameters for single -story would need further discussion. The current 

code building form and architectural standards are not designed for single -

story buildings. 



5. Building Footprint



5. Building Footprint

Staff recommends increasing building footprint from 
15,000/18,000 SF to 20,000 SF. The additional 5,000 
SF will not undermine the other Building Form and 
Architectural standards (no landscrapers).  

Staff recommends removing the grocery store metric 
because use is temporary and challenging to 
administer where the structure itself more permanent.



5. Building Footprint

Question ðShould building footprints be changed 

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

a. Yes 

b. No 

c. I have another idea (explain in discussion) 



6. Parking Calculations

- A landowner can build as much parking as they would like to build on their land

- There is no limit on the number of sharedparking spaces that a developer can build. This provides a lot of 

flexibility to landowners.

- There is no limit on the number of reservedparking spaces that a developer can build underground or in a 

structure.

- Reserved parking can be located on an adjacent lot and does not have to be located on-site.

- Shared parking can be located anywhere within a 600 ft walking distance of the development and does not have 

to be located on-site. 

Itõs all about flexibility- dispelling 

FBC òparking myths.ó



6. Parking Calculations
Residential Example: 1 bedroom apartment ςlocated within an 
apartment building)

Minimum reserved surface parking requirement: .75 spaces

Minimum shared parking requirement: .5 spaces

Total minimum parking requirement: 1.25 spaces

Maximum reserved surfaceparking requirement: 1 space

Maximum shared parking requirement: None

Total maximum parking requirement: None

For each 1-bedroom unit, the maximum number of reserved surface parking spaces for that unit is 1 

space.However, there is no maximum limit on the number of shared parking spaces that a developer can build 

that can serve all units on the property. 



6. Parking Calculations
Commercial Example: 2500 square foot 
pizzeria

Minimum reserved parking requirement: None

Minimum shared parking requirement: None

Total minimum parking requirement: None

Maximum reserved parking requirement: 2 spaces

Maximum shared parking requirement: None

Total maximum parking requirement: None

Maximum surface parking standards do not apply to structured, 

basement (under/within a building), on-street, or underground 

parking 



6. Parking Calculations
Commercial Example: 2500 square foot 
pizzeria

The existing pizzeria in Cottonwood Crossing does not have any reserved 

parking. Pizzeria patrons utilize shared parking.Shared parking built under the form-

based code being utilized in the same manner that it is now being utilized in 

Cottonwood Crossing for residents, their guests, and patrons of businesses in the 

general neighborhood.



6. Parking Calculations
¢ƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ ƴƻ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘǊŀŦǘ C./ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άŀƭƭ ƴŜǿ ǇŀǊƪƛƴƎ ƭƻǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ 

more than 30 spaces are required to have at least 40% of those spaces dedicated to 

ǘƘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎΦέ 

There is an allowance that parking lots meeting this criteria may be served directly via 

curb cuts on the street instead of being required to have their access from an alley. 



6. Parking Calculations 

Question ðShould the parking requirements be 

changed?

a. Yes 

a. No 

a. I have another idea (explain in discussion) 



7. Essex Alliance Church 

Pre -application concept plan, 

submitted August 6, 2021 

FBC Regulating Plan Map Vision Plan July 2021 



Timeline 

Å Dec 15, 2020: Planning Commission meet & greet with GFA*

Å Dec 2020: Matt Boulanger preliminary phone call with Chris Snyder about EAC 

Å March 4, April 27, April 29, 2021: Chris Snyder stakeholder meetings with GFA

Å May 3, 2021: Chris Snyder attended òWork -In -Progress ó event 

Å July 2021: Vision Plan published

Å August 6, 2021: DP 21 -18 pre -application filed

Å Sept 14, 2021: DP 21 -18 pre -application hearing with DRB

*italics denote activities that the public were not actively involved in

7. Essex Alliance Church 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YeHnnvKj0uM


7. Essex Alliance Church 
The main grid streets are similar. EAC proposal is more meandering, 

while Regulating Plan has a traditional block pattern 



7. Essex Alliance Church 
The Regulating Plan is more realistic than the concept plan 

Challenges with existing standards

Å Perimeter houses in steep slopes 15 -

30% 

Å Paths through wetland need state 

approval 

Å Half -circle intersection not to DPW 

Specifications 

Concept plan appears ògreeneró than realistic. Red dots 

are tree trunks in streets, driveways, curbs: 



Without a cohesive block and alleyway pattern there will be individual driveway curb cuts onto 

streets. Red dashes are driveways for single and duplex units on the EAC concept plan

7. Essex Alliance Church 

EAC front -loaded Town Home concept plan



Bylaw Standards for Pre -application Review

7. Essex Alliance Church 



DP 21 -18 Staff Report Excerpt 

September 14, 2021

7. Essex Alliance Church 



DP 21 -18: DRB Recommendations Excerpt

September 14, 2021

The DRB modified the HAAC recommendation about street layout: 

7. Essex Alliance Church 



7. Essex Alliance Church 

EAC as proposed, a 55-acre property with 270 units, will develop 
over the several years, 5-10 years at least if not more. While it 
may be possible for the first phase to obtain vesting under 
current zoning before FBC is adopted, it was clear in the pre-app 
staff report than subsequent phases and amendments would be 
subject to the Form-Based Code. 

Staff does not recommend vesting in a concept approval (devil is 
in the detail, see above slides). Staff recommends either 
including or excluding the EAC property from the FBC Overlay 
District. 



7. Essex Alliance Church 

Q ðShould the EAC be included or excluded from FBC? 

a. EAC should be included in the FBC Overlay District and subject to Form -Based Code

b. EAC should be excluded from FBC Overlay District (existing zoning will apply) 

c. I have another idea (explain in discussion)



7. Essex Alliance Church 
Q ðShould the Regulating Plan be amended as shown? 

Á Yes 

Á No

Approx. 642õ single-loaded street frontage. Red highlights 

denote more developable area to reduce single -loaded 

streets (buildings on one -side) and create more alley 

maneuvering space for blocks that back up against Allen 

Brook natural area

Original 
Brainstorm 



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 

Cottonwood Crossing Plans overlayed on Regulating Plan



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 

¶ Senecal Testimony March 1, 2022

¶ Staff Response to Senecal Letter March 8, 2022

Concerns: Regulating Plan (street layout and block sizes), 

building height, footprint size, 

Technical questions (answered in staff memo): parking, 

street furniture elements, private open space, Project 

Review Committee, parking calculation and more 

https://www.town.williston.vt.us/vertical/sites/%7BF506B13C-605B-4878-8062-87E5927E49F0%7D/uploads/Senecal_Bertsch_Letter_to_PC_030122.pdf
https://willistonvt.govoffice3.com/vertical/Sites/%7BF506B13C-605B-4878-8062-87E5927E49F0%7D/uploads/Staff_Response_to_Al_Senecal_Letter_March_8_2022.pdf


8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 
Timeline ðCottonwood Crossing

Å 2007 - Proposed by Allen Brook Development, received 

Growth Management Allocation; never built 

Å 2015 ðPermit process renewed 

Å 2017 ðfirst permits to begin construction of 

infrastructure and Building A1 (construction not started 

until 2019) 

Å 2019 ðrevised Phases I and II to include Community 

Bank among other minor changes 

Å TODAY  - Cottonwood Crossing 

o Phase I: Active. 1 building under construction, 2 

fully permitted. 

o Phase II: Completed. 2 buildings (Community Bank 

& Apts w/ Jrõs Pizza)  

o Phase III -V: Not started. Streets & building 

footprints vested, architectural and site details are 

not yet permitted



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 

2005 Wetlands Map from the SUB 06 -07 

LaPierre Property 

Å Owned by Allen Brook Development 

Inc

Å Includes the Bur Oak Knoll (local 

conservation area)

Å 2005: SUB 06 -07 proposed and 

withdrawn by the LaPierreõs

Å Wetlandõs delineation has expired and 

must be renewed prior to new 

development proposals  



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 

LaPierreõs concept plan 

from 2005 



8. Cottonwood Crossing/LaPierre 

LaPierreõs 2005 with 

Wetlands Delineation 

with Cottonwood 

Crossing overlay 


