Emily Heymann

From: Matthew Boulanger

Sent: Tuesday, March 8, 2022 5:04 PM

To: asenecal@omegavt.com; Brian Bertsch

Cc: Emily Heymann; Melinda Scott; Taylor Newton; Geoff Ferrell

Subject: Responses and additional information related to your March 1 testimony regarding the tfat corners
Form-Based Code.

Attachments: 2022_03_01 Bertsch Senecal Letter to PC RE FBC Testimony.pdf

Al-

Thanks of taking the time tor provide written testimony and for coming to the last three public hearings on the Taft
Corners Form-Based Code.

Below is a response to the points raised in your letter submitted to the Williston PC on 3-1-22. The responses are
technical explanations to better explain the intent for the form-based code (FBC) and how to use the code. Any
comments or questions that you have submitted about policy changes may be addressed by the PC in future work
sessions, and we have identified places within your comments where we now we will be asking the PC to make some
decisions before transmitting to the Selectboard.

Thanks again, and please let me know if you need further clarifications here.

-Matt
1.

Street Layout

Response: We understand your desire to have both sides of each street developable. You have raised the
comment at several public hearings. The PC has not had time to discuss this point at this time and may discuss it
at a future work session.

There are several specific reasons why our consultant team has developed streets on the Regulating Plan with
development on only one side of the street. First, our belief is that structures on the developable side of the
street will have increased value and desirability because there is a park across the street. Secondly, the streets
are typically located next to an area that is known to be environmentally constrained (e.g. steep slopes), may be
environmentally constrained (e.g. wetlands), or is an area designated in the Town Plan as planned for
conservation (Bur Oak Knoll). Thirdly, the streets in questions will be aesthetically attractive places where
humans will want to be based on the interaction of the street-space and park.

Block Sizes

Response: The proposed block sizes are smaller than the average block size in the existing Cottonwood
Crossing.

There are practical reasons why the average block sizes are smaller, particularly in the “Strollable
Neighborhood” frontage along Cottonwood View. Along the “Strollable Neighborhood” frontages, the maximum
building footprint size is 7,000 ft and the maximum height is 3 stories. This will likely lead to smaller buildings
(e.g. small apartments — like Finney Crossing’s 9-plexes, or rowhouses) and fewer units along this specific
frontage than developed in the existing Cottonwood Crossing and therefore smaller block sizes are indicated on



the Regulating Plan. (side note: please note that much of the existing and/or previously approved Cottonwood
Crossing has been “upzoned” to allow for taller buildings than the existing Williston bylaw currently allows).

Additionally, the streets proposed in the “Strollable Neighborhood” frontages are ST36-74 (64’ ROW) and ST38-
80 (66" ROW). The streets are the 3 civic greens are ST29Green (pink hatching), a one-way street with 29’ curb-
to-curb. Current DPW Specs call for 64 ROW and do not have a specification for smaller, one-way streets. DPW
Specs for Typical Urban Streets and Grid Streets call for 40’ curb-to-curb (9’ parking, 11’ travel lanes). The new
FBC street call for 36-38’ curb-to-curb, except smaller 29’ on one-way civic green streets and Route 2A
boulevard.

Second, smaller block sizes are preferable in order to create a human-scale, pedestrian-friendly environment.
The Regulating Plan sets up the creation of street lengths between 300 feet to 400 feet. These measurements
are common targets set nationally by urban designers and follow the general guidelines we received from our
consultant team, but also from Urban Planner Jeff Speck during his visit to Williston in 2019. Here are a few
documents that discuss block size:

- Pedestrian and Transit Friendly Design: A Primer for Smart Growth — Reid Ewing
o “For a high degree of walkability, block lengths of 300 feet, more or less, are desirable. Blocks of 400
to 500 feet still work well. This is typical of older urban areas. However, as blocks grow to 600 to 800
feet or, even worse, to superblock dimensions, adjacent blocks become isolated from each other.”
- Congress for New Urbanism — New Urbanism Best Practices Guide (page 112)
- National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO): Transit Street Design Guide

Shared Parking

Response: There is no requirement in the draft FBC that states that “all new parking lots with more than 30
spaces are required to have at least 40% of those spaces dedicated to the general public.”

The draft FBC contains the following definition of “Shared Parking:”

Shared Parking. Automobile parking that is visible (this may be via signage) and accessible to the public
for a minimum portion of each day.

The intent here is to create enough shared parking in Taft Corners to reasonably accommodate all residents and
visitors to the area through parking that can be shared by multiple users throughout the day. The intent is to
reduce the number of parking spaces (and impervious surfaces) that are “single use” and which can contribute
to the general overbuilding of parking.

Maximum Parking Requirement

Response: Based on your written comments, we believe you have misinterpreted the maximum parking
requirements in the draft FBC. We'll run through a few examples to better explain the requirements.

Residential Example: Let’s first review the example you cited for a residential use (1 bedroom apartment —
located within an apartment building):

Minimum reserved parking requirement: .75 spaces
Minimum shared parking requirement: .5 spaces
Total minimum parking requirement: 1.25 spaces



Maximum reserved parking requirement: 1 space
Maximum shared parking requirement: None
Total maximum parking requirement: None

For each 1 bedroom unit, the maximum number of reserved 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.

Commercial Example #1: 2,500 sq. ft. pizzeria with 60 seats in a building with a 2,500 sq. ft. footprint (separate
office use on second story because all buildings shall have two stories - parking not calculated for the office)

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

In this example, there is no minimum parking requirement and there is no maximum parking requirement. This
may concern folks, but it worth remembering a few points:

- Asingle-story, stand-alone 2,500 sq. ft. pizzeria is NOT allowed under the form-based code. A
building must be at least two-stories tall.

- On-street parking within walking distance (1/4 mile) will serve this establishment.

- Abusiness like this will likely NOT be successful without on-site surface parking. Any business
owner, or developer, that would propose this use on a property would only do so if there is
adequate surface parking on-site. And this is possible through having no cap on shared parking.
Further, by having such a small footprint size, it is likely that there will be ample room on-site to
build surface parking.

- Maximum surface parking standards do not apply to structure, basement (under/within a building),
on-street, or underground parking

Commercial Example #2: 2,500 sq. ft. pizzeria with 60 seats in a building with a 12,000 square foot footprint size
— remainder of first story is 8,500 square feet of other commercial use and the second story is a commercial use
(total 22,000 square feet — we’ve subtracted 2,000 square feet for utilities/stairs/hallway). All listed uses are
calculated in this example:

Minimum reserved parking requirement: None
Minimum shared parking requirement: 27.5 spaces
Total minimum parking requirement: 27.5 spaces

Maximum reserved parking requirement: 22 spaces
Maximum shared parking requirement: None
Total maximum parking requirement: None

Again, there is no maximum limit on the number of shared parking spaces that a developer can build that can
serve all the development in this example.



It is worth highlighting that the existing pizzeria in Cottonwood Crossing does not have any reserved

parking. Pizzeria patrons utilize shared parking. We envision 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.

Other points to remember about the parking standards:

- Alandowner can build as much parking as they would like to build on their land (provide all other
Section 6 requirements are met). This is because there is no maximum limit on the number of
shared parking spaces that a developer can build. This provides a lot of flexibility to landowners
(particularly those with a lot of land that can get creative about where to locate parking across
multiple lots).

- The maximum reserved parking standard does not apply to structures or underground parking
(Section 6(C)(2)(b).

- On-street parking can be utilized by the developer in the calculation of shared parking if more than
50% of the space is located within the street fronting the development parcel (Section 6(E)).

- Reserved parking can be located on an adjacent lot (Section 6(H)(b)) 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 (Section6(H)(c)).

It is important to remember that the parking requirements will likely need to be continually reviewed for the
foreseeable future. The potential for innovation (e.g. autonomous vehicles, E-bikes), the electrification of
automobiles, the increased use of ride-sharing apps, and other recent disruptions to transportation norms (e.g.
remote work) will continually change the demand for parking nationally and in Williston.

Building Height

Response: The PC has heard testimony that single-story buildings should be allowed south of Marshall Ave. The
PC will discuss this policy question at its next work session.

Please clarify if your comment is about allowing single-story buildings in other locations in Taft Corners.

Footprint Size

Response: Williston Planning staff did express similar concerns at the public hearing on March 1, 2022. The PC
will need to determine if it should revisit this issue at its next work session.

Flat Roofs

Response: Flat roofs on structures (and by that it is meant the entire structure) are allowed when the following
elements are located on the roof:

- Racking and associated equipment for solar panels;

- Private open space; or

- Green roof

Flat roofs may also be combined with a pitched roof in certain conditions. For example, Section 4(D)(6)(b):
Pitched roofs, except those on the facade side of the building, may be “cut out” to allow roof access for
terraces and mechanical equipment. The cut out area may not be within 36“of end of the individual
exterior wall or the roof ridge.

All rooftop mechanical shall be screened from view from the Street-space by a parapet wall on flat roofs.



10.

11.

The PC has heard testimony that flat roofs should be allowed under more circumstances and will need to
determine if it should revisit this topic at its next work session.
Private Open Space

Response: You are correct that there is an error between the text and diagrams. Below is how the consultant
team is proposing to correct the error:

Private Open Space minimums

Town Center 15%

Transitional 15%

Strollable 20%

The PC will need to determine if these percentages are correct at its next work session.

Street Furniture

Response: As noted at the hearing, the specific street furniture mentioned in the code can be substituted for an
“equivalent” type of furniture. For bike racks, “other designs are invited, subject to Zoning Administrator
approval.”

The cost of who will pay for the street furniture will depend on who is constructing the street. If a developer is
constructing the street, the developer will pay for the street furniture (and will be able to use the street
construction costs to cover the Transportation Impact Fee costs). If the Town is constructing the street, the
Town will pay for the street furniture.

If constructed by a developer, the streets, and the street furniture, will be owned and maintained privately until

the street is accepted by the Town as a public street. All streets shown on the Regulating Plan (and Official Map)

are intended to be public streets. The procedures of Town acceptance of a private street to a public street are in
the Williston Public Works Specifications.

Once a street is accepted by the Town as a public street, the Town would maintain the street including all street
furniture.

Project Review Committee

Response: All development in the Taft Corners Form-Based Code Overlay District will require only a “Certificate
of Conformity” to be approved by the Town. A “Certificate of Conformity” is comparable to an “administrative
permit” in Williston or a “zoning permit” in other municipalities.

Major applications, which includes applications for new structures, will be reviewed by the Project Review
Committee. This Committee will be composed of the several municipal staff members including the Public
Works Director, Fire Chief, and Zoning Administrator. Committee members will assist the Zoning Administrator
with ensuring that all project conforms with the form-based code, yet the ultimate power to issue a “Certificate
of Conformity” lies solely with the Zoning Administrator.

On a separate note: the Fire Chief and the Public Works Director were consulted during the development of the
form-based code. This includes reviewing the draft cross-sections for streets and infrastructure included in the
Section 5: Public Realm Standards. The Public Works Director has also OK’d amending the Public Works
Specifications to include the street sections included in Section 5 for the code.

Regulating Plan

Response: The PC has heard testimony about this topic and will discuss this policy question at its next work
session.



Matt Boulanger, AICP

Planning Director & Zoning Administrator
Town of Williston, Vermont

Pronouns: (he, him, his)

mboulanger@willistonvt.org
(802) 878-6704 (office)
(802) 265-0648 (mobile)

7900 Williston Road
Williston, Vermont 05495

Help us plan for the future of Williston at www.mytaftcorners.com!
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